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Abstract

Outdoor recreation conflict has been defined agdal interference attributed to
another’s behavior” (Jacob & Schreyer, 1980, p.)3@9though previous leisure research has
stressed the relevance of emotions (e.g., Hully&te & Yi, 1992), it has only been within the
past decade that an increased interest in leisaseebemotions has occurred (e.g., Tumes, 2007;
Vitterso et al., 2004). From this, development andluation of the validity and reliability of a
multi-item, multidimensional emotions-based outdaamreation conflict scale represented the
primary purpose of this study. A second study paepwas introduced to investigate the outdoor
recreation conflict knowledge transfer process witbanada’s National Parks.

Scale validity and reliability were analyzed thgbuthe use of exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis and established fiicges (i.e., Chi-Square, CFl, GFIl, SRMR,
RMSEA) using LISREL statistical software. Empitiegasessment of the emotions-based scale
supported the construct validity of a three-dimenal, 13-item scale. The predictive validity of
the scale related to outdoor recreation conflict @igo substantiated. Dimension reliability for
all three dimensions (emotion = .84; appraisal6; #hd core affect = .72) was also confirmed.
Recommendations for future research are presemtieting the need to establish the scales’
reliability and validity under different circumsteas, in different settings, with different user
groups.

Findings from the knowledge transfer process lghihlthat: (a) managers value existing
and future relationships with academics, (b) marsaggguire “tools” that permit quick and easy
access to relevant information, and (c) researdrmation needs to be presented in a way that
is understandable, short and succinct. The prapostloor recreation conflict scale was

identified as valuable and interesting; howevemaggrs did not see the scale as being



appropriate for general use with the research giNerlanguage proving to be a barrier for
managers.

Overall, this research advances theoretical utaleigg of outdoor recreation conflict
through the development of the first emotions-basedlict scale and reveals important findings
for improving the delivery and acceptance of outdecreation and conflict related research.
Practical and theoretical findings are discusseiti@grelate to the leisure field and other

disciplines of inquiry.
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CHAPTER ONE

1.1Introduction and Overview

Interest in recreation conflict was spurred in 1960’s because of increased participation
rates and an incredible diversity of recreatiomtivdies. Consequently recreation conflict has
become one of the most common, yet difficult, dradles with which managers must contend
(Hammitt & Schneider, 2000). Ecological impactst@ils and campsites have, however,
received the most attention from management andypdévelopers (Manning, 1999). Despite
the attention given to ecological management carscessues surrounding conflict represent
social science problems that are particularly clifii to manage because of their varied attributes.

Jacob and Schreyer (1980) developed the first antgps most well-known
conceptualization of recreation conflict defined' agyoal interference attributed to another’s
behavior” (p. 369). Accordingly, this type of ctiaf has most often been recognized as
asymmetrical (i.e., only one group or party is eiféel) in nature. Jacob and Schreyer’'s model
also identified activity style, resource specificinode of experience, and tolerance for lifestyle
diversity as four factors that can serve to heiglat@erson or parties’ sensitivity to conflict.
Lindsay (1980) offered a spatial model of conflighich saw “any physical, social or
psychological obstruction arising with or betweantigipants and their recreation goals” as
having the potential for conflict (p. 216). Buiyolland, and McEwen (1983) proposed another
early conflict conceptualization where recreaticmalivities are placed along a grid based on
their degree of environmental dominance and teduyicdl dependence. As such, conflict was
defined as the occurrence of incompatible actisi(eury, Holland, & McEwen, 1983). This
model reflects the asymmetrical nature of conflieviously mentioned where one activity with

a high technological dependence (e.g., motor bgplias a negative effect on another less



technologically dependent activity (e.g., canoeinghally, Schneider (2000) offered another
conceptualization of conflict by suggesting thatftiot can be categorized as either resulting
from intrapersonal, interpersonal, or organizatiahfferences.

In the earlier 1990’s recreation conflict researstaso began to investigate visitor
responses to conflict. Schneider and Hammitt (198&ed that, “further progress toward
understanding and managing conflict would seem recethif researchers redirected [their]
attention...toward visitors’ responses to confligi’ 225). Research, has identified the
behavioural response of temporal/spatial displaceaued the cognitive response of product
shift and rationalization as the actions most t@gihycengaged in by persons seeking to cope with
recreation conflict (Schneider & Hammitt, 1995).

Over the past several decades, recreation corgetarch has identified a number of key
variables important to the understanding and mamageof recreation conflict. Some of these
variables include individual motivations, sociadss$, environmental attitudes (Jackson, 1989),
social values (Carothers, Vaske, & Donnelly, 20@idividual and group norms (Watson, 1995),
safety concerns, goals and goal importance (Mandi®g9), place attachment (Kyle, Mowen, &
Tarrant, 2004), stress (lwasaki & Schneider, 2@3uster, Hammitt, & Moore, 2006),
perceptions of crowding, visitor based standardsuality (Stewart & Cole, 2001) as well as
coping responses (Schneider & Hammitt, 1995; Mam®&irValliere, 2001). More recently
recreation conflict research has revealed a rendéoeess on conflict related to constraints
(Mowen, Payne, & Scott, 2005; Walker & Virden, 2D0&owding (Kuentzel & Heberlein,
2003), and a resurgence in the attention giverotms/visitor-based standards of quality
(Manning, Morrissey, & Lawson, 2005), coping belmavi(Johnson & Dawson, 2004), place

attachment (Smaldone, Harris, Sanyal, & Lind, 200%) affective leisure behaviour (Vitterson,



Chipeniuk, Skar, & Vistad, 2004). Such findingsikcbprove useful for managers of natural
environments whose jobs are becoming increasingleronomplex and sophisticated (Manning,
1999).

In fact, today outdoor recreation managers havieeat disposal a varied arsenal of tools,
techniques, and approaches for managing both dcaland social aspects of outdoor
recreation participation. Quite often approacheamore accurately philosophies such as
Sustainable Ecosystem Management (SEM) or EcosyBtesad Management (EBM) are
employed that enable managers to “serve human ndaismaintaining diversity and
productivity of natural ecosystems over time” (Me& Driver, 2005, p. 180). In balancing
human use and environmental sustainability managess influence amount/distribution of
use, method of travel, user group size, lengthayf, wisitor behaviours (e.g., fire building) as
well as affect user expectations, user knowledges &ind seasons of use as well as support for
management and policies (Moore & Driver, 2005).

Many outdoor recreation management approachesahdoainant environmental ethic;
but there also exists a greater incorporation ofatscience knowledge into management,
education, and practice. Nonetheless, managempnaches are quite varied because “...there
is too much diversity in outdoor recreation forstardized management approaches to be
appropriate” (Manning, 1999, p. 282). Becausé®, tmanagement practices or prescriptions
are typically categorized as either indirect oedir Manning (1999) holds that typically indirect
management approaches are favoured because thegao®ntrolling, permitting a greater
amount of visitor freedom, but are also viewed @gdpsomewnhat less effective. Similarly,
direct approaches have been criticized for beingctmtrolling, but more effective for reaching

management objectives (Manning, 1999). Indirept@@ches emphasize influencing or



modifying visitor behaviour and are typically cldiesl as four different types: physical setting
modification, information and education, user innevhent and fees/economic constraints.
Direct measures that typically emphasize the reguaf visitor behaviour have been grouped
into seven general types (Moore & Driver, 2005¢Juding: rules/regulations, restrictions on
group size, length of stay, allowable activitieésig of use, location of use (i.e., zoning), and
level of use. These direct measures are purpdgéidad because each can represent a wide
assortment of management objectives, which spédiigrent group sizes and allowable
activities depending on the time of year.

Zoning, which can be used to separate certainagoreactivities, even incompatible
activities, is perhaps one of the most commonllyzeti direct management approaches,
(Manning, 1999). Zoning can also be applied ipatial and temporal dimension and is at the
heart of visitor management frameworks (VMF), alttjo not all VMFs utilize zoning. At least
five different VMF have been developed. The RewmeaOpportunity Spectrum (ROS) was the
first and is perhaps the best known VMF. Utilizswgial not ecological carrying capacity, ROS
is “based on the idea that people participate ¢neaional activities in specific settings to
achieve desired experiences and benefits” (PayNdsn, 2002, p. 158). The Visitor Activity
Management Process (VAMP) developed by Parks Canatia 1980s, revolves around visitor
activity profiles and focuses on understanding huaetivity and use (Payne & Nilsen, 2002).
The Visitor Impact Management Process (VIM) framdwlmas a strong connection to ecological
carrying capacity because of its primary concerrvisitor impacts on the natural environment.
The Limits of Acceptable Change is similar to R@S$hat it concerns itself with identifying

recreational opportunities in a variety of settingsnally, the Visitor Experience and Resource



Protection (VERP) framework is unique becauset@napts to integrate both social and
ecological aspects of carrying capacity.

Although much of the previously discussed outdeareation management practices
address environmental impacts associated with huswgation participation, they do not by
design explicitly address recreation conflict canse Although many of the direct/indirect
approaches (e.g., zoning, education) may be aldddaess conflict concerns, much of the
outdoor recreation management practices are foausee generally at providing satisfying
recreation opportunities while limiting environmahimpacts. Conflict management,
particularly early on, was approached with simmeiag because it was believed that conflict
was a result of incompatible activities (HammitS&hneider, 2000). When conflict problems
were not solved, emphasis then shifted to undetstgruser behaviours, particularly their
motivations, perceptions, and preferences (Hamn8thneider, 2000). The emphasis
expanded to include value differences with greatelerstanding being achieved with the
inclusion of greater public involvement, which heg more recently to a focus on people’s
response to conflict and their ability to cope watnflicting or undesirable situations.
Application of various recreation conflict managernapproaches has varied over the years,
particularly within Canada’s parks system.

Parks Canada, stipulates in the Canada natiorled p&t the management approach and
philosophy to be applied throughout all nationakgaa “...long-term ecological vision for the
park, a set of ecological integrity objectives amticators and provisions for resource protection
and restoration, zoning, visitor use, public awassnand performance evaluation...” will be
established for each national park (Parks Candifi))2 Parks Canada’s Guiding Principles and

Operational Policies (2003) document specifies npoeeisely the type of management approach



being applied to Canadian national parks. A fewdigg principles are of particular importance
for this dissertation because of their increasedd$amn social science issues, including: (1)
education and awareness, (2) human-environmernioredhip, (3) research and science, (4)
appropriate visitor activities and (5) public inveinent. It is clear however, that the objectives
and management principles of Parks Canada refiessirhe extent many of the broad
management ideologies highlighted from the litamatu
1.2 Problem Statement/Rationale

Unfortunately for the social sciences, much ofrtl@nagement focus is still dominated
by a natural sciences emphasis or environmental. efihis seems to be the sentiment of Lewis
(2007), herself, a park manager in the U.S. Parki&e Lewis is not suggesting that social and
natural science research should be consideredatelyatbut that many of the value-based issues
involving natural resources and visitor use cowdbddressed through social science research.
The sad part according to Lewis is that “that inpesgms to be largely missing from the national
parks...” (2007, p. 38). Unfortunately, and as altesnanagers more often than not are
required to cope or deal with complex social saessues, such as outdoor recreation conflict,
without new, appropriate, and/or relevant informatiln fact, Spiers and Plummer (2005) noted
that Ontario Provincial park managers relied moshistorical management approaches (e.qg.,
zoning) and intuition when making management decs(See also Harmon, 1994). Manning
(1999) noted that, “Good information is neededrémreation management...” (p. 291). In fact,
Wright (2003) noted that, “both researchers andagars cite barriers to incorporating the best
available science into land management” (p. 1)ighifis comments are particularly important
because she has connections to research (Rockytdouresearch Station & Aldo Leopold

Wilderness Research Institute) and practice aseiponer (United States Department of



Agriculture & Forest Service). One solution, ackog to Wright, for making ecosystem
management more effective, is to narrow the gawdet scientific knowledge and existing
management practices. According to Wright, lopgli@ations of scientific knowledge by
resource managers are more common and much mehgtikoccur successfully in comparison
to broad scale applications. Despite the factitetagement audiences are exposed to scientific
information through publications and presentatiagjareness of new approaches and
techniques does not necessarily transfer to aoBeeof new management practices” (Wright,
2003, p. 2). One criticism has been that confexgmesentations and lengthy publications only
promote awareness of new approaches and do notHentselves to immediate application.
Translating scientific discoveries into procedussthe most difficult task and as a result is what
is often missing (Lewis, 2007). Resource managies require a level of understanding of a
new approach that can only be achieved throughapesd training or handbooks in order for
the implementation of new approaches to be effeaid successful (Wright, 2003). The
problem with most research findings can be traodtie different preferences researchers and
managers have for the research including how tloavladge is disseminated. Manning (1999)
recognized that most academic research has been(ibas driven by theory or conducted for
the purposes of developing a theory) as opposeagbed (i.e., conducted to address broader
societal issues), which has impaired managemeepéaece and adoption of research findings.
The basic nature of most research does little ljp tmanagers with complex variables like
motivations and norms. Findings from researchoéten difficult for managers to directly apply
because “...research problems are defined too narramd abstractly to have much
application...” (Manning, 1999, p. 293). Wright (Z)tighlights that new management

approaches and innovations that are easier totty@aimplement are more likely to see actual



application in a resource management contexteference to many of the current, complex
innovations, Wright says that they, “...can be destyto be less complex, more compatible,
easier to implement, or easier to observe” (2008).p The responsibility however lies with the
research community to make the effort to ensurefih@dings and innovations are easier for
managers to adopt (Wright, 2003).

The problem of knowledge dissemination betweenarebers and managers with respect
to social issues, such as outdoor recreation @bnii compounded. The reason for this is
because, “The fields of ecosystem science and neamagf are comprised of a large number of
ecologists and a few social scientists” (WrightD20p. 2). It is unfortunate that science-based
management is perhaps most often associated vigitua on the ecology of the land and
therefore an emphasis is placed on limiting adverseronmental impacts (Lewis) from outdoor
recreation participation. Wright acknowledges aadree that both ecological and social
science knowledge should be used to inform deasidrne evidence suggests, however, that
social science research is not conducted as frégueenecological science research within parks
(Wright), which may account for less managerial@sye and even acknowledgement of its
importance. This is surprising, given the compleand multi-dimensionality of social science
issues requiring innovative solutions and managemgoroaches. The Social Sciences and
Humanities Research Council (SSHRC) of Canada 02 2fated that, “We simply do not have
clear and widely accepted answers to very basiaisability questions, including many that lie
in the social sciences realm” (p. 2). SSHRC alds tsignificant advances have been made in
our knowledge of the biophysical underpinningsustainability...However, to date, no similar
strategic investment has been made in buildingdlteal knowledge and capacity that is just as

essential to success” (2002, p. 2).



Such occurrences unfortunately represent bareegth improving knowledge transfer
between researchers and managers and potentiavements in manager’s abilities to address
serious social concerns; including outdoor recomationflict. Thankfully, Parks Canada has
recently recognized the increasing importance afagang social issues. Nilsen (2003), a Parks
Canada researcher, has noted many benefits of somace research in Canada’s National
Parks, particularly for measuring visitor contaasswell as defining, measuring, and
understanding client characteristics and helpingntderstand visitor satisfaction and behaviour
changes. These benefits, however, ignore conimisisocial science research can make to
maintaining ecological integrity. Simple recogoitiof the fact that most threats to ecological
integrity are created by visitor activity withindwutside of park boundaries should suffice in
highlighting the contributions that social sciemesearch can make to ecological integrity
(Rollins & Robinson, 2002). From these perspestigecial science research can inform human
behaviour in social contexts, but also how and wdryain behaviours are creating consequences
for ecological integrity. For example, the vallessed knowledge currently still missing from
parks management (See Lewis, 2007), could potgntiahtribute to improving human
activity/behaviour within parks, increasing ecolaiintegrity.

Although recommendations abound (e.g., researattifiomer cooperation) about how to
improve knowledge transfer between researchersramigers, and how to increase the
incorporation of the social sciences into resomemagement; the truth is that we have much to
learn. As researchers and natural resource majageisimply do not know the current state of
social science and more precisely conflict knoweedgsemination. We do not know if
academically accepted knowledge related to cortflastbeen accepted and adopted by managers

and also how such knowledge is retrieved and atllizConversely, if knowledge is not being
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used, why not? These and other similar questiemain uninvestigated and consequently
unanswered. Answers to these questions coulddmsipre that greater co-operation is achieved
between researchers and managers and that fuse@ cé on recreation conflict is approached
with communication and compromise to ensure tmatifigs benefit both researchers and
managers. “Many of the tools and mechanisms tieah@eded already exist, they just need to be
used to their fullest potential, in an integrated aollaborative environment” (Kachi, 2003, p.
4). In order for this to occur, an examinatiortteé current state of knowledge dissemination
must take place. Existing gaps as well as suagesigiments need to be identified.
Understanding and being able to improve the diffa®f social scientific knowledge is one
approach for enhancing the appropriateness of neamegt decisions, improve park visitors’
experiences, and hopefully reduce occurrencesesfasflicts.
1.3 Purpose and Research Objectives

The following investigation was comprised of twadies. The first, mixed methods
study, conducted in a Canadian national park, soiegtlevelop a deeper understanding of
outdoor recreation conflict. As outlined earlieete exists an abundance of information that
proposes to explain conflict. A model is presenteaich offers a new and expanded
conceptualization of outdoor recreation conflict&e on the conflict literature, particularly that
relating to stress and coping but also recognizesdle and importance of emotions in the
conflict experience (See Russell & Barrett, 1999jev1& McCool, 2003; Schuster, Hammitt &
Moore, 2003; and Schneider & Stanis, in press)e ifitent was to verify and use this
understanding to propose a multi-dimensional, mtdth conflict scale. Verification of my
conceptual understanding was conducted throughgbef interviews. An initial list of possible

conflict related items was developed, with a fisehle consolidated following expert review,
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data collection in Jasper National Park, and egpboy and confirmatory factor analysis. The
intention was for this scale to serve two primanygoses: First, from a practical perspective
natural resource area managers would able to ts@ssess the frequency, magnitude, and
dominant causes of recreation conflict in theitipatar area. And second, from a theoretical
perspective, the scale would serve as the found&tiofuture research towards the continued
understanding of outdoor recreation conflict. Pmagcally, the sheer number of park visitors
warrants the use of quantitative methods to erthatea sufficient and accurate depth of
understanding is gained from visitors regardingflacin

The second study provided an examination of tlevkedge transfer process. Details
regarding the rationale for this study is provide@r. The study utilized a qualitative
framework that incorporated one-on-one intervievth Warks Canada agency/management
officials. Patton (2002) has noted that quali@iiwestigations are most suited to research when
the topic has received little empirical attentigks such the qualitative approach is appropriate
for providing an in-depth analysis. Focus was giteestablishing what conflict knowledge is
being utilized by park managers, what knowledg®otsbeing utilized and why. Barriers to
knowledge utilization will be identified, and a cent state of conflict knowledge dissemination
will be presented. Although leisure researchevemacognized the often-limited use and
insularity of their research (Samdahl & Kelly, 1998rdan & Roland, 1999) no known research
has attempted to investigate and understand thelkdge dissemination process in recreation
and leisure research. This final study puts fodanumber of recommendations for improving
the diffusion of new and old management informatiothe future and permits the evaluation of
the current use of conflict management practicgstamches in Canada’s national park system.

The following research questions served to guideattove two studies.
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Outdoor Recreation Conflict Conceptualization/Sdaielopment & Testing:

Guiding Question: What is outdoor recreation conflict?

RQ1: What are the factors or variables contributing® @ccurrence(s) of recreation conflict?
RQ2: What factors or variables contribute the most eodbcurrence(s) of recreation conflict?
RQ3: How do park visitors evaluate the presence or @eoge of recreation conflict?

RQ4: What role do negative emotions play in the expeiigg of outdoor recreation conflict?

RQ5: How is this knowledge applicable to managers asdaechers?

Outdoor Recreation Conflict Knowledge Management:

Guiding Question: Is recreation conflict knowledge being disseminétadsferred between its
producers (i.e., academics) and its intended \{sersparks management officials)?

RQ1: Is current recreation conflict knowledge relevantite current needs and goals of parks

officials?

RQ2: Is disseminated knowledge actually being put inexcpce?

RQ3: What recreation conflict knowledge is not beingsdiminated?

RQ4: What barriers are present that are inhibiting tissaimination of conflict knowledge?

RQ5: What recommendations can be put forward to impomudoor recreation conflict

knowledge dissemination?
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CHAPTER TWO
Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

The following chapter provides an overview of owtdeecreation, recreation conflict, parks
history and outdoor recreation, and conflict mamaget. More specifically, outdoor recreation
is defined in comparison to both leisure and raavaa Outdoor recreation conflict is explored
from an environmental psychology perspective as$ agethrough the examination of various
outdoor recreation conflict variables (e.g., crawgdimotivations, visitor satisfaction, sense of
place, and coping). Three early and arguably mezstgnized conceptualizations of outdoor
recreation conflict are also explored. Variousdoot recreation management models and
approaches are explored, including their relevam@ppropriateness as outdoor recreation
conflict management tools. A brief history of Cdas national parks is included along with a
review of various management practices currentlys@ in Canada’s national parks, followed by
a look at management concerns and strategiesddutare. The chapter finishes with the
presentation of a proposed outdoor recreation mbmflodel that serves as the foundation for
expanding the understanding of the causes of outégoeation conflict.
2.2 Leisure, Recreation, and Outdoor Recreation

Walt Whitman once wrote, “Now | see the secremnaking the best person: it is to grow

in the open air and eat and sleep with the eafi@i. many people participation in outdoor
recreation provides them with just that; the chaonagrow and learn new things about
themselves all while surrounded in the open aithieyvastness of nature. However, before
defining and exploring the concept of outdoor ration further, it is important to discuss a

number of key concepts that are closely associaitdit.
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Leisure and recreation are popular terms thabties used synonymously. Use of these
terms interchangeably, however, is incorrect (Ggdh899; Plummer, 2005)Recreations
often associated with the refreshing or restorihgnoindividual following work. Consequently,
recreation has seen a much more specific and tinuise as defining activity done in opposition
to work (Godbey, 1999). Recreation is perhaps mogeisely an activity engaged in during
leisure and the resulting experience (Moore & Dria®05). An activity would therefore be
considered recreation if it produced feelings oflabeing, satisfaction, achievement, success,
and even pleasure (Godbey, 1999). All of this stéiwm the idea, “that people engage in
particular recreation activities to realize desipsgichological and physiological experiences”
(Moore & Driver, 2005, p. 9)Leisureon the other hand has been subject to a number of
different conceptualizations. Its roots from thegih wordlicere, which means “to be free,” and
the Greek woragchole which means “serious activity without the pressoir necessity,” sparked
much of our early understandings. Several diffesagings have also emerged, including,
“leisure time”, “leisure lifestyle”, “being at leige” as well as “leisurely” as a means of
describing leisure (Moore & Driver, 2005). The miecognized “shades of meaning” according
to Godbey include as time, activity, and state ofdor existence.

As time, leisure is referred to as free time pedod in a person’s life where they may
have a greater amount of freedom (Godbey, 199900 this perspective, leisure is defined as
a series of activities that are pleasurable, pwinbsand undertaken voluntarily” during our free
time (Plummer, 2005, p. 2). Equating leisure \itide time is clear-cut and practical according
to Moore and Driver (2005) because it “...can belgagiantified, making it possible to identify
trends and to compare amounts of leisure amongrdiit groups” (p. 6). Defining leisure as

free time is not without its shortcomings. Firgad, we must learn to distinguish between
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obligated and free time (Godbey, 1999). Godbeg,d8hat is free time for the retired person,
the student, the homemaker, the unemployed, thedolet, the artist, the professor, or the
homeless person?” (1999, p. 4). Different membésociety have different things placing
limits on their free time. Many times in life weeaobligated to do many things that we may not
consider work or leisure. As a means of highligiptine definitional problems associated with
leisure as free time, Godbey notes five differantlk of free time as first discussed by Kaplan
(1960). They included (1) permanent, voluntarguee of the rich, (2) temporary, involuntary
leisure of the unemployed, (3) regularly allocatemluntary leisure of the employed, (4)
permanent incapacity of the disabled and (5) tHentary retirement of the aged.

Leisure as activity implies that leisure is pap#&tion in certain activities. Participation
in leisure activities is also assumed to be freblysen and not participated in for pay (Moore &
Driver, 2005). Playing softball or soccer may éisdire for one person who participates freely
and without pay. But what about professional soptayers who receive pay? Is their playing
soccer no longer leisure? While participationancer will most often be regarded as a leisure
activity; we must be careful when “Limiting our @lef leisure to lists of activities...[because] it
ignores peoples’ motives and experiences” (Mooter&er, 2005, p. 7).

Finally, leisure has been defined as a state nflrar existence. As existence, Godbey
calls leisure “a mood of contemplation” referrirget state of being unhurried, tranquil, or
without regard to time (1999, p. 5). Such a cotue@zation has also been associated with
spiritual or religious celebrations (Godbey, 1989®ore & Driver, 2005). According to
psychologist’s leisure as state of mind involvesyednts of perceived freedom, intrinsic
motivation, and internal locus of control. As sueisure must be something that is freely

chosen, intrinsically motivating or satisfying amdo believed by participants that they are
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controlling the occurrence of events rather thandgeontrolled by the events (Godbey, 1999;
Moore & Driver, 2005; Neulinger, 1994). Unfortuabt, this conceptualization of leisure
completely ignores the impact or influence of tkeemal world (Moore & Driver, 2005). As
such, Moore and Driver question whether it is appete to consider daydreams or even
hallucinations leisure.

Having reviewed some of the more common concegatains of leisure and recreation,
one may now begin to understand the equally amligiaoncept of outdoor recreation. One of
the earliest definitions of outdoor recreation (@an & Knetsch, 1966) recognizedtdoor
recreationas simply recreation that is typically carriedartdoors. Some earlier definitions
(e.g., Ford & Blanchard, 1993) however, also ineldithe use of indoor facilities, which
permitted traditional outdoor activities to be papated in indoors. More recently, definitions
of outdoor recreation have become more standardizédat they recognize many of the same
fundamental characteristics. Leitner, Leitner, Asdociates (1996) define outdoor recreation,
“as the interaction between an activity and an ootchatural environment that recreates an
individual physically, psychologically, emotionallgnd socially” (p. 338). Similarly, Ibrahim
and Cordes (1993) defined outdoor recreation “athanized free time activities that are
participated in for their own sake and where them@n interaction between the participant and an
element of nature” (p. 13). Surprisingly, Plumr(@005) notes that the term outdoor recreation
has been used with remarkable consistency andiméining outdoor recreation is most often
a case of semantics (Moore & Driver, 2005). Charastics include that participation is
voluntary, occurs during free time and has assgerce an interaction between people and the

natural environment. Confusion has often resuligd what exactly is meant by “outdoor”?
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Essentially, outdoor recreation is distinguishdbden other recreation because of its use
of a natural setting and the dependence upon tlueah@nvironment (Moore & Driver, 2005).
Moore and Driver highlight that each of these digiens should be viewed along a continuum.
As such, mountain climbers living in the mountdimisweeks as they attempt to climb Mount
Everest may represent outdoor recreation as muahasnan working in her garden or a couple
walking along a greenway trail. Debate howevelt,estists as to whether or not activities such
as gardening, golf, or baseball at a local baligiad are in fact outdoor recreation. However,
Plummer (2005) also made note of five key objestigkEoutdoor recreation based on Jensen
(1995). The objectives are as follows.

1. Appreciation of natureoutdoor recreation should build knowledge andaeck
understanding of ecological processes as well @slale an awareness of sensitivity of
natural environments to human impacts.

2. Personal satisfaction and enjoymeatitdoor recreation provides a vehicle by which
people may positively experience nature, deriveqaal pleasure, and/or intuitive
enrichment.

3. Physiological fitnessoutdoor recreation frequently provides opportesifor active
physical engagement.

4. Positive behaviour patternsutdoor recreation should instill an attitudeespect,
consideration, and sincerity toward fellow partamps and resource managers.

5. Stewardshipoutdoor recreation provides opportunity for txereise of moral and
ethical values towards the environment should beief aim of and spirit fostered by

outdoor recreation.
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Having provided a brief overview of outdoor recreat it is also important to realize that
other terminology exists. Not all of these aremymous with the version of outdoor recreation
just discussed, which represents a broad gendrahzéut rather represent slight variations.
Terms that are also used include natural resoereation, resource-based recreation, wildland
recreation, forest recreation, nature tourism,@adgém, adventure recreation, outdoor adventure
and risk recreation (See Fennell, 1999; Hammitt&deC1998; and Moore & Driver, 2005 for
further explanations of the above terms).

It should be apparent from the above review th&d@ar recreation shares with the terms
leisure and recreation many of the same charattsrisf freedom of choice and participation for
inherent benefits. However, it is also outdoor@aton’s innate complexity that makes it
extremely troublesome to manage. Outdoor recneatianagement is most typically approached
both from a human dimensions and natural resoulicesnsions perspective. The resulting
interdisciplinary nature of outdoor recreation riegsi the involvement of professionals from the
fields of psychology, sociology, geography, ecormanpolitical science, landscape architecture,
biology, ecology, forestry, and hydrology to nanu & few (Moore & Driver, 2005).

Understanding outdoor recreation behaviour howeeguires a social psychological
perspective, which is largely based on the expegtreory of participation in an activity for a
desired outcome (Moore & Driver, 2005). Such adwsbural approach concentrates on why
individuals participate in particular outdoor reatien activities and focuses on the importance of
the experience itself as well as the intrinsic fiighelt is this approach, which lead to the

following discussion and examination of outdoomreation conflict and its related variables.
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2.2.1 Leisure, Recreation, Outdoor Recreation: Biéenand Value

The previous discussions alluded to many inhdvenefits of leisure participation. The
following highlights some of these benefits andralleralue associated with leisure, or for that
matter, tourism participation. Generally, leisureolvement has been established as a coping
mechanism for stress and coincidentally a prevemtatechanism against poor health
(Trenberth, 2005). For instance, links to physjatal benefits of increased longevity, reduction
of mortality causing diseases, improved cardioviasdealth, and treatment of obesity have
been cited (Leahy, Shugrue, Daigle, & Daniel, 200®ditionally, psychological well-being,
including alleviation of psychological conditionsch as anxiety and depression are also
recognized (Leahy et al., 2009).

Research from the travel and tourism literatuiefband additional benefits of the
leisure-tourism experience. These include restralakation, which appears to be the number
one reasons that Canadians travel, to nurture yaand friendship ties, and finally to learn and
discover (Crompton & Keown, 2010). Nimrod and Rot@010) studied the benefits of
retirees’ tourism and found five categories of bisieexcitement, social bonding, meeting role
expectations, relaxation, and general enjoyment.

Most relevant to this study however, are spetiéinefits that have been linked to the
outdoors, parks, and nature. For example, “p@dtton in outdoor recreation provides a range
of potential benefits. These include: health inweraent from physical activity; spiritual well-
being; an increase in self-esteem; mental restoraéind an appreciation for the natural
environment” (Hoehner, Brownson, Allen, Gramannhigas, Floyd, Leahy, Liddle, Smaldone,
Spain, Tardona, Ruthmann, Seiler, & Yount, 20109). In fact, some research suggests that

humans have a need to affiliate with nature anthithenan identity is rooted in the natural world
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(Boniface, 2006). Boniface quotes earlier workisgy“that a meaningful change (particularly
in terms of self-concept and self-perception) tgiase within an individual when undertaking
activities in natural, wilderness settings” (20p610). Boniface studies the meanings of
adventurous activities for women, and, althoughfebiad as previous has, that benefits included
getting away (or escaping from daily routine), mide (social bonding), she also found that
“challenges in the outdoors test[ed] [the] emotlpphysical, and intellectual and spiritual
competence to personal limits seldom experienceyeny day life” (2006, p. 17). The benefits
move beyond actual nature, because as ValtcharastorB and Ellard (2010) established, “even
surrogate nature (in the form of photographs addag) can have a significant effect on the
physiological, emotional, and cognitive statesnofividuals” (p. 504).

The benefits and value of leisure, outdoor reaaatnd nature are well established.
Although people participate for a variety of reasactual behaviours while participating can
vary, often influenced by encounters with othersigmrticipants. Negative encounters,
routinely described as conflicts have been the dantifocus.

2.3 Outdoor Recreation Conflict: Three Early Contegizations

Interest in recreation conflict was spurred in1860’s because of increased patrticipation
rates and an incredible diversity of recreatiomdivdies. Growth in recreation conflict has
coincided directly with increased participationg thnovation of new activities and a greater
accessibility to natural resource areas (Hammi@de, 1998; Spiers & Plummer, 2005; Vaske,
Donnelly, Wittman & Laidlaw, 1995). Conflict regea has witnessed an evolution from a
dominant focus on competition between users focespad resources and a focus on
incompatible activities to the contemporary exarioraof the underlying root causes, variables,

and factors, which cause conflict (Confer, ThapaJé&ndelsohn, 2005). Even today, demand is
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increasing for more theoretical approaches to wstdeding conflict and why it occurs
(Manning, 1999).

Three of the most well-known conflict theories #vese of Bury, Holland, and McEwen
(1983), Jacob and Schreyer (1980), and LindsayQ(198he first and perhaps most well-known
and widely cited conceptualization of recreationftiot is that of Jacob and Schreyer (1980),
whose theoretical perspective defiramhflictas “...goal interference attributed to another’s
behavior” (p. 369). Accordingly, this type of ctiaf has most often been recognized as
asymmetrical in nature and also referred to agpetsonal conflict (Carothers, Vaske, &
Donnelly, 2001; Schneider, 2000; Vaske, Donnellytitman, & Laidlaw, 1995). According to
Carothers et al., (2001), “For interpersonal cahtio occur, the physical presence or behavior of
an individual or a group of recreationists museifére with the goals of another individual or
group” (p. 47). Jacob and Schreyer’'s model idesttéctivity style resource specificitynode
of experienceandtolerance for lifestyle diversitgts four factors that can serve to heighten a
person or party’s sensitivity to conflict. Actiyistyle refers to the personal meanings
individual's assign to a particular activity. Agtly style is assessed based on intensity of
participation, status (i.e., equipment, level gbextise, and the range of activity experiences). |
a recent study, Confer, Thapa, and Mendelsohn (28G&mined conflict using activity style and
residency status. The different activity stylesevafters, kayakers, and anglers. Anglers were
found to be the most likely to perceive confli®@esource specificity can also influence conflict
and refers to the importance or significance ofgis particular resource for a particular
recreation activity. The various components obuese specificity include the quality of the
resource itself, a person’s status based on kngeladd the sense of possession that an

individual feels over a specific recreation reseur©ne study by Moore, Scott, and Graefe
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(1998) examined the effects of activity differeneésng one specific greenway trail.
Differences were found between runners, bikers,iautihe skaters, with the runners reporting
the highest occurrence of conflict because of camfd surrounding individuals traveling too
quickly and failing to give warning when passing.

The next factor influencing conflict accordingXacob and Schreyer’s (1980) model is
mode of experience. This factor concerns envirortai@erception and is reliant on how
focused or unfocused a recreation participant iherenvironment. For example, a bird watcher
would be considered to be focused because ofdltemtiveness to the natural environment.
Finally, conflict is influenced by tolerance fofdstyle diversity. In this sense, individuals wath
low lifestyle tolerance would reject lifestyles ttzae different from their own. Lifestyle
tolerance can also vary depending on the technasggciated with a particular activity and the
amount of resources it consumes. In further exengithe conflict model of Jacob and
Schreyer, Manning (1999) presented ten propositahgh reveal that in fact conflict is largely
based on experience, beliefs and attitudes thahsmgretive and unique to individuals. Table 1
presents 10 outdoor recreation conflict proposgtiextrapolated from Jacob and Schreyer’s

theoretical model.
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Table 1

Outdoor Recreation Conflict Propositions

1. The more intense the activity style, the gretiterikelihood of a social interaction with less
intense participants will result in conflict.

2. When the private activity style confronts th&tss-conscious activity style, conflict results
because the private activity style’s disregardstatus symbols negates the relevance of the
other participant’s status hierarchy.

3. Status-based interactivity conflict occurs whgparticipant desiring high status must interact
with another viewed as lower status.

4. Conflict occurs between participants who dosiare the same status hierarchies.

5. The more specific the expectations of what ¢tuies a quality experience, the greater the
potential for conflict.

6. When a person who views the place’s qualitiasnasjualed confronts behaviors indicating a
lower evaluation, conflict results.

7. Conflict results when users with a possessitieidé toward the resource confront users
perceived as disrupting traditional uses and bemnalvhorms.

8. Conflict occurs for high status users when tmeagt interact with the lower status users who
symbolize devaluation of a heretofore exclusivémate relationship with the place.

9. When a person in the focused mode interactsavtérson in the unfocused mode, conflicts
results.

10. If group differences are evaluated as undealsirar a potential threat to recreation goals,

conflict results when members of these two grougrdront one another.

Note Source is Manning (1999) from Jacob & Schrey88(Q)
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Lindsay (1980) on the other hand advanced a $patidel of recreation conflict.
According to this model conflict is “any physicafcial or psychological obstruction arising
with or between participants and their recreatioalg’ (p. 216). Although this model may
appear at first glance to be strikingly similathat of Jacob and Schreyer; it in fact is different
because it places a much stronger emphasis osghes of crowding and social carrying
capacity. This model recognizes competition foygital, social and psychological space as the
primary cause of conflict. Knowles law of sociaddraction represents another way of
understanding this model. Knowles law states tthat effect of another on an individual will
increase with the square root of their number asaehse with the square root of their distance”
(Gifford, 2002, p. 176). Lindsay’s model propofest a limited amount of space is available for
recreation activities. As the number of recreatitg increases, so does the likelihood for
conflict, but as the number decreases and spadistance increases among individuals, the
likelihood for conflict decreases.

Finally, Bury, Holland, and McEwen (1983) preseiitiee notion of conflict as
incompatible activities. Depicted on a grid of gammental dominance and technological
dependence, the authors suggested that the gtieatdistance between two activities on the
grid, the greater the chance that conflict willules This model reflects the asymmetrical nature
of conflict mentioned previously, where one acyiwith a high technological dependence (e.qg.,
motor boating) has a negative effect on anothartieshnologically dependent activity (e.g.,
canoeing). While this theoretical model may seetuitive, Schneider and Hammitt (1995) are
quick to point out the lack of direct empirical @stigations. This being said, a number of
researchers have investigated the occurrencem@ifatdetween activities involving different

degrees of technological dependence. Such studabgde conflict between hikers and
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mountain bikers (Carother, Vaske, & Donnelly, 20Ramthun, 1995), snowmobiling and skiing
(Knopp & Tyger, 1973), backcountry skiers and ragter skiers (Gibbons & Ruddell, 1995),
skiers and snowboarders (Thapa & Graefe, 2004)eflsas among runners, walkers, in-line
skaters and bikers (Moore, Scott, & Graefe, 1998).

It is also worth mentioning the impact that leesgonstraints research has had on
furthering our understanding of not only leisuretiggpation, but also recreation conflict (See
Crawford & Godbey, 1987; Crawford, Jackson, & Godld®91; Crompton & Kim, 2004,
Schneider, 2000a; Walker & Virden, 2005). An @littonceptualization of leisure constraints
(Crawford and Godbey) suggested three barrieratibcgpation existed: structural,
intrapersonal, and interpersonal. Structural cangs were those believed to intervene between
the leisure preference and actual participatiogesta As such, a person may possess a desire to
go camping for a weekend, but invariably is hinddog finances, work, or even season of the
year. Intrapersonal constraints interact with pespeisure preferences and are regarded as
psychological attributes or states. Stress, dejmesself-perceived skill level, and prior
socialization into a specific activity are examplésterpersonal constraints on the other hand
“are the result of interpersonal interaction or thlationship between individuals’
characteristics” (Crawford & Godbey, 1987, p. 128n example of this constraint would be
lack of a climbing partner due to him or her haviagvork. Interpersonal constraints can impact
upon preferences for certain activities as weBwssequent participation.

A few years later Crawford, Jackson, and Godb&91) expanded their constraints
model, suggesting the existence of a hierarchy gniomthree different types of barriers. Their
model proposed that intrapersonal constraints oeduirst and were the most powerful.

Assuming intrapersonal constraints were overcomén@ividual would then experience
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interpersonal barriers to participation in theisided activity. Finally, individuals would
encounter structural constraints, with the resuéivercoming these barriers ending in actual
participation. If structural barriers cannot howebe overcome, then participation will not
occur (Crawford, Jackson, & Godbey, 1991).

Walker and Virden (2005) have more recently expdntiehierarchal constraints
model Their model is firstly based on the “...contenttbat motivations, along with
intrapersonal and interpersonal constraints, afestire preferences” (Walker & Virden, p.
201). Their model added to the previous one by imsluding a microlevel construct (i,e.,
personality traits, human needs, attitudes/beletty, that recognized that individual factors can
also affect leisure preferences. Furthermore, @ahavel construct was added accounting for
socioeconomic, cultural, and gender forces, whiay mfluence leisure preferences. These two
constructs are further suggested to be recipraowhb#fect setting affordances (i.e., that are
social and environmental conditions that facilifgisure participation). Walker and Virden’s
model is also governed by the contention that ba#rpersonal and structural barriers intercede
between preferences and participation. As a rehi@t‘decision to participate” variable has
been added as a distinct step between preferendgsasticipation. The overcoming of
constraints now occurs twice; once to overcomep#@rsonal and interpersonal constraints, but
also once structural constraints are encountevéalker and Virden conclude by suggesting that
individuals will invoke into a post-participatiowa&uation, which inevitably impacts future
participation.

Leisure constraintsesearch improves our understanding of outdogeation conflict
because it incorporates the role of personal egpee. “Predispositions to certain leisure

attitudes, motivations, preferences, and ultimgpalgticipation” are influenced by a
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recreationist’s experience use history (Walker &n, 2005, p. 205). Therefore, our post-
participation evaluations invariably cultivate @ititudes and preferences, and impact upon our
motivations. If a particularly negative experiefaes resulted in a negative attitude towards
mountain bikers for example, any future interactath mountain bikers could result in conflict.
Recognizing the direct and appropriate relatiom&i@tween leisure constraints and
outdoor recreation conflict, Schneider (2000a) dbed three phenomena: intrapersonal,
interpersonal, and organizational conflict. Insggonal conflict occurs when real or perceived
opposition is experienced between individuals ougs because of interference regarding
values, goals, and/or resources. Interpersondlictsrhave become the best understood because
of the work of Jacob and Schreyer (1980) and Lind$880) whose models suggest the need for
social interaction. Intrapersonal conflict relamesre to the internal opposition that is
experienced by persons of difference (i.e., gergtbnicity, and/or class). Backcountry areas
that restrict larger groups may in fact create kcdpposition for particular subculture groups
that wish to travel in large family groups (Spi&®lummer, 2005). The final, organizational
conflict can have four potential sources. Thestunte, conflict among park
agencies/organizations, between the organizatidritegeneral community, among employees,
and/or between the park organization and its di€dthneider, 2000a; Spiers & Plummer,
2005). Elaborating on the connection between caimmés and conflict, Walker and Virden
(2005) put forth four new categories of outdooreation constraintsiatural environment
structural constraintssocial environment structural constraintsrritorial structural
constraints andinstitutional structural constraintsSocial environment structural constraints are
particularly relevant to conflict because it is ksifly recognized that “crowding, activity style,

and perceived conflict may also constrain outdecreation participation and enjoyment”
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(Walker & Virden, p. 210). Later crowding is examad as a specialized form of outdoor
recreation conflict that can also constrain leisuFerritorial structural constraints are also
relevant because they highlight the impact thaiuese competition can have in producing
conflict. “Wilderness and other natural areasdten contested spaces and constraints research
must take into account how this can act as a straicharrier to leisure participation” (Walker &
Virden, p. 211).

Although the previous theoretical models have églgadvance our understanding of
outdoor recreation conflict, it is also importantrécognize the existence of an abundance of
other variables and influences that also impachugzurrences of human behaviour generally,
and recreation conflict specifically. Environmdmiaychology has provided another
disciplinary focus through which conflict and pgokanore specifically human behaviour can be
understood. The following section touches upoevadénvironmental psychology theories and
how they may help to explain conflict occurrences.

2.4 Outdoor Recreation Conflict and Environmentsy&hology

Environmental psychology has offered several tlesdhat, although not directly
associated with conflict, do help understand pésiehaviours while in the outdoors.
Environmental psychology is particularly appropgibecause it “...accepts the idea that
behavior is subject to many influences” (Giffor@02, p. 12). This is particularly relevant
because of the abundance of recreation conflicablas/influences that have been identified. In
fact, Cassidy (1997) definemvironmental psychologs “the study of the transactions between
individuals and their socio-physical environmer({s’4).

The behaviour-setting theory offers one explamatio behaviour. Its central tenet is the

existence of prescribed patterns of behaviour ogams that are unique to different places
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(Gifford, 2002). There is remarkable uniformity @mg individuals at a baseball game, an opera,
the local swimming pool and even within outdoorreation environments. In this sense,
different settings are more easily understood layrering their rules, customs, physical
features, and typical activities (Gifford, 2002} assidy (1997) discusses Skinner’s (1953)
discriminative stimulus concept as ways that petgden “...to associate certain cues in the
environment with particular types of behaviour...”8§3). Consequently, individuals who do not
behave according to a setting norm may invokerigslof conflict in other visitors to that
setting.

Thegeo-behavioral environment theooyiginally proposed by Isidor Chein in 1954
suggested that you could understand a person’s/imeindy understanding that person’s
physical environment (Gifford, 2002). Understamdiaquired knowledge of five major
elements. These included instigators or stimuhicl trigger certain behaviours; goal object
and noxients, which represent moments where ngedset or produce pain; supports (e.g.,
lights, roads) and constraints (e.g., fences, lesskwilderness) that either facilitate or hinder
behaviours; directors, which are features (i.gns) found within the environment that direct
behaviours and where people should go; and glahate@ment, which simply represent general
environmental characteristics (i.e., deserts hawne;sGifford, 2002).

Interactionismproposes that people and the environment areaepéut routinely
engage in a series of interactions (Cassidy, 18#ford, 2002). As such, behaviours are either
explained by the person or the environment (Giff@@D2). Transactionalismproposes the
opposite, suggesting that people and environmeatsree entity and that you cannot adequately
discuss one without the other (Gifford, 2002). Tineory of planned behavioAjzen, 1991)

offers yet another explanation for people’s behargo The theory suggests that people
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rationally construct behavioural intentions forusdtenvironmental behaviours. Three
components of personal attitudes and evaluatiansarsidered: (1) attitude toward the
behaviour (2) their subjective norm (i.e., what itngividual evaluates as being acceptable), and
(3) their “perceived behavioural control” (BonneB&naiuto, 2002). Conflict then, according
to these theories could possibly be explained lmetstanding the person, the environment, and
their interactions as well as people’s behavioumantions prior to entering an environment.

Environmental attitudes and values can also hgiaen behaviours (Gifford, 2002).
Attitudes can be explained by understanding thagndive, affective and conative components.
Cognitive accounts for what people know about anrenment. Affective refers to a person’s
emotional attachment and conative to a person’a\netiral intentions towards the environment
(Gifford, 2002). Norms can also help understantbb@ur, unfortunately the complexity of
human behaviour make its complete explanationiquéatly within one model, extremely
difficult (Cassidy, 1997). Thankfully, understandithe cognitive, affective, and conative
dimensions of attitudes can lead to a greater staleling of many recreation conflict variables
including, norms, standards of quality, visitorisfaiction, visitor motivations, as well as place
attachment.
2.5 Outdoor Recreation Conflict Variables

Although outdoor recreation conflict has been dadim a number of specific ways (see
Bury, Holland, & McEwen, 1983; Jacob & Schreyer8Q9Lindsay, 1980), conflict is
nonetheless considered to be a multi-dimensionadtoact. In order to effectively understand
what conflict is and what is responsible for itecence, one must discuss its many associated
variables. Unfortunately it is difficult to disctisne variable without at least mentioning several

others and the impacts they incur.
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Despite the fact that conflict has most often baéeimed as goal interference, “there has
never been agreement on how recreation confliatldhme measured” (Watson, 1995, p. 237).
Vitterso, Chipeniuk, Skar, and Vistad (2004) hagenfed out the importance affective
responses recreation conflict. According to the authdfrs,subjective feelings should be an
explicit part of a comprehensive theory of reci@adi conflict” (2004, p. 237). A focus on
individuals’ affective states has become incredgingpre prominent among leisure scientists
since the 1980’s (Vitterso et al., 2004). The taffact simply represents individual evaluations,
emotions, moods, and preferences (Vitterso e2@04). The strong connection to norms and
values helps juxtapose the traditional interpers@reg goal interference) conflict with social
values (i.e; social acceptability) conflict (Carets, Vaske, & Donnelly, 2001). Interpersonal
conflict occurs when the behaviour or presencenofteer interferes with the goal of another
individual. In contrast social values conflict aacur when individuals or groups do not share
the same values or norms regardless of actual @of@arothers et al., 2001; Vaske, Donnelly,
Wittman, & Laidlaw, 1995). Vaske et al. (1995) @stigated social values conflict between
hunters and non-hunters. Their results foundgbeial values conflict occurred with hunting
associated events because of value differencesbgtthe two groups.

According to Rasmussen and Brunson (1996), “Vabaurdlicts tend to be the most
intense and natural resource managers have hdebgtesuccess dealing with them...” (p. 448).
This lack of success can be attributed to thetfedtvalues represent beliefs concerning proper
modes of conduct and are quite often deeply roR@dmussen & Brunson). Values therefore
represent an evaluation regarding social acceptabiVhen defined in this way, conflict
becomes a normative issue concerning acceptab&yvioeins (Carothers et al., 2001). As a

means of attempting to evaluated social acceptylitid therefore have a greater understanding
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of the values, which underlie conflict theory, Heyod (2000) presented the Structural
Approach. The structural norm technique utilizeseptability scales to allow people to evaluate
behaviours and establish personal norms. If ageeébegins to occur between personal norms,
social norms can begin to take shape. Much ofgioiseering normative research is based on
Jackson (1965), who proposed a model to describesiosing an impact acceptability curve
(Shelby, Vaske, & Donnelly, 1996). Displaying ingpgalong the horizontal axis (increasing
impact from left to right) and evaluations on thegtical (positive evaluations on the top), the
curve essentially uses the averages of individualuations to describe social norms. Norms,
according to Heywood describe degrees of shouldshndld not or acceptable/unacceptable.
Norms are standards of what people think behaviought to be as opposed to standards for the
behaviour itself (Shelby et al.). Norms should bbetconfused with attitudes, which represent
degrees of good and bad (Heywood, 2000). Socrahsmust also be distinguished from social
conventions. According to Heywood (1996), “Sodahventions are concerned with open
behaviors, where several types of action or inaati@y be appropriate depending on who is
present at a particular time and place”, whereambknorms as previously described are only
concerned with one form of action/inaction thatasrect (p. 356).

Heywood (2000) further elaborated about norms bggaizing two types. The firstis a
descriptive normwhich defines what is typical or normal. Theaw®t injunctive norm
represents the idea of norms that has been distpsseiously — a definition of how a person
ought to behave. The injunctive norm is the maregxful one because it can used for
education and guiding people towards desired behaviHeywood). Norms have also been

recognized as prescriptive obligations and proseambligations (Heywood). Prescriptive
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obligations refer to what should never be doneeMmioscriptive refer to what should always be
done (Heywood).

How well a norm influences behaviours depends amnnotensity and norm
crystallization (Heywood, 1996). Intensity is tlegel of appropriateness or inappropriateness
that defines behaviour and whether the behaviauicoastitute a sanction (reward or
punishment). Crystallization is the degree of agrent or concensus about the particular norm
and therefore its likelihood of a sanction (Heywpd896). Research has also likened the
intensity of a norm with an emotional componensoagated with the costs or benefits of
sanctions and crystallization to a cognitive congrinassociated with expectations about
behavioural standards and obligations (Heywood &dduk, 2002; See also Jackson, 1965).

Despite the depth of research and the strong agsgmctiwvith recreation conflict and
human behaviour in general, norms have been eeticfor lacking an expansive interpretation
suitable for outdoor recreation (Manning, Lawsoewxhan, Laven, & Valliere, 2002).
Precisely, Manning et al. (2002) noted:

(1) outdoor recreation may involve emerging nororsithich strong sanctions and a

sense of obligation have yet to fully evolve, (@}neation-related norms may apply to

social and resource conditions as well as beh&@a&oause such conditions are a function
of individual behavior, (3) recreation-related ngrmay regulate collective rather than
individual behavior and (4) research has documesate degree of consensus regarding

a number of recreation-related norms (p. 340).

Expanding the interpretation of norms to more fuihderstand outdoor recreation and conflict
requires then comprehension of standards of qu@lignning & Freimund, 2004). Conflict
knowledge can benefit because, “If visitors havemaiive standards concerning relevant
aspects of recreation experiences, then such ncambe studied and used as a basis for

formulating standards of quality” (Manning, Mormss & Lawson, 2005, p. 206). Standards of

guality are important because they take normatieery further by defining minimum
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acceptable conditions for both social and resococeponents (Manning & Freimund, 2004).
Maintaining minimum acceptable conditions requagsanagement-by-objectives approach.
Such an approach requires the formulation of mamage objectives, also known as desired
future conditions, followed by the developmentrmdicators and standards of quality. The
monitoring of indicators allows management to tddeerequisite action to ensure that standards
are upheld (Laven, Manning, & Krymkowski, 2005; Marg et al., 2005). Indicators, therefore,
“are measurable, manageable variables that reéfleajuality of the natural/cultural resources
and visitor experiences” (Laven et al., 2005, [8)15

The visitor experience is subjective and percewaduely by each person, making the
establishment of a measurable, manageable vaokhe visitor experience incredibly
challenging. “The notion that there is some lefelisitor use beyond which the quality of the
outdoor recreation experience diminishes...is ahteat of the social carrying capacity concept”
(Manning, Valliere, Minteer, Wang, & Jacobi, 20@058). Social carrying capacity is
concerned with the relationship among park usengter the impacts of users result in changes
to the recreation experience and finally whetherdhanges are acceptable (Payne & Nilsen,
2002). The notion of acceptability has been atttoé of much of the previous discussion
surrounding values and most notably norms. Bueptability and norms also have links to the
notion of tolerance. In social-psychological s@setolerance has been studied under the same
context as group norms (lvy, Stewart, & Lue, 1992alling along a continuum of tolerable
behaviour, people are expected to fall within ayeaaf permissible behaviours (lvy et al., 1992).
Therefore tolerance has been viewed “...as a willesgrto accept deviations from preferred or
‘idea’ situations” and has also been described “thaslegree to which we accept things of

which we disapprove” (lvy et al., 1992, p. 350acdb and Schreyer (1980) who proposed
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conflict as goal interference, made referencetiwenance, conceiving it as an “...unwillingness
to share resources with members of other lifestytesps” (p. 376). Following the model put
forth by Jacob and Schreyer conflict can occur wlnéwer level of tolerance is experienced by
an individual who encounters a person participaitingn activity different from their own. Ivy
et al., (1992) explored the role of tolerance inféot and found the presence of conflict at all
levels of tolerance with varying degrees of intgnsi
2.5.1 Unacceptable Behaviours

Discussions of tolerance and acceptability indbeflict literature have seen a more
recent focus on unacceptable behaviours. Clasgifyonflict as such, establishes conflict as
“normative beliefs about unacceptable behaviorgiské, Dyar, & Timmons, 2004, p. 216). For
instance, Vaske et al., measured conflict usingrabrer of observable unacceptable behaviours,
one of which was “behaved in a discourteous mannigidnn and Absher (2008) found that
horse riders and hikers reported mountain bikastudbing behaviour in open-ended conflict
guestioning. Conversely, garbage and vandalisregssed the highest conflict potential among
all users groups. Neither garbage or vandlism \\adrelled as unacceptable behaviours, but one
might clearly recognize their potential as unacakla behaviours, particularly in a natural
setting such as park or protected area. Reis agithhh (2009) found that littering, unsafe
behaviours, visitor behaviour/activity causing k@amage, causing wildlife disturbance, and
showing disregard to resources were the most geleasons for conflict between hunters and
hikers. Taking a slightly different approach, Ssten, Hammitt, and Moore (2006) discussed
conflict as the experiencing of hassles. The nusitified sources of hassles “were litter, noise
from other people [see also Manning, Newman, knstEtack, & Pilcher, 2010], damage to the

resource, and too many people at campsites” (p. 97)



36

These results are promising for recreation andspar&nagement because they may offer
a more objective measurement of conflict occurrenbtst compelling is that, most visitors to
parks and participants of outdoor recreation, apgege tolerant of other users. For instance,
Gilden (2004) in her study of conflict around tleeneation meca of Mt. St. Helens said that,
“visitors interviewed for this project expresseduarexpectedly high level of tolerance for other
groups” (p. 11). Similarly, Clark, Hendee, and @éell (2009) found that campers expressed
much less concern over problems such as nuisameiber, noise, littering, vandalism, and
trouble in general, in relation to managers. Red Higham came to a similar conclusion. They
found surprisingly little actual perceived confliend instead, discovered that hunters and hikers
shared a mutual awareness of conflict concerns (inracceptable behaviours, littering, etc).
These conflict concerns are what create the paiiioti conflict to actually occur between
different user groups. The findings from Tumes)@0support this conclusion. Tumes found
that walkers were very accepting of mountain bikeasvever conflict was often experienced
when mountain bikers were perceived to be engagintappropriate behaviours. Her
conclusion: “the main source of conflict situatidretween mountain bike riders and
bushwalkers in this study is not an obstructiogadls and the determinants that Jacob and
Schreyer (1980) propose, but rather the inapprtgpbahaviour of users” (Tumes, 2007, p. 53).
2.6 Outdoor Recreation Crowding

Tolerance has also been used to study contactcouater levels as well as crowding.
Satisfaction curves, encounter/preference cureéerance/acceptability curves, and privacy
encounter curves have been used most often forumegsand understanding crowding
(Hammitt & Rutlin, 1995; Stewart & Cole, 2001). drding has been well researched in the

outdoor recreation literature and most often asgediwith recreation conflict (Chang, 1997;
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Heywood & Aas, 1999; Kuentzel & Heberlein, 2003;Mang, Valliere, Wang, & Jacobi, 1999;
Tarrant, 1999). Crowding is particularly relevémthe understanding of conflict because
crowding has traditionally been investigated fromoamative theory perspective (Manning et
al., 1999). Outdoor recreation issues such ayiogrcapacity (See Payne & Nilsen, 2002;
Shelby & Heberlein, 1986; Mitchell, 1989), normedastandards of quality have been routinely
studied in connection to crowding issues (Mannihgl.e 1999). According to Kuentzel and
Heberlein (2003), crowding is both an individuadgument and socially shared norm concerning
appropriate density. From an environmental psyaperspective, Gifford (2002) has
suggested that density and crowding are quiteréifite “Density is an objective measure of
individuals per unit of area”, while crowding repeats “a personally defined, subjective feeling
that too many others are around” (Gifford, 20021 76). Density is also limited because it
assumes that individuals are evenly distributethiwia particular area (Gifford, 2002). In
reality, people are not evenly distributed and biseaof this crowding have often been more
closely linked to proximity (Gifford, 2002). Asmaeans of explaining the relationship between
crowding and proximity Eric Knowles proposed a lafsocial interaction. His law stated,
“That the effects of others on an individual wiltrease with the square root of their number and
decrease with the square root of their distaneejgssting that proximity will have a greater
impact on feelings of crowding (Gifford, 2002, p’6). Similarly, social influences can impact
upon feelings of crowding; so much so that carrgrarowding can occur. Carry-over
crowding occurs when individuals who felt crowdeaae social setting, experience increased
feelings of crowding at another social setting {@&d, 2002).

Defining crowdingas an individual judgment and socially shared nigrappropriate but

ill-informed and inadequate. From the normativespective, crowding has been found to be
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influenced by the characteristics of visitors, euderistics of those encountered, as well as
situational variables (Manning et al., 2000). Gicéeristics of visitors that influence crowding
include activities engaged in, individual motivaisy attitudes, experience levels, and existing
use level expectations. Factors such as sizeoofpgibehaviour, and similarity between groups
represent characteristics of those encounteredntipatct upon crowding. Situational variables
such as type of recreation area, its location,ityuahd design will also influence crowding
(Manning et al., 2000). In fact, normative resbaras found that different encounter norms
exist for different activities, for different setgs, as well as within the same setting (Shelby et
al., 1996).

Crowding also implies a negative emotion or affedtich typically results in a range of
behavioural responses. Gifford (2002) has alshligigted the existence of four situation
modes, three affective modes, and five behaviowtasavithin the crowding experience. In
situation modes behaviours are constrained, andrésence of others causes discomfort often
resulting in unmet expectations. In affective nodegative reactions occur towards others and
the situation. Positive reactions can even oagben negative situations have been overcome.
The behaviour modes are responses to crowdingrand@e complex. They include
assertiveness (i.e., protesting), activity completi.e., complete the activity and move on),
psychological withdrawal (i.e., mentally tuning @bé crowding), immediate physical
withdrawal and adaptation (i.e., making the moghefsituation and circumstances) (Gifford,
2002).

2.6.1 Outdoor Recreation Crowding: European Context
“Compared with recreation research in North Ameerighere crowding is an important

topic, only 16 European crowding studies have beentified since the 1980s” (Arnberger &
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Mann, 2008, p. 559). The reasons are clear; thplsifact is that crowding is not considered an
issue deserving of recreation research and managepagticularly in most Southern, Eastern,
and some Central European countries (Arnberger &laTwo relatively recent European
studies found concern for both conflict and crowditKalisch and Klaphake (2007) found that
approximately 20% of visitors to a German natiqraak reported some level of crowding. Itis
somewhat surprising that this percentage is ndtdrigExamination of German national parks,
Job (2008) said that, “compared with the intermatisituation the terrestial reserves are small”
and also described Germany as a “densely populadedtrial country” (p. 135). Research
would seem to dictate that smaller park size ambiee densely populated country should result
in greater amounts of crowding, if not conflict.gporting this contention is Heer, Rusterholz,
and Baur (2003) who found that 57% of hikers to féloiz, a seminatural suburban recreation
forest in northwestern Switzerland, reported hawdnegative experience. Crowding and even
conflict appear to be occurring in, at least, s&neopean parks. According to Arnberger and
Mann (2008), “there is a need for standardized dinw/research in order to gain insights into
cultural differences and commonalities for integr@gfforest recreation management into a
sustainble framework for forest management” (p.)53%art of that insight is going to be gained
by examining and understanding visitor motivatians satisfaction levels.
2.7 Motivations and Visitor Satisfaction

In light of the aforementioned overview, it shoulot be surprising that crowding would
have a direct connection to conflict. This is attarly true because of the impact crowding can
have on both individual motivations and the quabityhe recreation experience (or visitor
satisfaction). Stewart and Cole (2001) noted “.1.#sathe number of people [in an area]

increases, the ability of a recreation to satisiye (but not all) recreational motivations will



40

decline...” (p. 107). They also noted that, “...usensity influences perceived crowding which,
in turn, influences experience quality” (StewarC&le, 2001, p. 108). Experience quality has
more recently been approached from a managemeabjegtives approach (Manning, 2003).
Motivations, as understood to be, “...a set of ik or external factors that arouse or direct
human behavior” has also proven useful to meas@xpgrience quality and visitor satisfaction
(Ewert, 1993, p. 336; See also Manning, 1999, aaddll & Kleiber, 1997). Measured before,
during, and after participation, motivations caoy& amenable to quality related issues (Ewert,
1993). If motivations for participation have beast the higher the likelihood of visitor
satisfaction and a positive recreational experience

For the past few decades’ quality in outdoor retmeehas been measured using visitor
satisfaction (Fletcher & Fletcher, 2003). Wheneptptions and motivations are met,
satisfaction occurs, consequently dissatisfactiay result when goals are unmet, crowding is
perceived, personal and social norms are violatexkpectations are unmet regarding resource
or experience quality (Fletcher & Fletcher, 20G@8l) of which are invariably linked to
occurrences and feelings of conflict. The difftgudith using visitor satisfaction is that (1)
satisfaction is a subjective concept and (2) retelaas shown it to be “a multidimensional
concept that is influenced by a potentially broadyof elements” (Manning, 2003, p. 109).
Satisfaction is influenced by resource settingsiagd@ettings and managerial settings and further
mediated by the subjective evaluations of eaclviddal according to their norms, attitudes and
preferences (Fletcher & Fletcher, 2003). It is tomplexity that makes satisfaction a
problematic measure of experience quality. Itdlas been reported that a significantly large
percentage of outdoor recreation participants tefgh levels of satisfaction (Manning).

Manning explains this phenomenon by suggestingrttzaty of the natural and cultural features
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found in parks and natural areas can in fact “ovgy” many of the other factors influencing
visitor satisfaction. The fact that the vast migyoof recreation pursuits are self-directed also
contributes to the potential reporting of highe#els of satisfaction (Manning). Conflict
understanding has been largely based on the uaddimsy of visitor satisfaction, which at least
partially explains why difficulty remains in adedely measuring and conceptualizing conflict.

A number of other ways to understand experiencétgwend visitor satisfaction have
also been proposed. These methods include thditsdmesed approach, experience-based
approach, and meanings-based approach (Borrie Z22Bi2001; Moore & Driver, 2005). The
benefits-based approach focuses on the psycholagit@mes of a recreation experience for
measuring visitor satisfaction as opposed to thditional reliance on satisfaction attributes such
as crowding and norms (Borrie & Birzell). The exprce-based approach emphasizes the
experience, getting individuals to describe theareation experience, “...instead of asking them
to evaluate components of the recreation settiBgtrie & Birzell, p. 33). The meanings-based
approach goes even further to focusing on thethaevilderness experience has played in the
context of the person’s life. The meanings-bagga@ach has also received increased attention
in the investigation a$ense of plageandplace attachmenBorrie & Birzell).
2.8 Place Attachment

The current investigation of conflict variableshiavealed the importance and role that
norms, values, social acceptability, tolerancewdiag, encounter preferences, standards of
quality, motivations, and visitor satisfaction playtheoretically and conceptually understanding
recreation conflict. Place attachment (see Bdirigrzell, 2001; Cassidy, 1997; Kaltenborn &
Williams, 2002) is equally important and servefiétp better understand conflict because it too

is highly associated with many of the aforementbwariables. In fact, Warzecha and Lime
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(2001) noted that, “...it is the values that peottach to places that are often at the heart of
natural resource management conflicts” (p. 60fividuals with strong place attachment can
serve as barometers for environmental and socaigdand also as reliable indicators of place
guality (Warzecha & Lime). The uniqueness of plattachment feelings (including
preferences, and attitudes) to individuals can sésee as a means for segmenting visitor,
resulting in the separation of individuals partatipg in different activities or those with
different norms concerning acceptable behaviourargdtha & Lime). Place attachment and
motivations have also been found to be associd{gte, Mowen, and Tarrant (2004) examined
the link between place attachment and travel mbtiga Using the dimensions of motivation
(e.g., learn, autonomy, activity, social, naturealth) to frame questions for participants, the
authors found that as scores on motivations (earn, autonomy, etc) went up, so too did the
level of place attachment for their visited dedioma

Place attachmerttas been defined as, “a person’s emotional, degngymbolic, or
spiritual response to a particular physical surddg or environment” (Smaldone, Harris,
Sanyal, & Lind, 2005, p. 91). Some of the earlagsd most influential discussions of place were
written by Tuan (1974) and Relph (1976). Tuanekample identified what he called
‘topophilia’ or the affective bond between peophel place. A review of the literature reveals an
assortment of terminology used to explain peopeinections to place. Aside from place
attachment, there exists sense of place, placéitygriace dependence, and place bonding
(Tuan, 1974; Relph, 1976; Low & Altman, 1992). \Iéhplace attachment and sense of place are
sometimes used interchangeably, differences da. eRiace attachment has been thought to
consist of three components: affect, cognition, la@ldavioral intention (Kyle et al., 2004,

Jorgensen & Stedman, 2006; Kyle & Chick, 2007)xgdnsen and Stedman (2006) relate place
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identity to the cognitive dimension, place attachirte the affective, and place dependence to
the conative or behavioural dimension insisting the represents what they call “sense of
place”. Place affect represents the emotional lworattachment that can be created between a
person and a place (Kyle et al.). The cognitivegonent is considered to be reflective of place
identity. In this sense, a particular place malgllzocertain value by contributing to that
individual's personal identity (Kyle et al., Wartec& Lime, 2001). The behavioural
component on the other hand has been found to ératignalized by place dependence. Strong
place dependence is governed by how well it is sbatisfy the needs or goals of an individual
and also by how well a particular place comparesdtgrnative sites that may be equally as
effective at satisfying needs and goals (Warzechange).

Writings by Stokowski (2002) may however, suggkat place attachment, place
dependence, and place identity are merely reprabemndf what it means to have a sense of
place. For instance, sense of place refers “tiodimidual’s ability to develop feelings of
attachment to particular settings based on a caatibimof use, attentiveness, and emotion”
(Stokowski, p. 368). Furthermore, sense of placdgo considered to be an outcome of an
individual’'s activity dependence at particular estfon sites (Stokowski). Therefore, both
attachment and dependence become prerequisites tievelopment of a sense of place.
Regardless, connection to place is recognized mplex and intertwined with numerous
constructs (Low & Altman, 1992; Smaldone et alQ20 On the other hand, Relph defined
sense of place more generally saying that it “esahility to recognize different places and
different identities of a place” (1976, p. 63). ttas however, worried that society was headed
towards “placelessness” or a “placeless geograpimgre we would lose sight of the symbolic

significance of places and therefore weaken thetiyeof the places themselves.
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The strength of a person’s connection is ofterugriced by each place’s physical
characteristics, individuals’ social relationshgmgl experiences as well as personal beliefs,
values and preferences (Smaldone et al., 20053reTik a strong consensus that place
attachments are social constructions or creatadglour socialization processes (Tuan, 1974;
Relph, 1976; Low & Altman, 1992). It is our knowlge, beliefs, and stories of a place, as well
as our social relationships and behaviour in theatey that work to create our attachments or
bonds. Oftentimes, a strong place dependenceesait in increased conflict among the various
resource users (Smaldone et al., 2005). The preestnmodel of conflict proposed by Jacob
and Schreyer (1980) linked place attachment to ugjgested causes of conflict, including
mode of experience, activity style, and resour@eiigity (Smaldone et al., 2005). As an
example, Smaldone et al. wrote that, “Recreatismgto rate high on resource specificity for a
particular experience are theorized to be lessngilio give up their place of recreation” (p. 93).
The strength of a particular place attachment shalsio be considered with the nature of the
attachment (Kaltenborn & Williams, 2002). As suchg must be able to understand what it is
that someone is attached to before evaluatingtthagth of their attachment (Kaltenborn &
Williams).

2.8.1 Socially Constructed Sense of Place

“Leisure researchers have been slow to acknowlddgafluence of the socio-cultural
context on the meanings recreationists’ associdgteplace” (Kyle & Chick, 2007, p. 212). The
argument now seems quite substantiated that “placessocial constructions whose meanings
are created and always changing with prevailingalisse (e.g., Kyle & Chick, 2007; Stokowski,

2002; Williams & Stewart, 1998). Humans confer mag to nature and the natural
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environment and, in doing so; create symbolic emrrents (Greider & Garkovich, 1994). The
images of these landscapes are sourced from culture
Cultural groups transform the natural environmeta iandscapes through the use of
different symbols that bestow different meaningse sfmbols and meanings that
comprise landscapes reflect what people in culgn@lps define to be proper and
improper relationships among themselves and bettesnselves and the physical
environment (Greider & Garkovich, 1994, p. 2).
For example, Stewart, Parry, and Glover (2008)eexl an intriguing examination of leisure
discourse using several different leisure contextsame their argument. According to the
authors, “discourse is the public language of &ucellor community of people with implied
narratives about morality, fairness, and approprmhavior. It is connected to the power
structure and ideology in a society” (p. 362). iflexample appropriately linked to outdoor
recreation and a contributing influence to how &gfais confered upon the natural environment,
concerns the discourse that priviledges land asipel. For Stewart et al., “when the narrative of
one landscape is socially and politically privildgarough decades of build-up, other meanings
and other landscapes decrease in status” (p. B@2)nce again quote Stewart et al., “if land is
to be pristine, it needs to be remote, difficulatreess, and visitors should feel as though they
are one of the first and few to travel on it” (20p8373). This preoccupation with visitor
encounters and crowding influences the developmiesgnse of place among visitors to
wilderness areas. If visitation to a particulagaars counter to the dominant narrative, visitors
may leave with a less than favourable sense oeplétmost unknowingly, their lasting
impression of a place was previously influencedhgyprevailing discourse that nature must be
pristine land.

At this point, the connections between place attant and conflict should be apparent.

Also apparent should be the interconnectednedseofdrious conflict variables (i.e., norms,
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values, crowding, standards of quality, motivationsitor satisfaction, place attachment).
Participants must contend with these variables dailg basis and therefore understanding
human coping ability also becomes a critical eleméren discussing recreation conflict.
Although coping has been alluded to within the pres discussions of conflict variables, the
following section will provide an overview of reat&n coping behaviours and their connection
to recreation conflict.
2.9 Outdoor Recreation, Conflict, and Coping

As described in the Introduction to this disséstatover a decade ago Schneider and
Hammitt (1995) commented that, “Recreation conflegearch offers little focus on the
theoretical and conceptual underpinning of howtersirespond to outdoor recreation conflict”
(p. 225). A decade latargcreation coping responsgsarticularly as they relate to conflict and
crowding have been well investigated (Hall & ShelP§00; Schneider & Hammitt, 1995;
Johnson & Dawson, 2004; Manning, 1999; Manning dligiee, 2001; Moore & Lee, 1999;
Schneider, 2000b). This is partially because efréalization that high intensity conflict
situations produce extreme coping responses, sas¢ciénd retaliations (Schneider, 2000b;
Hammitt & Schneider, 1995). Research has also detrated the possibility of a connection
between coping behaviours and participants’ higklkof overall satisfaction (Johnson &
Dawson, 2004). Findings suggest that recreatioticgzants utilize both behavioural and
cognitive methods of coping (Johnson & Dawson, 208dnning & Valliere, 2001). Coping
itself has been defined in a number of ways. Quué svay, says that coping is “any behavior,
whether deliberate or not, that reduces streseaalles a person to deal with a situation

without excessive stress” (Manning & Valliere, p14.
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The three primary coping mechanisms in the outdeoeation literature have been
recognized adisplacementrationalization andproduct shif(Manning & Valliere, 2001).
Considered to be a behavioural coping mechanissplatiement falls under two classifications;
spatial and temporal. Displacement has often beked to rising use levels, because of its use
by recreation participants to move to a less used @hen feelings of crowding arise. A move
from one recreation area to a completely diffeeept is regarded as intersite displacement,
while intrasite displacement assumes a move taalo@ation within the same recreation area.
Temporal displacement also occurs when participelmi®se to move their recreation
involvement to another time period. For exampémme may choose to visit a favourite
provincial park during the week, in an effort tooal/the likelihood of crowds on the weekend
(Manning & Valliere).

Hall and Shelby (2000) have also recognized theofisetivity displacement. In contrast
to temporal and spatial displacement, activity kdispment occurs when people choose to adopt
a different activity, but remain at their curreries The use of displacement strategies by
recreation participants has been considered pralleror recreation area managers.
Essentially, those individuals utilizing displacarhbave either stopped visiting a particular area
or are only visiting during quieter times. Thisspe a problem when trying to measure visitor
satisfaction because they may no longer be disigakiwith their experience and consequently
register a higher level of satisfaction (Manning/&lliere). One must also be careful when
defining displacement. An individual who finds #mer recreational area that is preferred over
the previous would not be considered displacedalmex displacement only occurs when there is

a move away from an unacceptable situation (Hefikglby).
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Rationalization and product shift are both congdecognitive coping mechanisms. In
rationalization, a person will rationalize theimpexience (or what is going on around them that is
producing stress) in a way that works to reducesttess (Manning &Valliere, 2001). Product
shift results in the altering of the definitionaparticular recreation experience. In this sense,
canoeists on a river, may re-define the river asgoless remote than previously thought if they
were to encounter a larger than expected numbethef individuals (Manning & Valliere).

Several studies have noted the use of multiplengomechanisms (Johnson & Dawson,
2004; Manning & Valliere, 2001; Schneider, 2000b).their study of outdoor recreation coping
of community residents near Acadia National Parkning and Valliere found that individuals
were making use of both behavioural and cognitieemanisms, often utilizing all three
mechanisms (i.e., displacement, rationalizatioadpct shift). Schneider (2000b) noted
similarly from a review of the literature that cogiresponses were neither exclusive (i.e.,
always used the same one) nor singular (i.e., wsilyg one). Johnson and Dawson (2004) found
that 53% of their respondents participating in @ational activities in the Adirondack wilderness
used one or more types of coping behaviours. HBisyreported a greater frequency in the use
of temporal displacemenm£35) versus spatial displacement28). Of those using temporal
displacement, 19 admitted that they were choosiriuke on weekdays in order to avoid
conditions of crowding. A total of 33 individuasimitted use of product shift, but only eight
utilized rationalization. One of their primary abasions reflected the fact that, “visitors are
using coping mechanisms in greater complexity atetaction than was expected, suggesting
that they are adapting to maintain a sufficieneleaf satisfaction across multiple attributes of

wilderness to motivate them to return” (Johnson &3on p. 290).
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Similar to the findings of Johnson and Dawson @08lall and Shelby (2000) reported
the greatest use of temporal displacement (42%)diprs to a reservoir in Oregon. They also
found that a larger percentage (i.e., approximat®p8%) of visitors indicated not being
displaced, but the remainder that were, were ingablseavily by both crowding (i.e., difficulty
finding a campsite) and conflict issues (i.e., m&iderate behaviours).

The connection between conflict and coping behagibias also been proposed as a
process-oriented approach (Owens, 1985; Schn&@ebb; Schneider & Hammitt, 1995).
Viewing conflict as a conflict-response model swgigehat, “conflict is a process of social
interaction which is operationalized with the gehenotivational goal of eliminating
environmental instability” (Owens, p. 251). Indlgense, coping is inherent in a conflict
experience. Lazarus and Folkman (1984) propogedaess-oriented coping response model,
which focuses on subjective interpretations of meoenter, using five components: (1) person
and situation factors, (2) appraisals, (3) strgbscoping response and (5) short and long-term
adaptational outcomes (Schneider, 2000b). Anythpraised to be stressful results in a coping
response and future adaptations.

It is also worth pointing out that coping has bestognized as having both emotion-
focused and problem-focused elements while aldaditgy coping resources and coping
strategies (lwasaki & Schneider, 2003). Emotiocufed usually are indirect (i.e., regulating
emotions) and problem-focused direct actions, sischlanning. Coping resources on the other
hand relate to things such as personality dispostwhile coping strategies refer to cognitive
responses in dealing with stressors (Iwasaki & 8icter, 2003).

Utilizing a 22-item coping response scale thalided emotion-focused and problem-

focused elements as well as coping responses frercanflict literature, Schneider (2000b)
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investigated responses to conflict in an urban4pnake setting. Distinguishing participants
according to whether they were wilderness or depeglcarea visitors, her primary assumption
was that wilderness visitors were interested iaaging stress and avoiding distractions. In both
cases, Schneider found that over 50% of respondsetsa minimum of eight coping responses,
with most resorting to an emotion-focused resp@ssa means of separating or distancing
themselves from the stressor. Schneider postutatgdespondents may be resorting to
distancing because the conflict is viewed as ungéable and out of their control.

Approximately 33% of respondents further indicadéxpblacement, saying that they were going
to avoid the area in future visits. Having “sutig@s” is one way to help ensure visitors return to
an area (Schneider).

Substitutabilityis important to individuals utilizing coping resgses because it
represents, “the extent to which one recreatiovigctnight be a satisfactory substitute for
another” (Manning, 1999, p. 207). In fact subsahility, like coping, has spatial, temporal, and
activity dimensions. Spatially a person may chdossubstitute the same activity in a different
area, or temporally, substitute the same actitith@ same setting for a different time (Manning,
1999).

Overall, given the impact that conflicting and co®a situations can have on a person’s
recreation experience; it's not difficult to undersd why coping responses are so important to
increased conflict understanding. People may tésarsing a particular coping response in
order to help maintain a certain level of satis@actto help attain a previously identified goal or
motivation or because a norm or standard has be&tad. Coping however is a complex
process that involves trade-offs between a persgrass and most often takes into consideration

any possible constraints (Hall & Shelby, 2000)cdhsidering spatial displacement, people must
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consider the availability of alternate sites, thewledge they may have of that site and also their
ability and willingness to travel (Hall & Shelby).

Natural resource managers must also give considerat the coping responses being
utilized and why. The more managers are able tierstand, the more likely they will be able to
provide and maintain high quality visitor experieac Similarly, abstract terminology,
particularly as they relate to human feelings saglemotions, affect, and mood are often viewed
as important theoretically, but serve limited puwg®for practitioners in practical situations.
Nonetheless, it is believed that improvements éouhderstanding and management of outdoor
recreation conflict can only occur once a solididational understanding of human affective
feelings is achieved.

2.10 Emotion, Affect, and Mood

Hull, Stewart, and Yi (1992) recognized the relaeanf emotions, mood, and other
affective feelings for leisure research. SimilaHll (1991) identified mood as specific
subjective feelings and “one of the more relevaatipcts of leisure management efforts” (p.
249). Previous research has suggested that thedeexperience is dynamic and multi-
dimensional (Hull, Stewart, & Yi, 1992, Lee, Dattil& Howard, 1994, and Lee & Shafer,
2002). As such the leisure experience was recedrtizinclude positive as well as stressful or
unpleasant experiences (Lee et al.). Lee and Bhafed that the moods of recreationists shifted
between negative and positive throughout the réores experience; in fact emotions fluctuated
depending on the types of situations encountetidisure is something relaxing not stressful”
is one participant statement captured in a qual@ahvestigation of the leisure experience by
Lee, Dattilo, and Howard (p. 202). Such statemaritsrently point to the impact and

importance of conflict and particularly any assteibemotions. Unfortunately, there is limited
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information in the leisure literature that iderggiwhat emotions occur and why (Lee & Shafer).
Lee and Shafer suggest that the Affect Control ThéaCT) helps further the understanding of
emotions experienced during leisure pursuits.

The ACT investigates social interactions and pdbis individual definitions of particular
situations have associated affective meanings éssociations). Emotions are an outcome of
social interaction and are therefore importanh®ACT. These affective meanings are
represented by EPA dimensions, nhamely: Evaluagan,(good-bad, nice-awful), Potency (e.g.,
powerful-powerless, big-little), and Activity (e,dively-tranquil, fast-slow). ACT proposes that
individuals identify themselves or create a sitdatelf-identity (e.g., who they are in the setting)
while associating affective meanings based on & @imensions calletlindamental
sentiments The occurrence of an event (e.g., encountemogh&r person) results in affective
meanings calletransient sentimenthat may differ from the individuals’ fundamental
sentiments. A large enough difference (or deftegtbetween the fundamental and transient
sentiments results in either actions or cognitergsions that serve to bring the disturbance back
in accordance with the original fundamental sentithe Emotions are created as a function of
two factors: (1) the transient sentiments of aagéd self-identity and (2) any deflection that has
occurred. Transient sentiments determine the emethen the deflection is large; however,
when small the emotion is determined by the funddaiesentiments. Unfortunately, in most
leisure experiences multiple events or encountnsoccur. Each event has the potential to
create another emotion. For independent evenksatiehs are evaluated against the difference
between fundamental and transient sentimentsvelfits are dependent (i.e., one causes the
other) affective meanings associated with the &v&nt become fundamental sentiments in

future events (Lee & Shafer, 2002).
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Enhanced understandings and conceptualizationf$eat &ave also been developed
(Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). The Positive &legative Affect Scales (PANAS)
proposed by Watson, Clark, and Tellegen is ona@htost recognized of its kind and has
received a great deal of empirical attention (Wat&dClark, 1994 & Crawford & Henry, 2004).
The scales were developed to measure positive egatine affect; the two primary dimensions
of mood. According to Watson et al., positive effgeflects the extent to which a person feels
enthusiastic, active, and alert”, while negativieetf“is a general dimension of subjective
distress and unpleasurable engagement that subsuvaeiety of mood states, including anger,
contempt, disgust, guilt, fear, and nervousness1Q63). The negative affect scale included the
following ten terms: afraid, scared, nervous, fjitterritable, hostile, guilty, ashamed, upset, and
distressed. The positive affect scale was compoEexttive, alert, attentive, determined,
enthusiastic, excited, inspired, interested, praumd, strong. Negative affect is particularly
important because in self-report studies it haslvelated to stress, poor coping and unpleasant
events; all of which have a fundamental connediooutdoor recreation conflict.

Affect has also been heavily studied by Russé@i8(t 1999; 2003), Russell and
Snodgrass (1987), and by Vitterso, Chipeniuk, Skad, Vistad (2004) in connection with
outdoor recreation conflit. Russell (1980) prombaebipolar two-dimensional circular model of
affect with the pleasure-displeasure dimensioncadrand the arousal-sleep (activation-
deactiviation) dimension horizontal (See Figure Ajfect was recognized as both pleasure-
displeasure and arousal conceiving that it wasilplesto describe a person’s conscious

experience using a combination of the two dimerssion
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Figure 1 Circumplex Model of Affect
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'From Russell, J. A. (1980). A circumplex modehéfect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology(639
1161-1178.

As mentioned previously, affect is often used symoously with emotion, mood, and
feelings. Russell (2003) stated that “There i$armal criteria for what is and what is not an
emotion” (p. 145). As a matter of further confusRussell and Snodgrass said that emotion can
be defined narrowly (e.g., falling in love) or bdba(i.e., as vague feelings of mood, attitudes, or
preferences). Emotions are also typically abouotetbing (e.g., being afraid to bungee jump) or
directed at something or someone (e.g., angryeatibuntain biker) (Russell, 2003). Emotions
can also be regarded as long-term (e.g., lovingsgeeents) or short-term dispositions (e.g.,
because of an event that has occurred) (Russeticl@ass). Important elements of short-term
dispositions araffective appraisalandemotional episodes

Affective appraisals represent how we interpreeotteople, places, events and things,
and as such make a judgment about its attractigesra®pulsiveness. Specifically, affective
appraisals “are those judgments concerning thectgpe the appraised object to alter mood”

(Russell & Snodgrass, 1987, p. 249). Affectiverapgals have also been called evaluative
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cognitions or emotional affordances (Hull, 199Emotional episodes represent an emotional
reaction to something. Russell (2003) specified émotional episodes consisted of the
following components: antecedent event, affectivality, attribution, appraisal, instrumental
action, physiological and expressive changes, stibbgeconscious experiences, emotional meta-
experience, and emotion regulation. More generattyotional episodes are recognized as
consisting of behavioural, physiological, and meatenponents (Russell & Snodgrass, 1987).
Behavioural may represent an expression (e.g.estoihe of voice, etc.) or be instrumental (e.g.,
flight or aggression). Physiological, reflects mbas in our autonomic nervous system (e.g.,
increased heart rate, blood pressure, etc.) anbdeaaptured in Russell’s (1980) arousal
dimension. The mental component is unique becairsdudes the aforementioned affective
appraisal, which permits us to be aware of our naroeimotional state (Russell & Snodgrass).
Russell's (1980) affect dimensions are inheremtiportant to emotional episodes. Recall that
Russell (2003) suggested that a person’s conseiquerience could be described with both
pleasure-displeasure and arousal dimensions.ctnlfa said that, “by themselves, pleasure and
arousal do not fully account for most emotionakepes” (p.155). The following section
presents a proposed model of outdoor recreatiofticiimat attempts to go beyond conventional
understandings by recognizing the important rolaftdct (i.e., emotions) in the occurrence of
conflict.
2.11 Proposed Outdoor Recreation Conflict Model

One of the primary purposes of the following stiglto evaluate and re-conceptualize
the theoretical understanding of outdoor recreatmnflict. Previous theories of conflict have
been proposed (Jacob & Schreyer, 1980; Lindsay);1B8ry, Holland & McEwen, 1983) as

have models that attempted to explain conflict fstress and coping perspective; the most
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recognized of these being Lazarus and Folkman (19Bdese theories have become the main
stay for leisure researchers seeking a greaterstaaeling of conflict with limited attempts

made to expanding on the Lazarus and Folkman n{8eel Schneider & Hammitt, 1995). More
recently Miller and McCool (2003) and Schuster, Haith and Moore (2003) utilized the

Lazarus and Folkman model of stress and copingparel upon the understanding of the coping
process. Miller and McCool for instance found latienship between individual reported levels
of stress and the type(s) of coping responses udagher levels of stress were associated with
the use of direct action coping strategies as g@pts cognitive adjustments often used when re-
evaluating a stressful situation.

Oftentimes however, when researchers speak afsséired coping processes, the notion of
conflict receives very little explicit attention $ed on the assumption that there currently exists
an accurate and accepted understanding of condligdt. Lazarus and Folkman (1984) and
Schneider and Hammitt (1995) both emphasize theitapce of stress and perhaps more
importantly that conflict is in fact a process atiation appraisal and coping responses. The
earlier conceptualizations proposed conflict tgbal interference attributed to another’s
behaviour (Jacob & Schreyer, 1980) or whenevermmpatible activities occur (Lindsay, 1980).

These conceptualizations however fail to take aawosideration the effect of emotions
when understanding conflict. In fact Lazarus hilhaémitted that a move towards emotions
and away from stress could contribute to recreatioanflict understanding (Vitterso et al.,
2004). The intent of the following conceptualipatis not to eliminate stress from our
understanding, but rather to recognize it as “a4 plathe much broader and richer rubric,

emotions” (Vitterso et al. 2004, p. 237). Whenakaand Schreyer proposed their model,
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emotions were not regarded as a scientific issdengane therefore not considered an element in
their model (Vitterso et al. 2004).

The proposed model of conflict is one that caplaeed within the larger picture of the
‘transactional processes’ of stress and copingqeep by Lazarus and Folkman (1984). Before
expanding it is important to provide a brief ovewiof the Lazarus and Folkman model. Figure
2 represents the Lazarus and Folkman model. Tiaitel includes personal and situational
influencing factors, appraisals, coping, and outeemPersonal factors influence how
individuals perceive the person-environment refegiop, while situation factors reflect novelty,
predictability, duration, and imminence. Thesddescontribute to the cognitive appraisal of a
situation as being stressful or not (Lazarus & Rak, 1984; Schuster et al. 2003). Two
separate appraisals are proposed, with the feporesible for assessing a situation to be stressful
and the second representing an appraisal of thiabNi&y of coping options and the likelihood
that a given coping response will achieve the ddsaffect. Coping then works to manage the
appraised stressor, with the individual havingdapgon of emotion-focused (i.e., avoidance,
distancing, etc) or problem-focused (i.e., choosiolgitions and acting on them). What results

are both short-term and long-term outcomes.
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Figure 2 Transactional Stress/Coping Mod@l
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’From Lazarus, R. & Folkman, S. (1984&tress, appraisal and copindNew York: Springer.
3Schuster, R. M., Hammitt, W. E. & Moore, D. (2003) theoretical model to measure the appraisalcaping
responses to hassles in outdoor recreation settlrgjsure Sciences, 2877-299.

The proposed model (Figure 3) suggests that coml@negative affecthat is
represented by a reciprocal reaction of our emet{aa., those feelings of being angry at
someone, frustrated by the actions of another peedo), our core affect (i.e., our changing
feelings of pleasure-displeasure and tension-rétaxXa and our cognitive appraisals or
attributions (i.e., the way we mentally or cogreliy make sense of the situation/event occurring
around us). Called a ‘prototypical emotional edesqPEE), this reciprocal reaction is derived
from the work of Russell and Barrett (1999) whceodld one of the most comprehensive

conceptualizations of peoples’ emotional reactionsituational episodes.
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Figure 3 Revised Outdoor Recreation Conflict Conceptusibra
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2 Adapted from Lazarus, R. & Folkman, S. (1988}ress, appraisal and copindNew York: Springer.

“A prototypical emotional episode is a complex skihterrelated subevents concerned
with a specific object” (Russell & Barrett, 1999,806). The emotional component as
mentioned above consists of those feelings of bangyy at someone and highlights the
importance that a specific action or event plagroducing emotional responses. Core affect on
the other hand is described as related, partlylapping but far from identical to emotions
described above. According to Russell and Bacatt affectrefers “to the most elementary
consciously accessible affective feelings” (p. 806pre affect is unique because it is occurring
all of the time and does not necessarily need tifeeted at a specific object. For example, a
person may wake up happy or experience a chartpeimcore affect because of a specific
event. For example a person may develop feelihgager towards a person because of their
actions on the trail and will subsequently expearéea change in their core affect from happy to
stressed. As such core affect establishes thedéaetivation-deactivation and pleasure-
displeasure in the experiencing of anger. Stfesgxample, according to Russell and Barrett
would represent a feeling of activated displeas@ee Figure 4 for an illustration of the

difference between emotions and core affect. Gognappraisals intervene to identify
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objects/events/persons and develop feelings ofaffeet. A PEE also recognizes the role of
physiological body reactions (e.g., increased hedel). For the purposes of this investigation
such physiological reactions are being considernéamthe context of core affect. For example,
the experiencing of stress and tension are asstoraincide with increases in heart rate and the
prepping of muscles for fight or flight responsBsi¢sell & Barrett).
Figure 4 Emotions versus Core Afféct

Surprise

ActiV

tense

Disgust nervous excited Happiness

stressed

npleasant

sad contented

Sadness depressed relaxed

lethargic

Deactivation

Note: The outer circle represents emotions, wihigeithner circle represents core affect.

*From Russell, J. A. & Barrett, L. F. (1999). Caféect, prototypical emotional

episodes, and other things called emotion: Dissgdhtie elephantJournal of

Personality and Social Psychology (3% 805-819.

Arousal implies a certain level of activation armmbfitributes to the vigor, speed, and
intensity with which any specific action plan isrpued” (Russell, 2003, p. 168). Such action

plans would be assessed during the secondary appaaid coping phases of the model. The

emotional component contributes to the vigor anensity of the action itself (Russell, 2003).
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For example, an intense feeling of anger from amewould contribute to the intensity of the
chosen coping mechanism. The emotional and céeetafomponents only include negative
associations because, “the mental response to tegdvaituations that occur...is a negative
emotion” (Vitterso et al. p. 237). Consequentlyarges in core affect will include only
heightened levels of arousal associated with atiegavent (e.g., feeling tense because of your
anger towards another). The cognitive elementesants attributions and appraisals and
consequently places Lazarus and Folkman’s primapyaasal within this (i.e., prototypical
emotional episode) new understanding of conflitts important to note that cognitions are also
guite emotional because it is possible to appraisevent as pleasant or stressful.

The non-recursive nature of this conflict concapaation (Figure 3) is easily explained
by Lazarus and Folkman: “Traditionally, emotion lb@en treated separately from cognition. It
is an error to postulate that feelings precede itiognor that cognition precedes emaotion.
Causality is bi-directional. It is also an erroniew emotion and cognition as separate” (1984,
p. 285). As such, it has been suggested in thébgt few meaningful thoughts, actions or
environmental encounters occur without affect” {#fiso et al. 2004, p. 229).

It is also suggested in this proposed model thaflicb also includes what is being
termed, ‘immediate outcomes’ or post-appraisal @utes, which are separate from the short and
long-term outcomes identified by Lazarus and Folkm&oal interference, which has previously
been defined as conflict, now represents an imnediatcome as a direct result of negative
affect. Other immediate outcomes include motivalalisruption as well as interpersonal,
intrapersonal, and structural constraints (See WakVirden, 2005). As immediate outcomes,
interpersonal constraints may be the presencecidldactors (e.g., encountering other

participants having different leisure preferenchsa} have occurred since participation began.
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Intrapersonal constraints as immediate outcomesingayde the sudden feeling of anxiety that
in turn affects the formation of current leisureferences. Walker and Virden (2005)
recognized the need to consider social environmedtterritorial structural constraints. In the
present model social environment structural comgganclude crowding. As crowding may be
an immediate outcome from the experiencing of atieg emotion. The wilderness required for
outdoor recreation participation is also a contesfgace. The competition for the space may
represent a structural constraint if experiencimg@ative event results in the need or the feeling
to fight for a specific outdoor recreation aredne3e outcomes will be identified by the
individual experiencing negative affect during ttegnitive appraisal portion of the
emotional/non-emotional and cognitive responseesélimmediate outcomes are critical
because it is postulated that immediate outconesatie evaluated as being extremely
detrimental to a person’s recreational experiemdéjncrease the magnitude of the negative
affective feelings, which may introduce other imma¢el outcomes. The individual will then
engage in the secondary appraisal proposed by usaad Folkman as a means of evaluating
the availability and effectiveness of potential ibgpresponses.

The critical elements of the above model worthngpare those that reflect the new
conceptualization of conflict. Conflict is now tegperiencing of negative affect (i.e., a negative
feeling response) illustrated by the reciprocatiattion of negative emotions (e.g., anger, fear,
etc), core affect (e.g., tense, stressed, etc)cagditions (e.g., appraisals). Emotions, core
affect, and cognitions guide my research associaittdscale development and testing.
Antecedent factors (e.g., place attachment, res@pecificity, etc) are addressed more
specifically in the questionnaire as a means tthé&urrour overall understanding of the entire

conflict conceptualization. The proposed model antdcedent factors were initially evaluated
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using one-on-one semi-structured interviews wittdoar recreation participants to assess the
accuracy of the model in an outdoor recreationrggttVitterso et al. (2004) pointed out that
affect (or subjective feelings), “should be an &ippart of a comprehensive theory of
recreational conflict” (p. 237). The reciprocaltansactional process between coping, short and
long-term outcomes and the newly inserted negatifext domain were retained from the
Lazarus and Folkman model. It is hypothesized¢bping and outcomes are continually
evaluated against the negative affect experiengehbndividual. In addition to the

examination of the relationship of affect, emotiorhis process, this study also explores the
influence of resource specificity, place attachmkmsure socialization as well as micro and
macro level factors identified by Walker and Vird@005).

The proposed conceptualization of outdoor reaveatonflict represents an expansion of
our current understanding but borrows from the wamilstress and coping conducting by
Lazarus and Folkman (1984) and emotions by RuasdIBarrett (1999). Previous conflict
research had either ignored the role of emotiomg, (@acob & Schreyer, 1980; Lindsay, 1980) or
limited the role of emotions to stress (Lazarusdkfan, 1984; Hammitt & Schneider, 1995).
The psychological literature has long recognizedithportance of emotions in our daily lives
but also the difficulty in measuring and understage@motions (e.g., Russell, 1980; 1999; 2003;
Storm & Storm, 1987; Shaver, Schwartz, Kirson, &0nnor, 1987). Russell (1980; 1999;
2003) has been at the forefront of emotional re$edrut to date little research has been
conducted in an effort to connect the emotionataiesh being conducted in psychology and
social psychology to the research being undertakéme recreation and leisure fields to
understand outdoor recreation conflict. It is thusbelief that recognizing and incorporating

the emotional research conducted by Russell carwachdvancement in our understanding of
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outdoor recreation conflict. Having discussedphmposed outdoor recreation conflict model in
some detail, the following sections are devotethéomanagement of outdoor recreation
environments, with attention given to the managdménonflict in the later sections.
2.12 Outdoor Recreation Management

Aldo Leopold once wrote,

We end, | think, at what might be called the stadgeradox of the 20century: our

tools are better than we are, and grow fasterwedo. They suffice to crack the atom,

to command the tides. But they do not sufficetfer oldest task in human history: to live

on a piece of land without spoiling it. (Plumme®03, p. 183)
Natural resources and outdoor recreation managemegttognized as a very complex
endeavour (Cordell & Super, 2000). Although a namdd environmental and social issues
exist, conflict in outdoor recreation is arguabhemf the most challenging with which managers
must be able to contend (Schneider & Hammitt, 20@Mfortunately, outdoor recreation
managers are forced to uphold a dual mandate;gingyva high level of enjoyable and satisfying
recreational opportunities, while simultaneouslgweimg the conservation of park resources for
future generations (Manning, 2001). Managemermiresffare compounded by the differing
perceptions of wilderness and outdoor recreatiothbypublic, park managers and other
stakeholders. “The resulting images of wilderrtbas emerge from these different perceptions
can lead to wide differences of opinion with regerdjuestions concerning appropriate use,
development, and management” (Stankey & Lucas, hirghed, p. 6). The need for new and
creative management approaches has been realiredrieks, 1995), with a variety of
management practices having been suggested foleprstsurrounding crowding, conflict, and
environmental impacts (Manning, 1999). Too oftewéver, recreation managers resort to

managing “as they ‘always have’ in the past withiaabrporating new professional knowledge.

In the process, they have been ‘condemned’ toakat &dvantage of the new and better
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management practices” (Moore & Driver, 2005, p.)15Bhe astuteness of this statement is quite
relevant when speaking of outdoor recreation coindind its management. As will be presented
in the next several sections, there are a varietyloor recreation management tools available
to parks and natural resource managers. The anédck is that very few of these tools were
designed purposefully for managing conflict andthexefore rarely if ever applied explicitly to
manage outdoor recreation conflict. Many of thelsaan however, be utilized effectively to
manage and even limit conflict occurrences. Tleereason to believe that the limited use of
management tools to manage conflict is the redwdtlack of exposure to both management and
outdoor recreation conflict knowledge. Recognitorthe need for an improved understanding
of outdoor recreation conflict (Schneider, 2000&] greater knowledge sharing between
stakeholders (Spiers & Plummer, 2005) is at thetledany proposed research.

2.13 History of Outdoor Recreation Management

Early opinions regarding the North American wildkess concerned development,
farming, mining and logging; the intent was matebenefit (Lucas, 1964). The evolution of
wilderness management has progressed throughssditlgment, custodial/low-priority
management, overt/extensive management, and imeemeinagement (Jubenville & Twight,
1993; Moore & Driver, 2005).

The settlement era saw a period of land managethanivas essentially hands off
(Moore & Driver, 2005). Outdoor recreation pursutere adventurous and included hunting,
fishing, trapping, exploring and orienteering, aaspite the hands off approach, by 1800, laws
regulating hunting were beginning to take shapedqid& Driver). Although some policy
directives at the local level were being implemdnseientific research had not yet found its

place within land management (Moore & Driver).
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Custodial management was underway by the 189@derced in the United States by
the first conservation movement credited to Pregidéeodore Roosevelt (Moore & Driver,
2005). This era promoted the protection of land ot necessarily its utilization. Examples of
such efforts included, prevention of damage to veaiteds, reforestation and prevention of
wildfires (Moore & Driver). However, little accessisted to the lands, no recreation facilities
were developed and no outdoor recreation managesffents were in place (Jubenville &
Twight, 1993). In the early 1900’s Gifford Pincld#veloped the first natural resources
principles for multi-use management (Moore & DriveAlthough public interest in outdoor
recreation increased in the 1920’s, managementtetiteremained scarce until around the
1930’s (Jubenville & Twight; Moore & Driver). THE30’s saw outdoor recreation and land
management become a low-priority as the manageafigniblic lands was seen to becoming an
increasingly important issue (Moore & Driver). Téed of World War Il ushered in the
extensive/overt management era. People had irexteasney and free time and land managers
were forced to “interpret the real significancarafreased recreational participation” (Jubenville
& Twight, p. 6).

As Moore and Driver (2005) acknowledged, “The beqg of this period marks a
significant turning point in the history of managipublic lands outdoor recreation and related
amenity values” (p. 159). Resource and visitor ag@ment programs were expanded with the
aim of protecting the resource base, while maimginecreation opportunities for a variety of
groups (Jubenville & Twight, 1993). New kinds giugoment were available such as
snowmobiles, trail bikes and all-terrain vehiclkbst which managers were forced to contend
with (Jubenville & Twight). The intensive managerhera is the current era of land

management, although many argue that intensive geament has not yet been reached and will
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never be attained (Jubenville & Twight). This bes resulted in the development of the
management-by-objectives approach (Jubenville &ghwyiand has also brought forth a number
of principles with which managers are able to wsguide management practices.

2.14 History of Leisure and Recreation in Canada

Karlis (2004) offers a fairly detailed overviewtbie history of leisure and recreation in
Canada. In fact, he noted that leisure, recreatiod physical activity can be traced back to the
Inuit and other Aboriginal peoples of southern GinaAlthough evidence exists suggesting that
the Inuit played games, musical instruments and sangs, their primary concern was survival.
In fact, many of the games played were based onvaliskills such as fishing and hunting.
Early settlers to Canada prior to the Dominion wadske to adapt well to the native activity
pursuits. These early settlers also brought faréimy of their own activity pursuits such as
dancing, horse racing, football, and running. Bgiihese formative years of Canada, the natural
outdoors grew in appreciation as a leisure anceetiom experience. Unfortunately, these early
settlers were in the process of building what wdaddome Canada and did not set aside much
time for leisure and recreation pursuits.

By the 1850's public parks were initiated in Ordgaas well as the first commercial
leisure initiatives (i.e., Royal Canadian YachtI@luAt this time, the volunteer sector of leisure
recreation was also formed, with the YMCA beingabBshed in 1851.

During the time following the formation of the Damon of Canada in 1867, leisure and
recreation needs began to change as Canadiansemqael greater freedom, democracy, and
independence. The volunteer section expandedtinaias of men towards women began to

change. It was now viewed as acceptable for waim@articipate in croquet, lawn tennis, golf,
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archery, roller skating, and ice skating. Ice leycklossomed during this period, with organized
hockey first appearing in 1884 with the establishtvad the Montreal Hockey Club.

Railway and waterway expansion led to the devebagof commercial tourism and
recreation growth, including the development ofrtaéonal park system. This was appropriate
as parks began to be viewed as idealized landscdpesr purpose; refreshment of the mind,
body, and spirit through the experiencing of natuset perhaps most importantly during this
time was the formation of the National Council obkiven in 1893. The council was responsible
for several developments towards the end of theteenth century, including: (1) the
establishment of the Playground Movement; (2) exaton of youth and leisure and recreation
issues, and (3) the bringing forth the value duee and recreation pursuits, which lead to
greater federal government involvement.

During the first decade of the twentieth centdmgée important things occurred. First,
the Playground Movement took place with playgrouneisig established across Canada from
Saint John to Vancouver. Second, the Lord Day'swas established in 1907, which lead to
what we call ‘weekends’ today and the issues ofdatory time off work and holidays. As such
leisure was something that was pursued duringeliscrary time. Finally, the first automobiled,
the Ford Model-T was introduced, which lead togbpularization of pleasure travel and the
weekend trip.

In 1912 and 1913 emphasis was on the developnieati@ation leaders along with the
professionalization of leisure services in Canalg.the 1920’s most urban centers in Canada
had established organized public parks and reoreatistems, particularly organized sports and
sports leagues. Development was so immense fisatrtie has been referred to as the Golden

Age of Sport.
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Between the 1930’s and the years of World Waphisical recreation became a major
concern for both the provincial and federal govegnta. An increasing number of recreation
opportunities were being offered to the public fot@iser fees (i.e., Pro-Rec Initiative) and the
passing of the Purvis Commission, marked an efadaral-provincial support of physical
recreation and physical fitness. During the whhoaigh many recreation facilities were
converted to housing, recreation was reinforcea m®ans of diversion to maintain morale
health. Following the war, reconstruction effdsegan in an effort to re-establish many of the
public recreation facilities.

Similarly, in 1946, the Parks and Recreation Aggam of Canada held its first congress
with the purpose to help, “establish a nationatedor leisure and recreation with a mission to
address the needs of society in this area” (Kai94, p. 61).

The 1950’s-1970’s saw a growth in services, oppoties, and consumerism in Canada.
Television became extremely popular as did mecledniansportation (e.g., automobile,
motorboats, etc) and the economy became very seoviented as opposed to product based.
The 1960’s until the late 1970’s witnessed an iaseel concern for environmental conservation
and a realization that the earth’s resources wette f Not surprisingly the areas of leisure
research grew tremendously during this time. Cogueetly, this lead to a high appreciation for
recreation and a demand for recreation as a hgsic rFocus shifted from structured or
organized recreation pursuits to less organize@mampces that were more self-directed and
spontaneous. Concern also shifted to view leisnderacreation as a means for preventative
health care. An excellent example of this movemes with the creation of PARTICIPaction
in the 1970’s that encouraged Canadians to becoone active. The fithess craze continued

throughout the decade culminating with the develepnof the Lalonde Report, which played a
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major role in building the National Health PromatiDirectorate and spawning the fitness
revolution of the 1970's.

The 1980’s witnessed cutbacks in the public semttoecreation and leisure services
reducing the availability of public leisure sengceDissatisfaction with the public leisure
services continued through the 1990’s as fees hajes were increased as a means to increase
revenues and thus the provision of public leisergises. At the same time governments were
attempting to become more efficient by spending.le&s a trade-off, recreation and leisure
were seen as a way to reduce health-care costsprolision of leisure services in Canada
today, however, is quite complex and is the sulméthe following section examining outdoor
recreation management in Canada.

2.15 Outdoor Recreation Management in Canada

Canada has approximately 417.6 million hectardsreft, of which approximately 37%
is available for outdoor recreation (Plummer, 200Bxamination of outdoor recreation
participation was most comprehensively examinedugin the Survey on the Importance of
Nature to Canadians’ (SINC; Plummer). The mostmegersion of the survey, administered in
1996 provided the most accurate depiction of outdecreation participation in Canada. It was
found the approximately 85% of Canadians over geedd 15 participated in “activities related
to nature” with Alberta attaining the greatest ggoation at nearly 90% (Plummer, p. 157).
Canadians surveyed participated most in campin@%g although generally the greatest
amount of participation was in relaxing, sightsgeind picnicking in the outdoors.

Provision of these opportunities falls on the dders of the leisure delivery system. In
Canada, the leisure delivery system “serves twanfanctions with respect to outdoor

recreation: the protection, development, enhancemad management of natural areas, and the
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development and management of outdoor recreatamtelship and programs” (Searle &
Brayley, 2000, p. 193). To be effective the delywvgystem is dependent upon three sectors:
government, non-governmental organizations, anchoercial/private enterprise.

Government administrative agencies in each of Gasgrovinces hold the authority
over the provision of outdoor recreation (Plummeks Searle and Brayley (2000) pointed out,
“the power to influence areas directly related wtdoor recreation rests with generic equivalents
of a Ministry of Forests, Department of Natural Rages, Ministry of Parks or Recreation and
Tourism” (p. 195). For example, within Ontariogt®ntario Ministry of Natural Resources is
primarily responsible for providing outdoor recieat although other administrative units exists
that concentrate on environmental issues (e.gerala¢d science; Plummer, 2005). Government
involvement in the provision of outdoor recreatismalso found at the regional and municipal
levels, as well as with city governments (Plummer).

Given that 27% of Canadians volunteer, it is nwpssing that a number of volunteer
organizations/groups or non-governmental orgaronathave taken on a large role in the
provision of outdoor recreation (Plummer). Accoglio Searle and Brayley (2000), volunteer
organizations serve three primary purposes in Gandtie first role is that of advocacy. Many
volunteer organizations will advocate protectingtome natural landscapes from logging (e.g.,
First nation’s opposition to the logging of Soutlideby Island in British Columbia).

Volunteer organizations are also directly involwedhe provision of recreation programs as well
as the raising of money to fund the provision afggpams and services. According to Plummer,
one such example is the “Friends of organizatigesj., Friends of Algonquin Provincial Park).

“The Friends of Algonquin Provincial Park offerenpretive and education experiences for
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visitors as well as providing publication materialed donations to fund park services”
(Plummer, p. 172).

The commercial or private sector of the delivergtem is motivated by profit and
impacts the greatest number of people (Plummerb)200he commercial sector according to
Searle and Brayley (2000) is, “administered by oaspions, syndicates, partnerships or private
owners” (p. 126). They have identified four majpds of recreation service industries
comprising the commercial sector. These incluéesthall business, such as the family run fly-
shop or guiding service that would possess capétséts under $250,000. Next are those larger
outdoor recreation businesses or corporations agtiets above $250,000. One example is the
educational provider, Outward Bound. Finally, thare those corporations that have assets over
25 million dollars. One example given by Searld Brnayley is Canadian Pacific Resorts.

Although the above three sectors have been madimuependently, it should be noted
that effective delivery of outdoor recreation ogdpaities is dependent upon the simultaneous
operation of all three sectors. Oftentimes, effecbutdoor recreation provision is delivered
through competition between the public and prisa#etors (Plummer, 2005). Such competition
is often viewed positively because as Plummer dasdy “the commercial sector helps to
achieve the public mandate by providing serviceglwthe government is unable to provide
while the public sector also extends funding tdhseisterprises” (p. 174). Although the leisure
service delivery system was developed to meeténgands for recreational pursuits in Canada,
its effectiveness often depends on general managgmaciples and more specific managerial
tools and techniques. The following sections patevan overview of many of these principles

and tools. It should also be noted that thesecimiies and tools are not restricted to a Canadian
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context. Research and development over the yearsreated an abundance of management
approaches that have been broadly applied througPenada and the United States.
2.16 General Management Principles
The complex nature of land and outdoor recreananagement requires a unique
understanding of the various factors, which caluerfce the types of practices employed by
managers. The past few decades have revealeth@ndeus amount about both land
management from an ecological standpoint and tbialsmanagement of outdoor recreation
experiences. Moore and Driver (2005) and Mannirf899) have each presented principles to
guide ecological management and outdoor recreatspectively.
Moore and Driver’s principles included:
(1) Manage wilderness as the most pristine extremé@evironmental modification
spectrum.
(2) Manage wilderness comprehensively, not as seppaate.
(3) Manage wilderness, and sites within, under a nadiagion concept.
(4) Manage human influences — A key to wilderness ptime.
(5) Manage wilderness biocentrically to produce humanes and benefits.
(6) Favor wilderness-dependent activities.
(7) Guide wilderness management using written planis specific area objectives.
(8) Set carrying capacities as necessary to preverturah change.
(9) Focus management on threatened sites and damagivijes.
(20) Apply only the minimum tools, regulations,force to achieve wilderness-area
objectives.

(11) Involve the public as a key to the successiloferness management.



74

(12) Monitor wilderness conditions and experienppartunities to guide long-term
wilderness stewardship.
(13) Manage wilderness in relation to managemendgcent lands.

Manning'’s principles included:

(1) Outdoor recreation should be considered withinreetffold framework of concerns:
the natural environment, the social environmend, the managerial environment.

(2) There is substantial diversity in outdoor recraatio

(3) Diversity is needed in outdoor recreation oppotiasi

(4) Explicit objectives are needed to guide managemkottdoor recreation.

(5) Recreation management should be applied thoughttulit deliberately.

(6) Outdoor recreation is most appropriately defineteims of motivations and benefits
rather than participation in activities.

(7) Quality in outdoor recreation can be defined agiéngree to which recreation
opportunities provide the experiences for whiclytaee designed and managed.

(8) Satisfaction of visitors to outdoor recreation aresaa multifaceted concept.

(9) There is a high degree of interrelationship amamg@or recreation issues and
variables.

(10) A concerted effort is needed to obtain systen@and objective information about

and from visitors.
(11) Outdoor recreation opportunities should be agad for identifiable segments of the
visitor population.

(12) A variety of practices are available for manggutdoor recreation.
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Each of the above principles represents the acatmanlof outdoor recreation/conflict
variables previously discussed and the numerousgement approaches to be discussed in the
proceeding sections. However, before going intaifjet is critical to first understand the many
functions served by outdoor recreation management.

2.17 Management Function

Management as defined by Moore and Driver (200p)asents those specific actions
taken on the ground in order to successfully aghmlicy goals. Management also serves the
purposes of producing goods, which under the ptessmumstances would include providing
recreation opportunities, and secondly protectiveggrtatural resource to ensure its sustainability
(Moore & Driver). Management according to Jubdewdnd Twight (1993) can be divided into
three primary functions: visitor management, reseumanagement, and service management.
Visitor management is focused on creating an embj@ysocial environment and includes the
need to understand visitor motives, perceptionytesof participation, and individual needs
(Jubenville & Twight, 1993). In doing so managee®d to differentiate between what visitors
consider satisfying and dissatisfying experienaegerstand the various relationships visitors
have with the social, physical and managerial @mvirents, and also understand why visitors
behave the way that they do (Moore & Driver). Rese management involves enhancing
recreational opportunities and protecting resouficaa deterioration through the manipulation
of the resources themselves (Jubenville & Twighpnitoring of resource features such as soill,
water and flora and fauna and instituting managemegrams are critical to resource
management success. Further discussion of managenegrams or approaches will be
discussed in the following sections. Service manant is concerned with providing specified

visitor services through adequate area planningcession management, and maintenance and
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upkeep (Jubenville & Twight). In order to be swssfal, managers must consider all three
management functions as integrated.

In order to improve management ability, managesseacouraged to focus on the aspects
(of the environment and recreation experience)tti@t can influence (Moore & Driver, 2005).
It has been suggested that management can fumotiom effectively by influencing the
following: amount/distribution of use, method advel, group size, lengths of stay, visitor
behaviour, visitor impacts, user knowledge, timeis¢, and season of use (Moore & Driver,
2005).

Successfully influencing these variables can beeaihallenging. It is for this reason
that managers have been endowed with a variedarsktools, techniques and approaches.
The following section is designed to provide anrgieav of several of the most commonly used
outdoor recreation management practices.

2.18 Practices, Approaches, Tools and Techniques

The tools and techniques available for outdoore@gon management have received a
considerable amount of attention over the year$sl¢B& Hvenegaard, 2002; Freimund & Cole,
2001; Haas, 2001; Hammitt & Cole, 1998; Hammitt &8eider, 2000; Hendricks, 1995;
Jubenville & Twight, 1993; Lucas, 1964; Manning999Manning, 2001; McCool, 2001;
Mitchell, 1989; Moore & Driver, 2005; Payen & Nilse2002; Plummer, 2005; Rollins &
Dearden, 2002; Shelby & Heberlein, 1986; Slocoml@egarden, 2002; Spiers & Plummer,
2005; SSHRC, 2002; Stankey & Manning, 1986; Star&éyicas, unpublished; Woodley,
2002; Wright, 2003).

As a traditional approach to land management oagrgapacity has garnered a

tremendous amount of attention (Haas, 2001; Mitch®B9; Payne & Nilsen, 2002; Shelby &
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Heberlein, 1986; Stankey & Manning, 1986). Withch history in the natural resource
professions, carrying capacity received extensseein wildlife management and managing
animal numbers in specific habitats (Manning, 1999arrying capacities first real application
was not recognized until 1964 when Wagar expandegreviously accepted form of carrying
capacity, which only emphasized environmental ¢ffeto also include a social element
(Jubenville & Twight, 1993; Manning, 1999; Mannir§)01). Wagar’'s work also suggested that
carrying capacity may fluctuate depending on thewamand type of management activity
(Manning, 1999). What resulted was a three-dinmraimodel of carrying capacity once
applied to outdoor recreation, which took into addasation the three environmental, social, and
also managerial effects (Manning, 1999). Applytlagrying capacity in recreational settings has
been frustrating. The problem lies in the fact tmmagic number exists that will determine
optimum carrying capacity (Shelby & Heberlein). Magers have struggled with how much
impact should be permitted to the environmentadueses, to the quality of the recreation
experience and also how much input managementdhawe (Manning, 1999).

Answers to these questions have not come ea@igearch has however, revealed that
four different types of carrying capacity existokgical, physical, facility, and social (Manning,
1999; Shelby & Heberlein, 1986). Quite simply, legacal carrying capacity relates to
ecosystem impacts and focuses on questions suttH@g,does use level affect plants, animals,
soil, water and air quality...” (Shelby & Heberlem,19). Physical capacity is concerned with
space impacts and looks specifically at managiegithmber of people in critical ecosystem
areas or the number of people permitted to camg marticular during a week. Facility capacity

addresses visitor needs through concerns for thauof parking lots, boat ramps, restrooms
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and campsites that are needed. Finally, sociaagpis concerned with social impacts, which
alter or diminish the quality of the human expecen

With its relevance to outdoor recreation, paraaciyl conflict management, social
carrying capacity becomes paramount. Accordinghelby and Heberlein (1986), establishing
social carrying capacity requires a descriptive evaluative component. The descriptive
component reveals to managers how a recreatioarsysbrks (Shelby & Heberlein).
Recreationists displace themselves in space arg] timaving from and within different locations
throughout days and nights. Consequently, therigitis® component answers questions such
as, “What happens if 500 people per day enter kaaking area? Do they spread out and
never see one another, or do they crowd trailsingesich other’s way at visitor attractions, and
compete for campsites?” (Shelby & Heberlein p. IR)e relationship between management
parameters (i.e., any factor that can be directiyipulated by managers) and impacts is critical
to the descriptive component (See Figure 5).

The evaluative component tells managers how &syshould be managed while also
specifying how much impact is too much (Shelby &kEegein, 1986). In essence the evaluative
component determines the merits of the managenagaimeters for establishing which will be
administered to manage social impacts. As suckuative standards are used to establish
tolerable (i.e., maximum) and the most desirabke,(optimum) levels of impact (Shelby &
Heberlein). For example, evaluative standard€ifowding can be established once the

acceptable number of encounters has been establishe
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Figure 5 Social Carrying Capacity Determinatfon

Descriptive '\I/'DanageTent o 'mpaC;‘
Component arameters arameters
Carrying
Capacity
Evaluative Type of Evaluative
Component Experience Standards

® From Shelby, B. & Heberlein, T. A. (1986Larrying capacity in recreational settingLorvallis, OR: Oregon
State University Press.

Defining the quality of the visitor experience agtablishing minimum acceptable conditions as
detailed above has also been studied from the @etigp of indicators and standards of quality
(Manning, 2001). Indicators represent the “medserananageable variables that define the
quality of the visitor experiences and naturalioat resources” and standards of quality define
acceptable conditions (Manning, p. 93). Indicat@s include such things as the number of
hiker groups that walk past my campsite, percentdgiene other people are in sight when on
the trail, total number of people seen on a dadlsisy all of which also relate to crowding as a
conflict variable (Manning). Manning has also sesfgd that good indicators should possess the
following characteristics: specific, objective,iaglle, and repeatable, related to visitor use;
sensitive, manageable, efficient and effective easure; and significant. Similarly, standards of
guality should possess the following charactesstigiantitative, time or space-bounded,
expressed as a probability, impact-oriented, aalistec. Although carrying capacity has
received mixed reviews concerning its effectivereessa management tool, its applicability to

manage social issues such as crowding and reaneatidlict should not be overlooked.
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Carrying capacity has also been used in the foonatf various Visitor Management
Frameworks (VMFs).
2.19 Visitor Management Frameworks

VMFs have been around for a number of years, vedatonsiderable attention as
effective management tools (Hammitt & Cole, 1998)ehville & Twight, 1993; Manning,
1999; Manning, 2001; Payne & Nilsen, 2002; Plumréf5), and been applied in a variety
park settings, including: Yoho National Park retate social concerns, and Columbia Icefields
and Jasper National Park related to both sociakantbgical concerns (Payne & Nilsen, 2002).
VMFs have also been applied to measure the nunilpEople along trails in Yosemite National
Park, number of snowmobiles encountered in YellonstNational Park and number of boats
seen on rivers in Canyonlands National Park (Magr2001). These types of applications are
quite relevant to outdoor recreation conflict bessaaf the attention given to crowding concerns.

The first and perhaps most recognized VMF is ther&ation Opportunity Spectrum
(ROS) shown in Figure 6. Utilizing social verseslegical carrying capacity, ROS is “based on
the idea that people participate in recreationViéies in specific settings to achieve desired
experiences and benefits” (Payne & Nilsen, 200258). ROS works by systematically
dividing up the landscape into a continuum frormytive (e.g., wilderness) to urban. ROS is
also best applied at the landscape level and rakistibhto consideration human modification,
access, and user interactions when managing eaclrgm. ROS'’s explicit consideration of
access concerns and user interactions permitpptgation in a variety of outdoor recreation
conflict scenarios.

The Visitor Activity Management Process (VAMP) étped by Parks Canada in the

1980s revolves around visitor activity profiles €3&gure 7; Payne & Nilsen, 2002). The
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profiles are created by connecting activities w\ité social and demographic characteristics of its
participants, with the setting requirements andhwignificant trends affecting the activity.
VAMPs real focus is in understanding human actiaitgl use. Although in use in Canada’s
national parks, VAMP has not to date been dirdatlylemented as a means of limiting or
controlling recreational conflict occurrences. flisus at understanding human activity and use

make it a natural partner to ROS for managing outdecreation conflict.



Figure 6 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) (SourcgnBa& Nilsen, 2002)
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Figure 7 Visitor Activity Management Process (VAMP) (Soer®ayne & Nilsen, 2002)
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FIGURE 7.3 The nationa! park planning process, showing the role of the Visitor Activity
Management Process (VAMP). SOURCE: Parks Canada (1986).

The following three VMFs are regarded by Moore 8miyer (2005) as impact
management systems because of their use for piegentreducing adverse physical
(environmental) and social impacts. The Visitopaot Management (VIM) framework visible
in Figure 8 has a much stronger connection to goodbcarrying capacity because of its concern
for visitor impacts on the natural environment @chost appropriate when applied in site-

specific situations (Payne & Nilsen, 2002). VIMies heavily on the ability of managers to
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specify ecological standards, monitor conditionsdentify problems when standards are

violated and to restore desired park conditions.

Figure 8 Visitor Impact Management (VIM) (Source: PaynéNdsen, 2002)
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FIGURE 7.4 The Visitor Impact Management (VIM) process. SOURCE: Graefe (1990).

The Limits of Acceptable Change is similar to R@Shat it concerns itself with

identifying recreational opportunities in a varietysettings. LAC visible in Figure 9 however

also specifies indicators and standards of quadityesource and social conditions in each
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setting. The inclusion of stakeholders is als@iporated when determining indicators and
standards (Payne & Nilsen, 2002).

Figure 9 Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) (Source: PagnBilsen, 2002)
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:3.‘??9'5 J)'.s The Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) planning system. SOURCE: Hendee
Finally, the Visitor Experience and Resource PrimvadVERP) framework is unique
because it attempts to integrate both social antbgical issues of carrying capacity. Following
similar processes as VIM and LAC, VERP is applieadt both the landscape and site levels
(Payne & Nilsen, 2002). VIM’s stronger ecologit@us makes it perhaps less suitable for
conflict management concerns; however LAC and VERE be well served because of their

inclusion of social conditions and specificatiomaihimum standards of quality.
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2.20 Management Prescriptions — Indirect and Direct

Recreation management has also been approacleglithe use of both indirect and
direct approaches and management prescriptionsniignl999; Moore & Driver, 2005; Payne
& Nilsen, 2002). Manning (1999) highlights thapigally indirect management approaches are
favoured because they are less controlling, pangi# greater amount of visitor freedom, but
are also viewed as being somewhat less effec®mailarly, direct approaches have been
criticized for being too controlling, but more effeve at reaching management objectives
(Manning).

Indirect approaches emphasize influencing or maatifyisitor behaviour and are
typically recognized as four different types: plegdisetting modification, information and
education, user involvement and fees/economic caingt. Modifying a physical setting can
involve both providing or eliminating a particuksetting characteristic to improve a visitor’s
experience. Setting modification may also be usqutotect a particular landscape through the
precise placement of trails and campsites away frolmerable areas. Information and
education programs are also very popular indirppt@aches. A variety of sources can be
utilized including, the internet, brochures, videmsps, billboards, guidebooks, interpreters,
personnel at agency offices, school programs, pubdéetings, and visitor centers. Appropriate
and effective training of park staff and volunteess also enhance the efficiency of message
delivery (Manning, 1999). While educational pragsaare typically used to inform users, to
improve understanding/awareness/appreciation, atehth, their effectiveness is dependent
upon five factors. These factors include sourcessage, channel, receiver, and situation (see
Moore & Driver, 2005). Its application for outdo@creation conflict management is limited

and has typically been incorporated simply as atoaducate park visitors about ecologically
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sensitive areas and even to inform visitors of oéneas within the park that may have fewer
users.

User involvement is another increasingly populdirgct management technique. User
involvement may include the public, public agencabker governmental organizations or any
other stakeholder with a vested interest in manageisecisions. User involvement can serve to
educate while also working to bring to light issughich may not have been brought up
otherwise (Moore & Driver, 2005). Fees and otlem®mic constraints are also used as indirect
management measures for limiting use. Limiting hesvever, is often viewed as a
management tactic of last resort and will be disedelow.

Direct measures, which typically emphasize the legmn of visitor behaviour, have
been grouped into seven general types by Moordainédr (2005). These general types are:
rules/regulations, restrictions on group size, {eraj stay, allowable activities, time of use,
location of use and level of use. These directsuess are purposefully broad because each can
represent a wide assortment of management objsctiver example, allowable activities
vary depending upon time of year, area of the parkg considered, whether environmental
guality has declined and whether an activity isaniaed or non-motorized. Zoning is perhaps
one of the most commonly utilized direct managena@piroaches that can be used to zone
certain recreation activities, even incompatiblevaes (Manning, 1999). Consequently,
zoning can be quite effective in outdoor recreationflict management application and has been
a common component in many of the previously disedd/MFs, both spatially and temporally.

Figure 10 below illustrates direct versus indirggproaches:
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Figure 1Q Direct Versus Indirect Management Approaéhes
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Behaviour

® From Manning, R. E. (1999)Studies in outdoor recreation : Search and resedectsatisfaction, ' Ed.
Corvallis, OR: Oregon State University Press.

2.21 Limiting Use

“The development of policies that limit accesseoreational resources is one of the most
controversial actions implemented for managingea&ton on the public lands but one of the
least understood” (McCool, 2001, p. 49). The staflyse limitations (Freimund & Cole, 2001;
Jubenville & Twight, 1993; Manning, 1999; McCooQ®.) has nonetheless produced a number
of approaches for limiting use. Jubenville and givtifor example, have recognized recreational
use zoning, time limitations, space limitations.(iuse per unit area), quota limitations as well a
temporary and permanent closures as possible noééinsting use. Also referred to as use
rationing, Manning (1999) considers limiting useba practice of last resort “because it runs
counter to the basic objective of providing pulalacess to parks and recreation areas” (p. 258).
There are times when use limits must be imposedviarthing has identified five use rationing
management practices: reservations systems, &stfdnist-come first-served, pricing, and merit.
A reservation system requires individuals to reserpermit for access to a park, while a lottery,
although requiring individuals to request a permhites so on a random basis (Manning). First-

come, first-served utilizes the waiting in line aggch to receiving a permit; pricing requires
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individuals to pay, which inevitably results in teéeclusion of lower income
individuals/families; and merit requires individadb prove that they are deserving of a permit,
perhaps through the demonstration of particuldissér knowledge (Manning). The decision to
implement use limits has often been cited as a mefaresolving conflict and crowding issues.
ROS for example attempts to zone the wildernesislizape according to the desires and needs
of different visitor groups. Unfortunately, as Wave seen, an increased understanding of
individual norms, values and attitudes has revetilednability of use limitations to resolve
conflicting situations. Use limitations may howebe necessary if recreation use impacts are
exceeding standards of quality and establishedmuim acceptable conditions. Before resorting
to use limitations, managers should give full cdasation all possible management options.
2.22 Other Management Options

With more and more emphasis being placed on thetgatr social side of recreation
management (i.e., crowding and conflict) as oppasdde ecological, research has seen an
evolution of sorts from management based purelgherprovision of activities to more complex
understandings of visitor satisfaction and benefi®ore and Driver (2005) describe activity-
based management (ABM) as the most basic focusirsgipply of opportunities, facilities and
resources. Objectives and prescriptions were fxtgslely on activity provision. Experience-
based management (EBM) is another managerial agiptoaoutdoor recreation that builds upon
ABM by recognizing the psychological experiencearént in recreation participation. EBM
goes beyond ABM because it takes into considergiasticipant demands and expectations and
requires the analysis and evaluation of visitois&attion. Management objectives are also
much more elaborate specifying the types of remmeatpportunities, when they will be offered,

where, for whom as well as specifying use levels@ké & Driver). As the name suggests,
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benefits-based management (BBM) is concerned wath immediate and long-term benefits of
recreation participation to visitors. Concernlgodor all types of benefits including
psychological, psychophysiological and physiolojidBM utilizes extensive collaboration
between “all affecting and affected stakeholdeis @associated providers on the types of benefit
opportunities that should be provided” (Moore &\, p. 163). Research has also witnessed
the introduction of rules, law enforcement, zonisitg design (Manning, 1999), adaptive
management or simply learning by doing (Woodley2)0Qinterpretation (Butler & Hvenegaard,
2002), eco-system based management (EBM) (Slocé@nibearden, 2002), science-based
approach, the meaningful measures system as wéll&gGeographical Information Systems)
(Slocombe & Dearden) as other possible managemaatiges. However, as we have seen,
choosing the most appropriate approach can praversgly challenging for managers.

For outdoor recreation this is particularly truedese, “there is too much diversity in
outdoor recreation for standardized managemenbappes to be appropriate. What is needed
is a logical and thoughtful process by which raticend defensible management approaches can
be formulated and implemented” (Manning, 1999,82)2 Regardless of which approach is
implemented, it should be done so by design andbydefault (Manning). Similarly, Moore
and Driver (2005) suggested the use of the minirtaots, regulations and actions in order to
achieve the desired objectives (i.e., objectivésldished by management personnel based on
environmental and/or social conditions). In lighithe abundance of management approaches
and variables that must be taken into consideratioen managing recreation environments,
Manning has proposed a generalized outdoor reoreatanagement framework (See Figure 11)

that may serve as a guide to the formation of rstieespecific management practices.
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Manning (1999) suggests four steps, with the beshg an inventory of existing
recreation conditions. This essential first steprdawvs from Manning’s principle emphasizing
the use of a three-fold framework of concerns. &irglep one; managers would not only
inventory the natural environment but the socialvall as the management environment. Step
two, determining management objectives begins wotisideration of the information collected
in step one and utilizes this information to foratel alternative management concepts reflective
of the natural, social and management environmemhte next evolution of step two requires the
selection of the best management concept. ThigpEnstep must involve systematic
evaluation of the developed alternatives. Conatilan should be given to the feasibility of each
concept as well as the effects the concepts wileltan the entire outdoor recreation system,
visitor use areas, natural resources, social vallibe final element of step two is developing
management specific objectives and their associaticators and standards of quality.
Manning (2001) defined indicators as “...measurami@pageable variables that define the
quality of visitor experiences and natural/cultuesgources” while standards of quality “define
the minimum acceptable condition of indicator viales” (p. 93).

Step three of Manning'’s (1999) framework involveseloping management
prescriptions (i.e., direct or indirect technique$hese prescriptions will help management
move from the current situation to their desiretcome. First managers must determine the
level of management needed as well as the locateansring attention. Finally, managers must
determine the type of management needed; thigypiltally involve a combination of direct and
indirect management practices. Step four invob@s monitoring and evaluating indicators
and standards of quality. If standards of qualiey not being met, management will need to take

action to re-evaluate their indicators and alsar fe@scriptions.
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and location of
management

3-B. Determine types
of management

-

Step 4. Monitor and
evaluate success
4-A. Monitor
indicators of quality
4-B. Evaluate
standards of quality

Figure 13-1. An outdoor recreation management framework.

®From Manning, R. E. (1999)Studies in outdoor recreation: Search and resedoctsatisfaction, 2, Ed.
Corvallis, OR: Oregon State University Press.

2.23 Management for the Future

Both the outdoor recreation experience as wellsasianagement is considered to be
highly complex multi-dimensional concepts. Simyaoutdoor recreation conflict has been
established to include a variety of factors thateharoven problematic to understand and
consequently have made the development of comsfbietific management practices difficult.
The framework above presented by Manning (199®rsfbne avenue to effective outdoor
recreation conflict management because it strahsgsroduction of management objectives,
specific management prescriptions, and continueditoring of social conditions. Future
management efforts are only going to become inorgscomplicated as society and outdoor
recreation continue to change. Moore and Drive0®) suggested a number of emerging issues,
including: population changes, technological innmres, economic shifts, changes in
transportation, concern for environmental effectdiealth, increased pressure on public

recreational resources, changes in outdoor reorep#rticipation, and general leisure changes.
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The complexity of activities is also expected tamtpe. Geocaching, night-vision activities,
rockcrawling, and the use of wheeled dogsledsta#t skateboards, and amphibious vehicles
are only some of the possibilities (Moore & DriveNlanagement of these and other new
challenges is going to require a tremendous amumiumew knowledge. As the Social Sciences
and Humanities Research Council of Canada (SSH&gnized, “We simply do not have
clear and widely accepted answers to very basiaisability questions, including many that lie
in the social sciences realm” (2002, p. 2).

Unfortunately, even available information does @etays become easily and readily
available to resource managers (Wright, 2003).s Tat least partially due to the basic nature
of most academic research, which most often seetest theories or enhance knowledge
(Manning). The result is that research problenssoftien defined too abstractly and reports are
too technical to offer managers much hope of appglyine knowledge (Manning). As a means
of improving knowledge dissemination between redeans and resource managers, Wright
discussed thBiffusion of Innovatiortheory. The theory recognizes that the delayniovkdedge
transfer can often be traced to the amount of tirtekes new concepts to be learned,
understood, and adopted by individuals and soci€he exact amount of time can depend upon
a concept’s complexity, compatibility with existinganagement needs or beliefs, trialability and
observability (Wright). “Some innovations can lesigned to be less complex, more
compatible, easier to implement, or easier to ofesefand]...the research community needs to
recognize these characteristics and spend morg pfEssenting them to the management
community in a way that makes them easier to ad@ftight, p. 6). Communication and
compromise between managers and researchers isch@ddnning) in order to narrow the gap

currently present between scientific knowledge mxahagement practices (Wright).
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Haas (2001) developed similar recommendationsriproving knowledge transfer and
manager’s ability to deal with outdoor recreatidthe suggested the advancement and debating
of alternative paradigms by all affected stakeh@dee., scientists, management, community);
the shift to management on a larger geographiesta inclusion of other social science
methods such as cognitive and behaviour mappingcipant diaries, focus groups, field and
lab experiments; the defining of recreation experes that help managers make rational and
defensible decisions; and the implementation @frtagency institutional leadership and
coordination. Future improvements to outdoor ratto® management appear just as complex as
the management process itself. Success howeudikeil be a measure of the appreciation and
understanding that can be demonstrated betweearchses and managers. With respect to
conflict, Spiers and Plummer (2005), “...urge parknagement and professionals to seek and
provide new avenues of education concerning cdrdhd its management” (p. 350). Effective
and appropriate knowledge management may be ongéonapvide new avenues and to help
ensure continued understanding of outdoor recreabaflict and its management. National
park management in Canada will be examined nebkbwing a brief history of national parks in
Canada.

2.24 History of Canada’s National Parks

Having reflected upon outdoor recreation managémectices, the following will serve
to provide the reader with an overview of the mgtaf Canada’s national parks, including a
description of the current parks system, the mamagé approaches currently in effect as well as
provide a glimpse into the future of Canada’s mal@ark management. The comprehensive
chapter by McNamee (2002a) provides the basifdllowing historical review of Canada’s

national parks.
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The Canada national parks Act states that, “Thiema parks of Canada are hereby
dedicated to the people of Canada for their beregiication and enjoyment, subject to this act
and the regulations, and the parks shall be mamedtiand made use of so as to leave them
unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generatiofizrks Canada, 2006). With 41 national
parks ranging in size from 9 sg.km to 45,000 sq.&amada boasts some of the most majestic
natural scenery found anywhere in the world (P&&sada, 2006). According to the Edmonton
Journal (May, 2011), “In the 2009-2010 fiscal ydzarks Canada recorded 12,282,100 visits
across the country, up slightly from 11,921,20¢h& previous 12 months. But the overall trend
is down, from 13,050,500 in 2006-2007, and fron143,800 in 2007-2008".

In 1885 the federal government established a resaund the Banff springs, however
plans were in place, “to commence the construatfawads and bridges and other operations
necessary to make of the reserve a creditablenzgark” (McNamee, 2002a, p. 24). In June
of 1887, Parliament passed the Rocky Mountain Ratkestablishing a more expansive
boundary of 673sqg.km, later to be Banff NationakPa

Between 1911 and 1957, the Canadian Governmeghstuexpand their network of
national parks to other regions across Canadagcpiay in central and eastern Canada. This
period also witnessed the rise in public advocacyérk values and the realization that a
separate branch of government was needed to ryratks. 1911 saw the passing of the
Dominion Forest Reserves and Parks Act. The actréated two new categories of
conservation lands — forest reserves and domiraokspit reduced the level of development
permitted in the parks; and it placed the domirparks under the administration of the world’s
first national parks branch...” known now as the Batlanada Agency (McNamee, 2002a, p.

29). The National Parks Association of Canadafaased in 1923, “to promote the
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conservation of national parks for scientific, esttonal and scenic purposes, and their
protection from exploitation for commercial purpss@vicNamee, 2002a, p. 32).

Nineteen-thirty saw the creation of the Nationatk3 Act. Its power prohibited the
creation, elimination or altering of parks withddrliament approval. In the 1960’s concern
grew for the environment and in 1979 revisions waegle to the National Parks Act
establishing the maintenance of ecological intgg# the parks primary function. Further
revisions were made in 1995.

Under the Trudeau government in 1971 10 new naliparks were created including the
first in Quebec (i.e., La Maurice), and the firstniorthern Canada (i.e., Kluane, Nahanni and
Auyuittuqg). Between 1968 and 1984 an additionahafional parks were created, protecting
64,000 square kilometers under the Trudeau govarime

The Honourable Tom McMillan was responsible foruanber a groundbreaking changes
beginning in 1985. All in all, five national parlagere created, including Ellesmere, Pacific Rim,
Grasslands and Bruce Peninsula. McMillan’s wodoaksulted in a significant change to the
National Parks Act, which stated the protectiomatural resources and ecological integrity was
to be the first priority; and in doing so threaisth internal and external) to the parks had to
identified and eliminated.

In 1989 the Endangered Spaces Campaign was ladibgtthe World Wildlife Fund of
Canada and the Canadian Parks and Wilderness fotneits ten year campaign between 1989
and 2000 an additional 66,700 sg.km were addegetparks system representing five new
national parks. In total however, 1000 new prad@reas were created helping to protected 132
and Canada’s 486 natural regions. The campaigressential in helping to set aside wilderness

areas, establishing that areas had to be permgmeatected and prohibited from an industrial
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uses. This period also saw the implementatiomwoflandmark studies. The first was the Banff-
Bow Valley study, which was appointed to provideediion for human use management (See
Swinnerton, 2002). The second was the appointitiggoPanel on the Ecological Integrity of
Canada’s National Parks, which was required toeng\the health of the entire park system.
Results were to guide parks management into te@dtury.
2.25 Canada National Parks Management

Increased visitation however, may threaten paakgity to maintain ecological integrity
(Parks Canada, 2006). Ecological integrity aceaydo Woodley (2002), “...forces the use of
ecosystem science in combination with societal asdlo define ecosystem goals” (p. 99).

Management of Canada’s national parks is quiteptexmand as a result Parks Canada
details everything in management plans that areritesl as a “strategic guide for future
management” and is the “primary public accountgbdocument for each national park” (Parks
Canada, 2006). As such, Parks Canada is comnhittibed adoption of environmentally sound
practices through the implementation oftamvironmental Management System (EXF&rks
Canada, 2006). The EMS system “will provide a fearark for evaluating, managing,
improving and communicating environmental perforoedn(Parks Canada, 2006). Parks
Canada goes on to say that EMS, “covers issueifdatibn, the setting of performance
measures and targets, the assignment of respatnssbénd procedures, the tracking of progress
towards targets, and the review of an organizagienvironmental management goals” (2006).
In working to achieve environmental managementgyaatl maintaining ecological integrity
Parks Canada also makes use of active and adapainagement practices (Woodley, 2002). In
a parks setting, “Active management is aimed anhtaaiing or restoring a process, species, or

community” often through controversial means sueffira restoration (Woodley, p. 100). In a
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way, adaptive management works in conjunction wadtive management because it is
recognized as a process of learning by doing (WeyddIManagement practices and policies are
improved by learning from their outcomes. “Atlisst, adaptive management integrates
learning into its planning processes, to continuiaiprove management for the protection of
ecological integrity” (Woodley, p. 99). Active magement practices can be tested using an
adaptive management framework because it allowsdgative effects on ecological integrity to
be identified, resulting in changes and adaptatiorfature management actions (Woodley).
With management in national parks being directecatds the maintenance of
ecosystems, “[e]cosystem management provides aptuad approach for the protection of park
ecosystems” (Parks Canada, 2006). Ecosystemea@agzlibly complex and ecosystem
management requires that a global view of the adanvironment, in such a way that
management is both long-term and large-scale (R2akada, 2006). Support is sought through
public consultation along with understanding anlletoration between all parties whose actions
impact upon ecological integrity (Parks Canada6l0®s a specific example, “Parks Canada
negotiates specific agreements with provincial tmdtorial planning and conservation agencies
and also supports involvement in the UNESCO Manthadiosphere Program as a means of
integrating regional planning around parks” (2006uiding the implementation of ecosystem

management in Parks Canada is a number of keyatbastics (Table 2).
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Table 2

Characteristics of Ecosystem Management

» Describe parts, systems, environments and th&raotions

Be holistic, comprehensive, trans-disciplinary

* Include people and their activities in the ecosyste

» Describe system dynamics, e.g., with concepts ofdustasis, feedbacks, cause-and-effect
relationships, self-organization, etc.

» Define ecosystem naturally, i.e., bioregionall\stead of arbitrarily

» Consider different levels/scales of system str@gtprocess, and function

* Recognize goals and take an active managementatie@n Include actor-system dynamics
and institutional factors in the analysis. Useaaticipatory, flexible, research and planning
process. Enact implicit or explicit ethics of gtyglwell-being and integrity

* Recognize systemic limits to action

» Define and seek sustainability

Note Source Slocombe & Dearden (2002).

Parks Canada also operates through the use offiitkn@ Principles and Operational Policies.
Its guiding principles include those for, ecologiaad commemorative integrity, leadership and
stewardship, new protected heritage areas, educatio presentation, human-environment
relationship, research and science, appropriatewactivities, public involvement,
collaboration and cooperation and accountabiligrkB Canada, 2006). Each principle plays a
role in Parks Canada’s adoption of their humanmiaeagement strategy. Defined as,
“understanding, influencing and managing the refeghips between people and protected

heritage areas”, Parks Canada has more recendgmized in their strategy the notion of “the
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greater park ecosystem” (Kachi, 2003, p. 2). Tl@agement of visitor activities under the
guiding principles stipulates the use of the Vishativities Management Process (VAMP) as
well as a number of direct and indirect managersgategies, such as zoning, rationing of use
limits and education and information (Parks Can2086). Management of Canada’s national
parks system is incredibly complex and continueglyuires modification. It is for this reason
that the Parks Canada Agency routinely makes clsaiogieir management plans and assesses
park situations in making decisions for future ngaTaent actions.
2.26 Management for the Future

Recent State of the Protected Heritage Area Rejpod Report of the Panel on the
Ecological Integrity of Canada’s national parks pessented a number of issues requiring
attention in future management actions. In fawtestigation has shown that Parks Canada lacks
“basic data on the human dimensions of visitor impacts of visitor use, knowledge of visitors
about ecological integrity, effectiveness of intetptions programs” (Wilkinson, 2003, p. 67).
Such sentiments help emphasize the importanceedenbnce of my research into knowledge
dissemination. Nilsen (2003) reported that thei®e\of Priorities for Social Science Within
Parks Canada, tHeanel on the Ecological Integrity of Canada’s Natb Parks theParks
Canada Action PlapandFirst Priority Reportall noted that Parks Canada needed to re-invest in
the social sciences. Nilsen (2003) also repotatthe “2001/2002-2005-2006 Corporate Plan
and the Parks Canada Performance Information A&lan committed Parks Canada to develop
a results framework for the measurement of the atgpaf visitors” (p. 2). In fact, “In the short
term, Parks Canada will focus on improved socisrsme research and monitoring that is

integrated with other science and decision-mak{kgichi, 2003, p. 3). Such attempts represent
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a commitment by the Canadian Government to devadepavenues of communication. The
effectiveness of such approaches, however, renuaikisown.

The Panel on Ecological Integrity has also rembti@t Parks Canada needs a process for
determining allowable activities (Wilkinson, 2003)he process needs to determine the
allowability of current uses, the allowability ofanding current uses, and the allowability of
new uses (Wilkinson, 2003). As such appropriatesésuld be measured against the type of
use, level of use and location of use (Wilkinsd0)3. Wilkinson also reports that focus should
turn towards demand management and as such, demarabyement should be addressed
explicitly in each park’s management plan. Demarashagement should also be incorporated
into interpretation and outreach programs in otddyetter educate the public (Wilkinson, 2003).

In the 2005 Response of the Minister of the Emviment to the Recommendations Made
at the Third Minister's Round Table on Parks Canadaumber of future management
recommendations are presented. The recommendedi®put forth to build a culture of
conservation through education, leadership andheestips. The Minister’s response reports
that continued efforts will be made to collabonatth school educators and that Parks Canada
will work with communities to promote initiativebdt promote a culture of conservation.
Research recommendations were also presentechfonber of areas, including visitor
experiences and the development of policies angranas. The recommendation was also
presented for rewarding sustainability, stewardsing use of best practices. Although in its
infancy, a Model Forest Program is being developigd a number of national parks to work
with surrounding local landowners in an effortéardn and promote sustainable land practices.

Each recommendation represents an expanded effagain promote education and knowledge



102

sharing. Still, the current state of such programs their relation to outdoor recreation conflict
is unknown and requiring investigation.

In conclusion, the joint efforts by the Canadiaov&nment and Parks Canada represent
the first step towards more effectiveness parksagament. The recommendations recognize
the need for greater collaboration with stakehadeard most notably the inclusion of greater
social science knowledge. However, direct improsets to outdoor recreation knowledge
dissemination, in particular, outdoor recreationftot are not known. Although, collaboration
can promote greater communication and the integraif more social science knowledge can
provide the means to answer the many unansweresfigie related to conflict, much remains to
be investigated. A broader discussion of the kedgé management concerns presented above,
including those relevant to the field of leisur@aacreation is presented in the next section.
2.27 Knowledge Management

The following represents an expanded discussidmoivledge management issues
discussed above as a means of further illustratiegritical importance of accurate diffusion
between researchers and users. A growing interéstowledge management (KM) has been
witnessed over the last number of years (Skyrm@3R0A deeper investigation into why,
reveals influences from increasing globalizatiod aampetition, organizational restructuring
and downsizing, the realization that knowledgecisn®mically valuable and the overall
recognition that knowledge management as a strategource can lead to successful innovation
through knowledge networking and the sharing of pesctices (Skyrme). Unfortunately, the
transfer or diffusion of knowledge from the produt®ethe user does not always occur and has
been voiced as a commanding concern in a numhkazaafemic and non-academic fields. For

example, knowledge dissemination (KD) has beenetiuetlating to dairy farmers in Tanzania
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(Bell, French, Karimuribo, Ogden, Bryan, Swai, Kardge, & Fitzpatrick (2005), and has been
considered to be of “crucial importance” for thampting of new product development (van der
Bij, Song, & Weggeman, 2003, p. 163). In factthet firm/business level, individual
commitment to the firm was found to have the gr&tatdluence on the level of knowledge
dissemination (van der Bij et al., 2003). The “datween research and clinical practice has
[also] been well documented in social work” (HeSiélartin, 2002, p. 85). Social workers in
practice settings are regarded as having an ett@spbnsibility to make use of “empirically
validated interventions”, although, unfortunatehgst tend to ignore academic journals (Herie
& Martin, 2002, p. 85). The tourism field has algotten extensively on the topic (See Xiao,
2006 and Xiao & Smith, in press) and has recognilzatidespite the availability of an
abundance of tourism knowledge, it does not apieelae being used to its fullest potential (Xiao
& Smith). In the field of recreation and leisutadies, the relevance of leisure theories and
therefore the transfer from research knowledgedotjce has been pondered and debated
(Hemingway & Parr, 2000; Shaw, 2000). Concernsh&en regarding the insularity of leisure
research (Samdahl & Kelly, 1999), inhibiting itgpéipability in real-world circumstances
outside the confines of the field. Specificall{ya® said,
...It is evident that the starting point of the asidyused is almost always leisure: that is,
the focus is on leisure meanings, activities, @nts, satisfactions, or benefits. This
attention to leisure first, and other issues secoray be limiting our vision and the
potential application, breadth and social relevasfaaur research (2000, p. 149).
Reid and Mair (2005) offered a ‘state of the avidl@ation of leisure research using an analytical
framework to compare the purpose and directiorubfiphed leisure research. Ninety-eight
(30.8%) of the 318 articles reviewed engaged isstisscial change and confronted the nature

of social research “by describing some opportufdtyneed) to use the results for more socially-

aware or progressive practice” (p.4). A larger bem(148) of publications, “either left
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unchallenged or actively reinforced the status @ud did not question relations of power,
control or access to leisure services or reseqht). The authors finished by saying, “This
evaluation should push us all to engage more dyrattjuestions of leisure research and
practice and their role as a mechanism for sotiahge” (p.4).

The European Union (EU) has re-investigated itewation policy because of what they
like to call, the ‘European knowledge paradox’ tteatognizes the low degree of knowledge
dissemination and high quality of research (End&085). As a means of working to improve
knowledge dissemination recent studies have exahthreeuse of e-learning (Bonito, Tribolet,
Jorge, & Chaoui, 2005) and digital knowledge digsaton (Akin, 2005). The Social Sciences
and Humanities Research Council of Canada (SSHB@)2has also recently identified the
need for “creative and aggressive approaches teaxit and knowledge transfer...to encourage
porous boundaries between academic and other tt@rsties...” as a means of strengthening
their Environment and Sustainability Research Progam). Even more recently SSHRC
(2005) proposed the addition of two new valuehodouncil’s mandate: ‘interactive
engagement’ and ‘maximum knowledge impact’; with opes of fostering stronger
connections between and among researchers anddheaf research. Problems however, arise
with knowledge dissemination because “...althouglatinmanagement audiences are exposed to
scientific information through a variety of avenuawareness of new approaches and techniques
does not necessarily transfer to active use of mawagement practices” (Wright, 2003, p. 2). A
wide variety of solutions have been proposed, tholg: joint publications by researchers and
managers and involvement of managers in the pemwerocess (Melzer & Ellis, 2009).

Chan, Oerlemans, and Pretorius (2009) provide@xthenple of a science park as a way of

formalizing the operational links between thosedwanting research and those needing to use it.
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According to the authors, science parks have twogry components: “an organizational
program of activities for technology transfer [aadpartnership between academic institutions,
government and the private sector” (2009, p. 99)ese partnerships were referred to as ties,
and the more ties between organizations/institgtitme greater the knowledge transfer and
innovative performance (see Chan et al., 2009dditenal discussion of science parks,
including challenges and benefits).

Other concerns surround the different types of Kedge. Over the years, knowledge
has been categorized as “facts, attitudes, opinissses, values, theories, reasons, processes,
policies, priorities, rules, cases, approachedstoelationships, risks and probabilities”
emphasizing that its use and management is ofteledy perceptions (Xiao & Smith, in press,
p. 5). The academic literature on KM conceptualizeowledge in a variety of different ways.
The most common describe knowledge as either aptitacit (also referred to as implicit or
experimental); (Corrall, 1999; Laszlo & Laszlo, 2Q0Xiao & Smith, in press). Explicit
knowledge is more easily transferred because ibeaarticulated and communicated more
clearly through formal systematic languages andbeaput down in written documents (Laszlo
& Laszlo). The difficulty with tacit knowledge that it is embodied in personal experiences and
demonstrated through actions (Laszlo & Laszlo).oWledge has also been characterized as
human, social and structured knowledge. Human leaye reflects cognitively what people
know and is considered both explicit and tacit dla& Laszlo). Social knowledge is largely
tacit and is the result of working and learning aghgroups and individuals. Structured
knowledge is explicit and “is embedded in the psses and infrastructure of a social system...it
exists independently of human knowers and represenorganizational resource” (Laszlo &

Laszlo, p. 406). A review of the literature alsweals that knowledge has been conceptualized
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as both practical and empirical and has been fudéscribed as knowledge of salvation, cultural
knowledge and knowledge of effects (See Xiao, 2006)

Any discussion of knowledge also requires a revaéknowledge useor utilization,
which can be defined as “whether and to what degpeeces of evidence are applied to
management decisions or policymaking at concepiusthbumental, or political levels” (Xiao &
Smith, in press). Essentially representing anau&and process, utilization reflects the
information processing, the social relationshig thfluence knowledge use and interpretation,
the abilities to select appropriate knowledge dredactions taken to put research into practice
(Xiao & Smith).

One thing is evident and that is that not all krexgle is used nor used in the same way.
The effectiveness of use has been evaluated basedits usability, usefulness and credibility
(Xiao & Smith, in press). If a body of knowledgasithe probability to be used, then it is
considered to have a certain level of usabilitygetulness more accurately reflects the ability of
that particular body of knowledge to be found effexit relates to an individuals or
organizations goals. Credibility reflects the mgtion of quality and therefore whether the
information is believed or trusted (Xiao & Smith}.is possible however for knowledge to lose
and (re) gain usefulness over time (Xiao & SmitBuch a knowledge lifecycle suggests that
usability and usefulness can be understood tenpanadl spatially. Simplistically, knowledge
is discovered, captured, utilized, and retiredrf®emiuk & Sinclair, 2004). The knowledge
lifecycle is also influenced by the organizatiolearning cycle (See Xiao & Smith).

Knowledge use theories provide another means te wheeply understanding the
processes of use, user roles and use characte(Xtan & Smith, in press). Developed in the

1970s and 1980s, the two-community theory descthedow use of social sciences research
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by practitioners. The fundamental idea behindtté®ry is that producers (researchers) and
users (practitioners) exist in two culturally diéat worlds. To use a metaphor, the overcoming
of bridges, gaps, and vehicles is paramount intb@ery. A systems theory on the other hand
describes producers and users of knowledge asumatiénally different social systems, where
the concern surrounds how interaction and knowléxdgesfer can take place. Hemingway and
Parr (2000) believe that “Leisure research anditeipractice are independent professional
paradigms between which a relation must be consiliian order to ensure interaction and the
transfer of knowledge (p. 139). Knowledge-drivewd @roblem-solving theories of knowledge
use have also been presented. The former, repirggariinear process suggests that ideas from
basic research will eventually advance applicatiaregoplied research, leading to the diffusion
of innovations. The latter, begins with problerandfication, which in turn is presented to the
researcher whose task is to propose researchagdtians and find solutions (Xiao & Smith).
Bipolar or tripolar theories cast knowledge utitina as a process of interactions. Simpler
models view the interaction as one way, from preduc user, while more sophisticated
representations consider interactions moving intiplal directions between multiple users and
producers (Xiao & Smith).

Another, highly studied model of knowledge uséhes Diffusion of Innovations theory
(Rogers, 2003; Wright, 2003). This theory recogsithe time element involved in the adoption
of new knowledge and concepts into actual practiddse “time lag” between the introduction
of an innovation (or idea, practice) and its cortglategration into practice varies because of
the multi-stage adoption process. Diffusion ofrarovation occurs once the innovation has
begun to be adopted by a variety of managers. dResers must also realize that different

innovations take different amounts of time to bedd because of differences in complexity
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and applicability to current management situatioimsorder to speed up the process of adoption,
Wright says “the research community needs to rezeghese characteristics and spend more
effort presenting them to the management commumi&yway that makes them easier to adopt”
(p. 6).

The problems associated with achieving consistattirate and effective knowledge
dissemination reflect the presence of a numberoidys to utilization. The interpretation of the
meaning and the quality and usefulness of knowledgenhibit utilization (Xiao & Smith, in
press). Barriers in fact, can occur at any stagenaay include a lack of awareness, lack of
interest, lack of necessary information to undestine knowledge and may even occur during
implementation (Wright, 2003). The characterisatshe above barriers are further echoed by
Siemieniuk and Sinclair (2004) who identified fokmowledge inhibiting factors’. They include
(1) a limited problem solving capability; (2) sterimplementation and/or inability to innovate;
(3) limited experimentation in operations; andt{® screening out of new knowledge. The
existence of cross-cultural differences betweenpcers and users of knowledge may also
affect utilization and dissemination efforts (Xi&dmith, in press).

Knowledge use also requires the implementatiorffe€eve and appropriate knowledge
management (KM). KM according to Skyrme (2003)tlie explicit and systematic
management of vital knowledge and its associatedgsses of creating, gathering, organizing,
diffusion, use and exploitation. It requires tmgnpersonal knowledge into corporate knowledge
that can be widely shared throughout an organizatia appropriately applied” (p. 2). KM
reflects an attempt to enhance the use of knowldtigeas a main objective will improve
organizational performance (Corrall, 1999). A mmnfocus is on turning tacit knowledge into

explicit knowledge through, “the application of pé&s’ competencies, skills, talents, thoughts,
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ideas, intuitions, commitments, motivations, andgmations” (Broadbent, 1999, p. 24) and
through the organizing access to networked infolenaesources (Corrall). Despite this, KM is
considered an emerging discipline and practicedX2906). Because of recent KM research, an
agreed-upon definition or understanding has ybetoeached (Xiao). Xiao, from his review of
theJournal of Knowledge Managemdntnd varying conceptualizations of the term. rkr@
tourism perspective Xiao defines KM as “taken taamany planned applications of knowledge
by tourism agencies, organizations, destinationlsbarsinesses to accomplish their goals and
objectives” (p. 146).
2.28 Knowledge Dissemination in Tourism and Leisure

A review of the tourism and leisure literature ragemulti-interdisciplinary scholarship
(Madrigal, 1999; Xiao, 2006). Jafari (2001) outithan evolutionary perspective of thinking in
tourism arguing that the knowledge-based platfavimich emerged in the latter part of thé"20
century had as its main goal the “formation of i@siific body of knowledge on tourism” (p.
32). Despite this, information and knowledge uskeisure, recreation and tourism has been
discouraging (Xiao, 2006). In fact, research kremgle from academic journals receives
infrequent use by practitioners (Xiao) and sadig often intuition and personal experience that
are utilized for management and policy decisionsa@& Smith, in press). In Madrigal’s (1999)
review of the missions of the journallodisure Scienced.S)and theJournal of Leisure
Research (JLR)e found that each was intended for use by acadesnid practitioners.
Additionally, the Journal of Park and Recreatiom#istration was founded to enhance the
practice of park administration. Revelations sastlthese have spurred many leisure researchers
to question the relevance or irrelevance of tresearch (Kelly, 2000; Shaw, 2000). Samdahl

and Kelly (1999) found from an investigation inkeetdistribution of sources cited in LS and JLR
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as well as the extent to which articles from LS abR were cited in outside academic
publications, that leisure research appears tote#lectually isolated from bodies of literature
such as social psychology and environmental studies

The isolation of leisure research and thus itstéohdissemination to practitioners is
made even clearer from the findings by Jordan amidri®l (1999) who compared the differences
between academics and practitioners in frequencgarfing research. An amazing 65% to 96%
of practitioners said that they never read the m@&search journals and only 5.6% of all
respondents said they were interested in new r@séadings. A lack of awareness may be to
blame, although the insularity of leisure resedrab also been questioned (Samdahl & Kelly,
1999). Some leisure journals such asJingrnal of Park and Recreation AdministratiGiPRA)
have made efforts to improve the availability apglecability of its published research. The
journal was established to “bridge the gap betwesaarch and practice for administrators,
educators, consultants, and researchers” (JPR&e)nIThe journal further claims that
publications will (1) move theoretical managememaepts forward in the field of park and
recreation administration and (2) provide clearliogtions of theory and research for problem
solving and action in park and recreation orgaionat Despite these positive efforts, there is
no guarantee that researchers and practitionersead or make use of the published research.

Leisure research needs to strive to move beyondwdocused leisure questions and
progress to addressing issues on a larger sosttld. The recreation conflict research can be
considered in a similar vein, as being very abst@ad detached from the broader and more
pressing issues in society. Attempting to defioeflict in terms of variables such as stress, goal
interference and norms violations does little toniedliately help resource managers who are

attempting to contend with conflict and crowdinguss in their parks on a daily basis. Spiers
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and Plummer (2005) and Xiao (2006) both found itattion and personal experience were
relied upon most frequently when making managerardtpolicy decisions related to outdoor
recreation conflict management in Ontario’s ProiahParks. The previous review of the
outdoor recreation conflict management tools react#the benefits to using indicators and also
visitor management frameworks (i.e., ROS, VIM, et8urprisingly, 83% of Ontario Provincial
Park managers reported not using indicators to genanflict (Spiers & Plummer). Equally as
surprising was the fact that 66% indicated notgigreformed visitor management frameworks
(Spiers & Plummer). Such findings should raisecewns regarding the insularity and usefulness
of recreation conflict research as well as the awess that park managers possess regarding
conflict understanding and available managemens to8piers and Plummer remarked that
“managers in Ontario Provincial Parks contend wdahflict in the absence of objective
or systematically collected information; from aatglely traditional perspective (e.g.,
conflict as goal interference or incompatibilityautivities); and with, a limited strategic
understanding of conflict resolution strategiesgedures, and/or policies” (2005, p. 343)
The authors concluded by urging both park managearahprofessionals to develop and
provide new means for the sharing of knowledge eomng conflict and its management. It
may also explain why research from environmentaliss, management and carrying capacity
literature has seen greater transfer into diregliegtion when compared to leisure research.
Another explanation comes from Heinen (2010):
| have also found a frequent lack of appreciationralerstanding on the part of many of
my colleagues in the natural sciences — as wetlasy natural resource agency
personnel who are trained mostly in the naturadrsms — about the large role that the
social sciences could and should play in PAs [ptetkareas] research and management
(p. 152).

Heinen further acknowledges that the natural segstill hold dominance in PA management

and that sadly, social sciences only becomes irapboéfter the fact.
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Finally, according to Shaw (2000), it may be a eratf relevance. To improve leisure
research, its recognition and transferability t@l-tgorld situations as a means of promoting
positive social change, Shaw says “that relevaneans directing our attention outwards —
towards pressing social needs, issues and coneeatier than always looking inwards with a
narrow focus on leisure” (2000, p. 150). As Lasahtal Laszlo (2002) pointed out, “Nowadays,
processes related to knowledge creation, learaingjnnovation have a social impact just as
significant as economic iniatives” (p. 400). It shire conveyed to producers and users of
knowledge that “knowledge sharing is power” (Skyr2@03, p. 4). Pathways of
communication, understanding and appreciation inestpened between producers and users if
academic research is to find its place with priactérs. Conversely, practice must also inform
scholarly research.

With this in mind, the following chapter detailetmethodological procedures being
utilized for expanding the current conceptualizatid outdoor recreation conflict, while also
outlining the methods being employed to more fuliglerstand the knowledge dissemination of

outdoor recreation conflict research.
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CHAPTER THREE

Research Methods
3.1 Introduction

Manning (1999) noted that, “Good information is aee for recreation management” (p.

291). Here, good is taken to more appropriatelgmrelevant. Unfortunately, much of the
information on which Parks Canada managers relyesodirectly from research; particularly
research that by virtue of its design and discgbi focus may not meet pressing managerial
needs or requirements. Therefore, these manageesafien than not are required to manage
complex social science issues such as outdooratemneconflict with information unfamiliar
(i.e., discipline, methodology, etc) to them thatymesult in misunderstanding. Conversely,
research may lack relevancy and attempts to atleptesearch may not even be attempted.
Despite the fact that management audiences areseao scientific information through
publications and presentations, “awareness of mgsoaches and techniques does not
necessarily transfer to active use of new managepraatices” (Wright, 2003, p. 2). One
solution, according to Wright, for making ecosysteranagement more effective is to narrow
the gap between scientific knowledge and existiagagement practices. Findings from
research are often difficult for managers to diseapply because “research problems are
defined too narrowly and abstractly to have mugbliegtion, and that research reports are
overly technical and obtuse” (Manning, p. 293). ighit highlights that new management
approaches and innovations that are easier totty@aimplement are more likely to see actual
application in a resource management contextefgrence to many of the current, complex
innovations, Wright says that they, “can be dedigioebe less complex, more compatible, easier

to implement, or easier to observe” (2003, p.Base and a lack of complexity should not come
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at the expense of good research. Results fromrésent study highlight several areas where the
researcher-practice gap might be narrowed withaggesting that original research possess the
inherent quality of “easiness”. While managers mpegfer research from an applied approach
because it is more likely to supply immediate use&howledge, even such knowledge must be
“considered within a theoretical framework”, whicén be inherently complex and/or abstract
(Manning, 1999, p. 294).

The problem for social science issues such asataneconflict is compounded because
typical science-based management invariably focuges environmental impacts and
maintaining ecological integrity. As a result @i@g social issues such as user conflict, where
concern for human-human interaction is paramo@ggives much less attention. This scenario
is partially to blame on the recognition by parkmagers that environmental impacts appear to
be most pervasive (Manning, 1999). Thankfullyhoearks Canada and SSHRC through some
of their more recent actions have recognized tbeeased urgency for social science integration
into natural resource management. While recomntentaabound about how to improve
knowledge transfer between researchers and managetsow to increase the incorporation of
the social sciences into resource managementetieé df conflict understanding and social
science integration remains relatively unknown tigtmout Canada’s national parks. As
researchers and natural resource managers, weysimpiot know the current state of social
science and more precisely conflict knowledge dissation. As researchers we do not know if
and how Parks Canada managers make use of newnatfon. If knowledge is not being used,
why not? We do not know if academically acceptedvikdedge related to conflict has been
accepted and adopted by managers. The currentstan@ing of conflict has also not been

accepted and more research has been recommendeita, 2000a). It thus becomes critical
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to develop a clear understanding of conflict whgarapting to assess conflict knowledge
dissemination. These and other similar questienrgin uninvestigated and consequently
unanswered. Finding answers to these questionsetprensure greater co-operation between
researchers and managers and that future resedatdorto conflict can be approached with
communication and compromise to ensure that firgllmgnefit both researchers and managers.

In light of these unanswered questions and the tebdtter understand recreation
conflict and its management in the Parks Canadaé&gdwo studies were proposed for Jasper
National Park (JNP) that were guided by two prima&search questions.

(1) What is outdoor recreation conflict?

(2) How is the new outdoor recreation conflict concepaation usable and applicable to

managers in Jasper National Park?

Understanding the various methodological approaakiadable to answer the above research
guestions is explained next.
3.2 Purpose of Social Research

According to Babbie (1992) social research serae=etpurposes: exploration,
description and explanation. Exploration reseamgblves the study or examination of a subject
that is relatively new and/or unstudied (BabbiExploratory research has typically served three
purposes: (1) “to satisfy the researcher’s cuyositd desire for better understanding, (2) to test
the feasibility of undertaking a more careful studyd (3) to develop the methods to be
employed in a more careful study” (Babbie, p. 9Babbie also highlighted that exploratory
research is essential when breaking new groundettligg new insights into a specific topic or
area of research. Descriptive research accordiBabbie is used to describe situations and
events for which the researcher(s) observe anddéscribe. Explanatory research on the other

hand attempts to provide an explanation for “whythething has occurred.
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Research has also been recognized differentlyrdiapg on its purpose. For example,
Patton (2002) recognized five different types afei@ch: basic, applied, summative evaluation,
formative evaluation, and action. Basic is perhpsmost common throughout academic
institutions, where the fundamental goal is thetgbation to knowledge and existing theory.
Neuman (2000) says that, “Basic research is thecemf most new scientific ideas and ways of
thinking about the world” (p. 23). By contrastpéipd researchers, “want to apply and tailor
knowledge [usually derived from basic researchdddress a specific practical issue” (Neuman,
2000, p. 23). As Patton (2002) said, “The purpafsgpplied research is to contribute knowledge
that will help people understand the nature ofabl@m” (p. 217). According to these (basic and
applied) definitions, my research is basic becausentributes new information and new theory
to existing theories of outdoor recreation conflmit also applied because findings provide a
better understanding of the nature of the probleam it recreation conflict and use of research
knowledge. Additionally, guided by findings froimg and other basic research, this research
also addresses the much broader societal conckecasnonunication, collaboration, education,
and knowledge sharing.

Therefore deciding upon a research approach fediagily on the overall intent of the
research itself. Choosing a particular researsigpdeand methods can be even more
challenging. “There is no recipe or formula in nmgkmethods decisions” and consequently,
researchers need to understand all research ofRatt®n, 2002, p. 12). The following sections
(i.e., 3.3-3.6) provide the reader with importaatkground information related to available
methodological approaches. Sections 3.7 and 3@iss specifically the methodological

approaches employed for this research study.
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3.3 Qualitative Research Design: Important Considiens

If a concept has received limited research atterdnd a greater understanding of the
phenomenon is warranted, a qualitative approaoiosst often selected (Creswell, 2003). This is
often the case because the exploratory naturealitative research makes it ideal when
important variables related to a phenomenon areawmk. Creswell notes that qualitative
research is typically based on a constructivisspective (i.e., multiple meanings of individual
experiences) or an advocacy/participatory perspe¢tie., political, issue-oriented, collaborative
or change-oriented).

Patton (2002) recognized a number of different&iof qualitative data available to the
researcher. The interview, which makes use of @meled questions to retrieve information
related to “...people’s experiences, perceptionxjiops, feelings, and knowledge” is one of the
most common approaches (p. 4). Interviewing regua tremendous amount of skill and
researchers must be certain to include a varietjfferent types of questions (i.e., feeling
guestions, knowledge questions, sensory questiaa&ground questions etc). Interviews may
also be structured several ways. The three mestmn ways include, the informal
conversational interview, the general interviewdguand standardized interview guide approach.
These approaches are not necessarily indepenBenexample, Patton introduced the idea of
combining approaches. A guide approach and stdizear approach could be used to specify
certain questions that must be asked, perhapsieaeparticular order, while also allowing other
guestions or topics to be explored less formallyHgyinterviewer. “This combined strategy
offers the interviewer flexibility in probing and determining when it is appropriate to explore
certain subjects in greater depth, or even to gasstions about new areas of inquiry that were

not originally anticipated” (Patton, p. 347).
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In discussing the collection of qualitative d&atton (2002) makes note of four
mandates as originally suggested by sociologist laffiand:

(1) the gqualitative methodologist must get close endoghe people and situation being
studied to personally understand in depth the Beddiwhat goes on, (2) the
gualitative methodologist must aim at capturing idually takes place and what
people actually say: the perceived facts, (3) tatale data must include a great deal
of pure description of people, activities, interaics, and settings, and, (4) qualitative
data must include direct quotations from peoplé¢h lnchat they speak and what they
write down (p. 28)

Similarly, Patton (2002) highlights personal expage and engagement, empathic neutrality and
mindfulness, and dynamic systems as three impodtztatcollection and fieldwork strategies.
Personal experience and engagement reflects tive aotion of getting close to the people and
situation, meanwhile the researchers own persomareences are also important to
understanding the phenomenon under investigaiaiton refers to this as reflexivity or self-
awareness. “Being reflexive involves self-questigrand self-understanding...To be reflexive,
then, is to undertake an ongoing examinatiowladt | knowandhow | know it (Patton, p. 64).
Empathic neutrality essentially means interviewwthout judgment, while mindfulness in
observation implies being fully present. Finatlynamic systems implies an attention to the
changing processes around you and being attemtitheetsituation and system dynamics
(Patton).

“Qualitative data analysis transforms data intalings” (Patton, 2002, p. 432). Because
there exist’'s no formula for qualitative data as@&ythe challenge is in determining the
significance of the raw data. It is often for themson that data analysis is recommended to
begin throughout the course of fieldwork. The egeeat nature of qualitative research suggests

that researchers should become accustomed to tiéldgotes and being aware of possible

patterns or themes that emerge as data is coll@eattbn). Arguably however, concentrated
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data analysis begins with content analysis, whicldfinition is any form of data reduction or
“sense-making effort” that the researcher usedeatify meanings in the data (Patton, p. 453).
Analysis can further involve either an inductivedeductive approach. Inductive allows
findings to emerge from the data as the reseadibeovers patterns and themes. In contrast,
deductive analysis is guided by an existing framdwdt is also possible for both inductive and
deductive approaches to be utilized throughoutyamal Of particular importance to qualitative
data analysis is the sensitizing concept. Jémsitizing concepdrovides direction or frame of
reference for the researcher during data collecmhanalysis.

Quialitative research is also particularly comgdexause of its use of strategies of
inquiry, also known atheoretical frameworksethnography (Patton, 2002), phenomenology
(Titchen & Hobson, 2005), grounded theory (Corbiii&lt, 2005), autoethnography,
constructivism/constructionism, heuristic, hermeisuPatton, 2002), ethnomethodology, case
study (Stark & Torrance, 2005), queer/lesbian/depty (Filax, Sumara, Davis & Shogan,
2005), and narrative (Patton, 2002).

Despite the apparent importance of qualitativeassh being guided by a theoretical
framework, Patton (2002) feels that it is not aleragcessary. Pragmatically, not all research
guestions are, or need to be theory based. Psdtm) that “it is not necessary, in my opinion, to
swear vows of allegiance to any single epistemcklgerspective to use qualitative methods”
(2002, p. 136).

3.4 Quantitative Research Design: Important Considerat

Quantitative research has received a great destaition over the years (Babbie, 1992;

Creswell, 2003; Fowler, 2002; Lewin, 2005; Mill@g91; Neuman, 2000). A quantitative

approach is best, according to Creswell (2003) ,nithe researcher(s) is/are attempting to test a
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theory or explanation. As such, researchers nigyoreeither experiments or surveys as a
strategy for conducting their research (Cresw@03). Surveys involve the use of a
standardized questionnaire or structured intervigpically with the intent to generalize findings
to a specific population group, although survegagsh is not always meant to be generalizable
(Creswell, 2003).

In discussing survey research design, Babbie (18@B®)ighted two primary types of
survey research. These included self-administguedtionnaires and interview surveys. Self-
administered questionnaires include those condumtexh interviewer in face-to-face
encounters, by telephone, or through mail deliag return, while interview surveys are those
where the interviewer instead of having respondexdsrd their own answers will ask questions
orally and record respondents’ answers. Babbikligigted that while self-administered
guestionnaires are generally cheaper, quick to teeyequire typically very few researchers
and are useful for studying sensitive issues asdrarg anonymity, they are potentially weak on
validity. The artificiality of the survey formateording to Babbie is what reduces a
guestionnaires validity. If, for example partiappsare asked to provide their insights on a
particular issue, Babbie noted that very rarelytaor opinions, “take the form of strongly
agreeing, agreeing, disagreeing, or strongly desgigg” (p. 279). As a result participants’
responses to such questions must be considergghasxanate indicators given the initial aim
and focus of the questions. Ultimately, Babbiesddhat in weighing the advantages and
disadvantages, the final selection of a survey otkth done according to research needs and

resources.
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3.5 Triangulation or Mixed-Methods Design

Triangulation or mixing of research methods istaapapproach often taken by
researchers. Early triangulation of methods wasedmecause it was realized that all methods
have limitations (Creswell, 2003), and that useraé particular method made the research
vulnerable to the limitations inherent in the chosgethod (Patton, 2002). As such,
triangulation is useful because, “the results fianme method can help develop or inform the
other method...Alternatively, one method can be mksféhin another method to provide
insight into different levels or units of analysi€reswell, p. 16). Similarly, Patton noted that
gualitative data (i.e., descriptions) can be tramsgd into quantitative scales to be later used for
statistical analysis. Greene, Kreider and May80%) have established four purposes for mixing
methods for improved understanding. Essentiallyjmg methods helps researchers understand
more defensibly (i.e., increased validity and dodidy), understand more comprehensively,
understand more insightfully (i.e., fresh perspeas), and understand with greater value
CONSCIiouSness.

There are also four types of triangulation or mdtmixing. These include data
triangulation, or the use of a variety of data sear investigator triangulation, or the use of
multiple researchers or even evaluators (i.e.,ftagubjects verify the accuracy of information
collected), theory triangulation, which uses selpeaspectives for data analysis, and
methodological triangulation, or the use of marffedent methods (Patton, 2002).

Implementing different triangulation approachebasvever, more difficult and oftentimes more
costly (Patton). Important considerations surrowhéther the different methods are going to be
considered equally important, or if one approaaoisig to be dominant (Greene et al., 2005).

Researchers must also consider the order in wheklifferent methods are going to be
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implemented (Greene et al.). Essentially, metloadsbe implemented using sequential
procedures, concurrent procedures, or transforeatiocedures (Creswell, 2003). In sequential
for example, a quantitative method may be useaio lgreadth of insight into a phenomenon,
followed later by the use of a qualitative questiaine to provide more depth of understanding.
Similarly, a qualitative approach could also belenpented first, followed by quantitative. In a
concurrent approach the researcher will collectitatize and quantitative data simultaneously,
in an effort to converge the data to provide a nommprehensive analysis. Transformative
procedures are guided by an overarching theorgi@alpective that contains both qualitative
and quantitative methods that could be implemeséegientially or concurrently (Creswell).

Overall triangulation of research methods canxteemely beneficial. Although
triangulation can help overcome some limitatiorsoamted with the research endeavor,
triangulation can also be limiting because of gsaciated complexity and cost. All of that
considered, “Triangulation is ideal” (Patton, 2002247).
3.6 Sampling: Important Considerations

Appropriate and effective sampling is critical he tsuccess of any study. Researchers
must consider the sampling strategy, the sampiedras well as the sample size. lItis also
important to realize that quantitative and qualratesearchers approach sampling decisions
quite differently (Neuman, 2000). Quantitativeaasxhers use sampling strategies to ensure
accuracy and representativeness, relying on prbtiediwhereas qualitative researchers are
more concerned with choosing smaller samples, wimy&stigation can bring deeper
understanding.

Probability sampling typically includes simple ramd sampling, systematic sampling,

stratified sampling, cluster sampling and randogitdlialing (Neuman, 2000). In order to
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further understand sampling, one must understamddampling frame. In its most simplistic
terms, the sample frame includes all those indafsiwho have the chance of being selected
(Fowler, 2002). In a simple random sample, theaasher would have access to the complete
list of individuals and would therefore be ablentathematically select randomly a
representative group of individuals. In essenoehability sampling allows for the selection of a
representative sample and also allows for an ewiofahe amount of sampling error in a given
sample (Babbie, 1992).

Non-probability sampling, most often utilized byadjtative researchers, includes
haphazard, quota, purposive, snowball, deviant, czspiential, and theoretical sampling
(Neuman, 2000). Purposeful sampling involves #lection of information-rich cases and is
used when selection of a sample is made on the b&%nowledge of the population, its
elements, and the nature of your research ainshart, based on your judgment and the purpose
of the study” (Babbie, 1992, p. 230). Snowball pang is a technique used to locate
information-rich key informants (Patton, 2002).rleaample, expert reviewers were selected
using purposive sampling. Snowball sampling wddde been utilized if my initial attempt to
retrieve expert reviewers was unsuccessful (iaengial reviewers not willing to participate in
the study).

Sample size is the next issue to consider wherdohecupon a sampling strategy.
Sample size issues, however, are quite differenfdantitative and qualitative researchers. In
guantitative research, it is typically recommentiedverestimate sample size to account for
attrition and non-response (Lewin, 2005). In guatve research, “The sample size will be

dependent on the accuracy required and the likalation of the population characteristics
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being investigated, as well as the kind of analisise conducted on the data” (Lewin, 2005, p.
218).

Statistical power is also critical when designingtiady and establishing sample size. By
definition statistical power “represents the prabgithat effects that actually exist have a
chance of producing statistical significance inryeventual data analysis” (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007, p. 11). ltis thus desirable to achieveghéi statistical power. In order to determine the
necessary sample size the researcher must (1)a¢stihe size of the anticipated effect, (2) the
variability expected in assessment of the effétfl{e desired alpha level, (4) and the desired
power (Tabachnick & Fidell). Neuman (2000) howewnphasizes that typically researchers
do not have the required information for the “sti¢al method” and follow more traditional
rules of thumb when deciding sample size.

Smaller populations for instance, (i.e., under 3@@qQuire larger sampling ratios (i.e.,
approximately 30 percent or a sample size of 30&) o moderately sized populations (i.e.,
10,000) and large populations (i.e., over 150,088yman, 2000). Conversely, small sample
sizes only require small increases to effect sigaift improvements to accuracy (Neuman). One
may also increase statistical power simply by iasieg sample size (Tabachnick & Fidell). The
general rule however, is that larger sample sieesjp greater accuracy in representing the
population.

In contrast, qualitative research has no ruleséonple size (Patton, 2002). In discussing
sample size, Patton remarks that, “Sample sizendispen what you want to know, the purpose
of the inquiry, what's at stake, what will be udefuhat will have credibility, and what can be

done with available time and resources” (2002 44.) 2
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Although the previous overview of research desems$ sampling issues is not
exhaustive, it does however provide the necessaslyground for explaining the various
approaches utilized in the following study of cactfknowledge and management in Jasper
National Park.

3.7 Study #1: Conflict Conceptualization and Scale Dgwaent

This first study contains two parts. The first gbuto understand and evaluate the
proposed conceptualization of outdoor recreatiorfli, with the intent to understand the role
of emotions in people’s negative outdoor recreali@xperiences and to evaluate the notion that
outdoor recreation conflict is the experiencingiegative affect. Following this, the aim was to
develop a multi-dimensional, multi-item conflictede capable of improving both researcher and
practitioner understandings of conflict and beipglecable in a number of practical
circumstances for evaluating the frequency and madm of visitor conflict occurrences. In
doing so, this first study addressed the followiegearch questions.

Guiding Question: What is outdoor recreation conflict?

RQ1: What are the factors or variables that impact uperoccurrence(s) of conflict?

RQ2: What factors or variables possess the greatestramdinfluence upon the occurrence(s)
of conflict?

RQ3: How do park visitors evaluate the presence or eoge of conflict?

RQ4: What affect do emotions have on people’s outdeoreation experiences?

3.7.1 Research Design

A mixed methods approach was utilized. One-oniotezviews were used to retrieve
conflict related information that was used to imficthe development of the questionnaire that
was later administered in Jasper National Park JJMB Patton (2002) noted, qualitative data

can be transformed into quantitative scales t@tex ised for statistical analysis.

Quantitatively, a number of methods were employ8decifically, (1) established procedures
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for scale development and testing as utilized artlin@ed by Mo, Howard, and Havitz (1993)
and Dunn, Bouffard, and Rogers (1999) were emplaydde development stages of the multi-
dimensional, multi-item conflict scale, and (2)wegtionnaire was developed and administered
to outdoor recreation participants in JINP. Anothgyortant component of the research design
was the ethics review process. Following the ssafoé defense of the proposed research a
detailed summary of the research was submitteldet¢-aculty of Physical Education and
Recreation Ethics Review Board at the Universitilferta. The summary included details
regarding participant recruitment, participant dees@and dangers, confidentiality/anonymity,
data collection, and the secure storage of all. data
3.7.1.1Focus Groups

The original research design specified the usesdven to 10 person focus group for
the purposes of better understanding the emotmor#lict experience. The social context in
which conflict occurs was anticipated to be prodithy the focus group, which would afford a
greater understanding of the role and effect ofteans in people’s conflict experiences.
Unfortunately, a number of issues arose when triorgecure focus group participants that
unfortunately eliminated the focus group as a @aigtion. In the place of a focus group, one-
on-one semi-structured interviews were conductsdditionally, only two of the originally
recruited focus group participants were able todb@ned as interview participants. This small
sample size eliminated the possibility of invediiggthe detailed nuances of the emotional
conflict experience. This information was goingoused to help verify the proposed emotion-
based conflict theory. Interviews were insteaddusehelp inform certain aspects of the
guestionnaire development. Participants were guesd about the role of emotions during the

conflict experience, however, there was insufficiéata to be able to draw any firm conclusions.
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The interviews, however, were able to establishéh#otions are present during conflict and
may be playing a part in participant reactionswds not possible to conclude that conflict was
the experiencing negative affect; however, theruntgvs provided evidence suggesting the
importance of emotions and worth further invest@atnd analysis. A template of the
guestions and additional probing questions usethBone-on-one interviews is detailed in
Appendix B.
3.7.1.2 Scale Development

Scale development followed a combination of thedsteps employed by Mo et al.
(1993) and Dunn et al. (1999). The basic proceslamneployed two stages. The first stage
represented scale development and consisted osfeps beginning with (1) the generation of
possible scale items (See Appendix C) and ideatiba of underlying dimensions through an
extensive review of the conflict literature. Anpext panel of five leisure researchers was
utilized as recommended by Dunn et al. They sugbaslittle is to be gained from including
more than ten, but five permits a sufficient lesktontrol for chance agreement (Dunn et al.).
The reviewers were subsequently utilized in (2eas®g the item content-relevance of each
item. “ltem content-relevance refers to the degoeghich the content (or subject matter)
contained within a test item is representativehef‘targeted construct’ that the item is designed
to measure” (Dunn et al., 1999, p. 16). In ordeavtoid biased assessments, the five reviewers
were not involved in the original item-writing pleasExpert reviewers were asked to
guantitatively rate the items using a uni-polam@scale. Reviewers rated the degree of fit
between the items and constructs using a sevenpoioolar scale (e.g., 1=very poor fit,
7=excellent fit). Reviewers were not told whicénits were intended to measure what constructs

and thus were asked to evaluate the fit of each iteg each construct. This “blind” approach
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was recommended by Dunn et al. in order to avdidgdias. Reviewers were also asked to
provide qualitative item evaluations. This allowegliewers the opportunity to comment on
item content-relevance. Reviewer evaluations \@ssessed both qualitatively and through the
use of quantitative statistical procedures. Itémas either had poor statistical performance or
whose wording was problematic were eliminated. ofégcal considerations were also
employed. For example, some items may not havienpeed statistically well, but qualitative
comments by reviewers were able to clearly identigyarea(s) for improvement. | these
circumstances, items were modified and retaineadalitional evaluation. Step three involved
data collection in Jasper National Park throughbetsummer months (July & August, 2008).
Step four involved the assessment of scale reliylaihd dimensionality and the elimination of
items with a weak overall fit. Analyses of thelssaconstruct validity and predictive validity
was also included. (Data analysis is explainethésrin section 3.7.3.1).
3.7.2 Sampling

Sampling for the one-on-one interviews occurrellatintain Equipment Co-op (MEC)
located in Edmonton, Alberta. Permission was oletifrom MEC to set-up a recruitment
station at the front of the store. A total of ameek was spent recruiting participants.
Recruitment times consisted mostly of three to foaurs in the evenings and one three to four
hour recruitment session on a Saturday aftern@espite all efforts only seven people were
officially recruited to participate. Participam®re provided with four dates/times and asked to
rank the one that best suited their schedule. iGusly, it was mentioned that interviews were
conducted as a replacement for the focus groujs ddturred because only one person showed
up for the focus group. It was decided at thaetthmat a one-on-one interview would be the

most effective use of the situation and would altbe retrieval of some information. Contact
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with the other six participants yielded only one@iéidnal interview. Information collected

during the interviews was used to inform the depelent of the questionnaire later administered
in JNP. The focus group was originally selectechlnse it offered the ability to collect the most
amount of information in the most efficient and tceective manner. It was never feasible
(time and money) to be able to interview multipldividuals. Although it is possible according
to Patton to conduct qualitative research usingiotaeview, two is still regarded as small when
examining a new topic with a potentially large séingpframe.

For the quantitative portion of my investigatioangling occurred in Jasper National
Park (JNP). JNP is the largest of Canada’s rockyntain parks and is home to over 1200
kilometers of hiking trails for both day trips aadernight visits (Parks Canada, 2005, online).

In deciding on a specific location in the park,efal consideration was given to the time
available for data collection and the number ofréescompleted surveys. The recommendation
was put forth and the final decision was made tecomy data within the network of trails
surrounding the Town of Jasper. This large areaited a variety of access points, received
considerable use throughout the summer monthsmamégement personnel were aware of
reports of conflict occurrences. Although a variet user groups visit the area, the focus was on
surveying mountain bikers and hikers/walkers. Hiliswed the research to be focused while
retaining the ability to make comparisons and deanclusions from two different groups that
have a documented history of conflict encounters (€arothers, Vaske, & Donnelly, 2001;
Heer, Rusterholz, & Baur, 2003). Derived from maceendations of the management personnel
a total of seven locations were selected for pagit recruitment. These locations ensured that

a diverse network of trails, habitat, and user geowould be included in the sample. For
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instance, according to management personnel, sagedttract serious hikers and bikers, while
others receive use from more casual or recreatis&ss.
3.7.3 Data Collection Procedures

As previously mentioned qualitative data collectudiized two one-on-one semi-
structure interviews. Participants were intervidwea private classroom in the Van Vliet
Centre at the University of Alberta. Participawesre asked to complete a consent form and
following completion of the interview were provideds25 MEC (gift certificate as remuneration
for their participation. Both interviews were tageorded to ensure accuracy of all information
collected.

For administration of the questionnaire permissias received from Parks Canada to
enter JNP and to survey visitors using the traivioek surrounding the Town of Jasper
throughout the months of July and August. Develephof the questionnaire was conducted in
co-operation with members of the JNP management el my supervisor Dr. Gordon Walker.
The structure, design, and wording of all questiockided in the final instrument were
carefully evaluated (i.e., for clarity, biases,)gtdor to the start of data collection. The final
guestionnaire was representative of the conflietature and approved by all parties involved in
its development. Participants for the quantitapeetion of my research were approached as
they exited a trail or it was perceived on the pathe researcher that they (e.g., an individwal o
group) were completing/finishing their recreatiomerience. Surveying users/visitors following
their leisure experience was chosen because anitsi would have a current experience to
reflect upon that would help yield more informatd@a. Each participant was provided with an
information letter explaining the details and pupof the study as well as the questionnaire

attached to a clipboard, along with a pen. Upanmetion questionnaires were collected and
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stored in an envelope in my backpack. Atthe drehoh day questionnaires were transferred to
a sealed box. A total of 460 completed questiaesawvere collected. Attempts were made on a
daily basis to rotate between each of the seventifaa data collection locations. This was to
help ensure diversity of the survey sample. Tweations, however, were most productive and
were utilized most often. Because of limited tiavailable for data collection and limited
success at the remaining locations data collectootinued at the locations where it was going
to be possible to retrieve a minimum number of g08stionnaires.
3.7.3.1 Qualitative Data Analysis

Qualitative data analysis involved several stagegjutlined by Patton (2002).
Qualitative analysis started once the one-on-oteviews had begun and continued throughouit.
As the primary moderator | began to take noticarof recurrent trends, themes or topics that
arose during the interviews. A second phase t@alranalysis occurred with the transcription of
each interview. It was possible here for the redes to begin to develop some preliminary
interpretations from both interviews. Content gsml occurred next as the data was condensed
to permit the next stage of inductive and deductivalysis, where the data was open-coded for
patterns and themes (Patton). Deductive anadytampted to identify support for my proposed
conflict conceptualization. Inductive analysisgesl to identify any explanations for the impact
and role of emotions in people’s outdoor recreativperiences. Data from the interviews was
compared an analyzed to unearth consistenciesandsistencies, which was hoped would
shed light on the role and affect of negative earm#tiduring the outdoor recreational experience
An argument could be made that two interviews issodficient to provide meaningful data;
“The validity, meaningfulness, and insights gersatdtom qualitative inquiry have more to do

with the information richness of the cases selectédn the sample size” (Patton, 2002, p. 245).
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In fact, findings from the interviews demonstrateshsistency with data retrieved from JNP. For
example, both sets of data illustrate that paricip are aware of their emotions and that
negative emotions have the ability to influencdinginess to return to a certain recreation
location. Data from this portion of the study wasized to help inform the development of the
guestionnaire that was going to be used for sungevisitors to JNP. A copy of this
guestionnaire can be found in appendix D.
3.7.3.2 Quantitative Data Analysis

Before data entry all questionnaires were examioeshsure that they were complete and
free from errors, such as incomplete questionguestions in which too much information was
given, such as checking too many boxes. Quanttatnalysis was conducted with SPSS 17.0
and LISREL. Descriptive and inferential statistiosre utilized in describing the sample of park
visitors while factor analysis (exploratory and fionatory factor analysis) and structural
equation modeling (See Hayduk, 1987; Kline, 2008)enalso utilized in assessing the reliability
and validity of the proposed outdoor recreationfloctrscale items. Analysis followed similar
procedures to those utilized by Mo, Howard, anditgit993). Cronbach’s coefficient alphas
were utilized to assess both item and dimensioahiéty. Corrected item-to-total correlation
scores were used to decide whether an item sheulileted based on whether its elimination
resulted in improved alpha values. As suggestelunnally (1978) a reliability score of .70 or
higher was sufficient when working with hypothesizeeasures of a construct. In fact, he
acknowledged that trying to achieve reliabiliti€és&9 or higher can be a waste of time when
conducting basic (i.e., proposing or testing a theesearch. Significant efforts would have to
be made to increase the number of items and alk@eemeasurement error in a variety of ways.

Note, that only one round of data collection ocedrr Two rounds were planned, however,



133

because of the time required to complete theringhd it was no longer feasible to conduct the
second round. To compensate and to improve thestobss of analysis of the JNP data, the
data was split permitting split-sample confirmattagtor analysis (CFA) (e.g., Kim, Zhang, &
Connaughton, 2010). Repeated validation with aptetely different sample would have
provided the more accurate means of assessingtyadit reliability of the proposed scale.
Current results suggest a scale that is both aalddreliable, however, repeated validation is
recommended.

Assessing dimensionality of the scale was accoimgdisising exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). These procedunvere used to establish whether a three-
factor solution (i.e., emotional, core affect, aognitive) was most appropriate. Mo et al.
(1993) utilized a factor-loading cutoff of 0.36timeir development of the International Tourist
Role Scale with a sample of at least 400. A liber@asure of 0.36, however, will increase the
likelihood of finding mixed factor loadings. Fdre purposes of the following research the
guidelines suggested by Comrey and Lee (1992) wtdieed. They suggested that factor
loadings greater than .71 are excellent, .63 angg®@od, .55 are good, .45 fair, and .32 poor.
Nunnally also suggested that particular attentlowusd be given to factor correlations. “One
way to fool yourself with factor analysis is to a@me the correlations that are used to define a
factor” (Nunnally, 1978, p. 433). As such, caredtiention was given to help ensure that
substantial correlations exist among variabletyefdame group and that much smaller
correlations exist between variables in the diffiéfactors. As a general rule, Nunnally
cautioned researchers to be “suspicious of facitimates obtained with a multiple correlation
of less than .50” because in situations like thesepossible that only 25 percent of the variance

of the factor scores can be predicted by the viesalhemselves. In order to ensure confidence
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in a multiple correlation of .50, it has been sgiyrencouraged to survey at least 10 times as
many people as there are variables (Nunnally) viBed that this is not possible a multiple
correlation of .70 will be utilized based on Nuriyialrecommendation.
3.7.4 Limitations/Delimitations

Limitations are shortcomings that have arisen thhowt the progress of the study.
Delimitations are areas that the study purposefitkys not address. This study is currently
limited because focus was given to one of Canadaisy national parks and results are not
generalizable to the system as a whole. Secoitdiygs not possible to question all park visitors
engaged in all of the different kinds of activiteesd data collection was limited to only a few
sites within the entire national park. This hadcimto do with time, money and resource
limitations. The elimination of the focus groupdanclusion of only two one-on-one interviews
was unexpected. Because of the small size evatuatithe the proposed conflict
conceptualization was not possible. However, dats used to properly inform the survey
development. Resource limitations unfortunatesfrieted the ability to conduct additional
interviews, but perhaps more importantly preverfieldw-up interviews from taking place that
may have been able to shed more light on the agiplity of the proposed conflict model.
3.8 Study #2: Conflict Knowledge Management

This second qualitative investigation involved thierviewing of Parks Canada officials
(practitioners), specifically those involved in ttianagement of Jasper National Park. The
purpose of this qualitative study was to providgght into the knowledge transfer process
occurring between researchers (i.e., externaldg#rk) and Parks Canada agency officials. As
a means of integrating the two studies, participardre asked to provide feedback on the

proposed model/scale from the first study. Gemhgrdiscussion examined the usability and
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usefulness of the study findings to park managedt\N®. Establishing the usefulness and
usability of the scale represented one of the pyrfaci of this study. Solutions or ways to
improve usability/usefulness of the findings wasoahvestigated. As such, the study was
guided by three sections of questions.
Conflict Knowledge Management:
The first section was broad and explored genettéées of information use, including
the types of information used, how access is gainedsearch information, whether information
is useful and any barriers restricting/inhibitingewof research information. The second section
of questioning related to managers relationshipk atademics. Specific topics addressed were:
importance/value of working relationships, effeetiess of the communication process, barriers,
and desires for future working relationships. Tinalfsection reflected feedback on my proposed
conflict scale. This section was guided by théfeing questions:
Guiding Question: How is the new outdoor recreation conflict concepaation usable and
applicable to managers in Jasper National Park?
RQ1: Is the proposed outdoor recreation conflict coneglptation/theory relevant to the current
needs and goals of parks officials?
RQ2: Is the conceptualization usable/useful for imprgvtairrent user management?
RQ3: What aspects of the proposed conceptualizatiomiaveed as being of little use to parks
Canada?
RQ4: What barriers are present that may be inhibitirgubability/usefulness of the proposed
conflict theory?
RQ5: What specific recommendations can be put forwaithfiwove the usability/usefulness of
the proposed outdoor recreation conflict conceptabn?
3.8.1 Research Design
A qualitative survey research design, making usenefon-one interviews using the

combined interview guide and standardized format wdized in answering these questions. A

list of interview topics and standardized questisnaresented in the appendix E. Topics and
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guestions are categorized ungerceptions of knowledgese of knowledgeesearch/practice
relationship which are believed to address the primary corsceftknowledge management
unearthed in the literature, as well as a sectexotéd to the proposed conflict scale. The reader
will recall that exploratory research is most ofg&sociated with qualitative research (Babbie,
1992). Patton (2002) recommended that researchairgain their flexibility by refraining from
utilizing one type of interview format. Utilizatmoof the interview guide permitted the
discussion of topics, perhaps not previously careid by the researcher, while the standardized
format ensured that all necessary questions andstagre covered prior to finishing the
interview (Patton, 2002). There is a need to glean in-depth examination of knowledge
diffusion and a qualitative approach provided thestreffective means of unearthing new
information. The feelings, opinions and beliefgladse involved (i.e., managers) are critical to
understand, because it is the researchers typioatigiucting and presenting new knowledge and
the managers attempting to understand and impletherfindings.
3.8.2 Sampling

The sample frames for this study included all thos@agers involved in Jasper National
Parks management. An initial snowball samplingtetgy was employed to help identify
potential participants. Key informants (i.e., Btizabeth Halpenny) were utilized to help
establish a group of potential participants repmgsg key personnel involved in the
management efforts occurring in JNP capable ofestiing the above mentioned questions.
Final selection of participants used criterion shngpbased on the following criteria: (1) that
individuals were involved in the day-to-day implentegion and/or development of JNP
management practices; and (2) were of significertding to possess substantial knowledge

related to national park management. The intesttav@onduct a total of seven interviews with
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JNP management personnel. A total of eight indiaig were contacted to be involved with the
study. Each individual was sent an informatioteledlong with a copy of an executive
summary of my quantitative research findings (seale development evaluation). The majority
of the individuals were members of the JNP managémeam, while the remaining were senior
employees of Parks Canada working out of Ottawaa@n Readers are directed to table 36 for
a description of each participant.
3.8.3 Data Collection Procedures

Once agreement was received from all participalates, times and locations were
arranged for conducting of the interviews. Becaafsesource limitations (e.g., money) and the
proximity to potential participants, some interviewere conducted using the telephone.
Interviews were approximately one to one and almalirs in length and were recorded with the
permission of the interviewee in order to ensueeabcuracy and validity of participant
responses. Following data collection, all tapesewerified to ensure that they taped and
participants were provided with a thank you letter.
3.8.3.1 Data Analysis

Data analysis involved several different stagestially, qualitative analysis began
during the interview process. As interviews weasenpleted, and transcribed the researcher was
be able to begin to draw some preliminary integdrens of the responses. Content analysis
occurred next as the data was condensed to pémenitetxt stage of inductive analysis, where the
data was open-coded for patterns and themes (Pa@64). Data from the three sub-groups
was subsequently compared to help unearth conesisteand inconsistencies, which helped shed

light on improving the knowledge transfer process.
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3.8.3.2 Limitations

Thorough examination of the proposed theoreticaflm understanding through a focus
group represents one limitation of the presentysti8ecause of complications during the
participant recruitment process one-on-one intargieith two individuals was substituted for
the original focus group of seven to 10 peoplend&testrictions did not permit additional
attempts at securing a focus group or additior@ividuals to be involved in one-on-one
interviews. The decision was made to conduct terviews, and collect some information,
rather than eliminate this step of the researchge®. This study is also limited because it was
not possible to conduct interviews with personneft all of Canada’s national parks. Each park
is likely to different, but also similar with reghto management function, access to research, and
social issues (e.g., conflict) and environmentsliés requiring management intervention. As the
largest national park, Jasper is likely to possessof the larger annual budgets, making access
to relevant information possible compared to pavitk smaller budgets. Results found here
provide an interesting starting point with whichrgmarisons might be made against smaller
national parks. Results also suggest that comratioicbetween parks is common and therefore
different parks may actually have similar expergsnim accessing and using research
information. Involvement of people working outférks Canada’s head office also offers some
more generalizability to other national parks, thauld have been possible had JNP
management been the only people interviewed. Wdtefy, time and money limitations
restricted the ability to contact and interviewalhilable individuals. Some sacrifices were
made and consequently some individuals were askpdrticipate simply because there location
made them more convenient and conducive to the latimp of the study. All attempts,

however, were made to ensure that the most apptepndividuals were first selected for
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involvement. The current study is limited becaiisid not include academics as interviewees.
Academics are vital to understanding and improviregknowledge management process, and

involving academics in a similar interview processuld prove valuable in future research.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Interviews: Evaluating the Affective Conflict Expence
4.1 Introduction

“A focus group interview is an interview with a alihgroup of people on a specific
topic” (Patton, 2002, p. 385). It was stipulatedlier that the focus group would ‘serve the
primary purpose of evaluating and developing a deapderstanding of the proposed outdoor
recreation conflict conceptualization’. It wasafgoposed that potential participants would be
recruited through outdoor recreation organizati@g., Sierra Club, Mountain Equipment Co-
op or MEC, etc.) because it was important thatigpents be regarded as being frequent (i.e., at
least 5 times per month) participants in outdooraational pursuits (e.g., hiking, biking, bird
watching, camping, etc.). Permission was recefi@d Mountain Equipment Co-op (MEC) an
outdoor gear retailer located in Edmonton, Albexiaset-up a recruitment station at the front of
the store whereby individuals could learn aboutrésearch project and sign-up to participate in
the focus group. A total of seven individuals wegeruited to participate, which was in
agreement with Patton’s recommendation of sevd®toA date and time for the focus group
was successfully arranged with each of the padgiipand a classroom in the Van Vliet building
at the University of Alberta.

Unfortunately, because only one individual showpdar the focus group, the decision
was made to conduct a one-on-one interview. Arsgaadividual was successfully contacted
thereafter; meanwhile additional attempts to cdritae remaining five individuals were
unsuccessful. The decision was again made to cbiadsecond one-on-one interview with the
second participant. Interviews lasted approxinyatele hour and used the semi-structured

interview guide originally developed for the foag®up to help direct the interviews.
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Participants completed a consent form and interviersre tape recorded. Following the
interviews, participants were provided with a $2M®gift certificate as remuneration for
participation.

Data from the focus group was originally intendedhélp inform the proposed
emotional-based theory of conflict. Although tregadwas able to establish the existence of
positive and negative emotions of a recreation egpee, because of the two person sample
size, all collected data was used to aid in theeldgment of questions to be included in the
Jasper National Park survey.

4.2 Analysis and Findings

Analysis followed the same procedures employedhfeiknowledge management
interviews with Jasper National Park staff. Readge encouraged to consult this section for a
more detailed explanation of the qualitative analpsocedures. The process involved the
creation of verbatim transcripts and utilized intthes analysis that, “...involves discovering
patterns, themes, and categories in one’s datatofP 2002, p. 453). This stage of the analysis
process involved the implementation of line-by-looeling wherein each line of data was
examined and initial codes given to help define actyons or events (also called units of
meaning) within the lines (Charmaz, 2000). Datluotion occurred via axial coding whereby
initial codes discovered during line-by-line codia®@ grouped as concepts under broader
categories (Corbin & Holt, 2005).

Initial codes of data were grouped into seven eptgrepresenting three broader
categories. The three broad categories includesltipe emotions, negative emotions, and
conflict/negative encounters. Participants’ regeswithin these categories were used to inform

the creation of relevant and informative surveysioas.
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Participant responses under positive emotions ladedled as eithezauses of positive
emotionsor reported positive emotiondNature was the sole reported cause of positivatiens.
For example, participant one (henceforth to berrefeto as P1) said, “It's gorgeous, it's
beautiful, you see the fresh air and feel it onrnyfage...you relax and it feels so good to be
outside...”, meanwhile participant two (hencefddlbe referred to as P2) said, “Big mountains,
the lake I'd say probably the gorgeous lakes upetheAs a result participants reported feelings
of tranquility, relaxation, calming, contentmentfLjRnd awe and wonderment (P2) with P2
stating, “Those were powerful emotions...yeah iswavas good”.

Participants also reported on their negative emstigith two sub-themes emerging:
reported emotionandawareness The causes of their negative emotions are dsecusnder the
broad category, conflict/negative encounters. Battiicipants almost exclusively mentioned
that they would feel annoyed/annoyance: “I woul@indeely, | would say annoyance, | would be
annoyed...” (P1) and “Yeah, | pretty much justgahoyed...” (P2). In describing one situation
P2 admitted to occasionally feeling mad/angry, sgyil was pissed off | was right mad...That’s
probably the maddest I've been about somethind.h& second sub-theme was awareness. In
attempting to understand the impact of negativetems on people’s experiences | was also
curious to know if participants were aware of thegative emotions as they were experiencing
them and similarly, were they aware of mood charfigen positive to negative. Responses
were somewhat varied, but also provided a poteatiplanation why. P1 said, “I would
probably notice it afterwards that | was mad.. s like I'm consciously aware of the fact that
I’'m getting mad or annoyed...” A comment from R®gested the opposite occurred: “I get kind

of disappointed because you're enjoying yourselinsich and then all of a sudden something
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crappy happens, you're like uh and you can feadfajour energy just drain out of you...I did
realize as soon as | got annoyed I'm like | domow | think | constantly self-reflect...”.

According to Shaver, Schwartz, Kirson,a nd O’Con{i®87), “A substantial part of
interaction involves interpreting one’s own [...] etooal reactions, predicting reactions from
antecedent events, [and] controlling emotional egpions...” (p. 1062). Both participants also
suggested that awareness was dependent uponehsiiptof the experienced emotion. For
instance, “...the more the negative emotion | wdaddess aware | am of my emotion...Like the
more angry | get the more | lose sense of whaptbblem is what my issue is, whereas the
happier | get I think the more aware | am of whiy2}, and “I think it depends really on the
intensity of the emotion like, the grumpier or gnggrier | get the less my rationale and thought
process exists” (P2). P1 attributed this to adire@a‘my adrenaline kicked in and it wasn’t a
coherent exchange anymore...”

Participant responses under the broad categorigssitive emotions and negative
emotions supported the inclusion of six questionhe visitor survey (i.e., 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, &
14). These particular questions had participatestify all positive and negative emotions
experienced, the single-most reported of thosdigesand negative emotions, and finally the
cause(s) of that single-most reported emotiontidfaant awareness and impact of negative
emotions also resulted in the creation of questidgh§) & K); while awareness and intensity
feedback resulted in questions 18 and the phrapmgerful enough”.

Participant responses categorized under configdtive encounters included the sub-
themescausesdefining andcoping A summary of these findings is presented inTthbles
three, four, and five respectively. Connectionsgecific questions used in the Jasper National

Park questionnaire are also highlighted.
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Table 3
Participant Responses for Causes of Conflict/NegdEncounters
Causes Supporting Survey
Literature Questions

“Something else that annoys me, like if Environmental attitudes (e.qg., #16

I’'m hiking along and see people trail Jackson, 1989) (Seeing others

cutting, like if they’re making their own  Visitor-based standards of quality using

path” (P1) (e.g., Manning, Morrissey, & unofficial

“I've yelled at people for that, going on  Lawson, 2005) trails

trails that are closed for rehabilitation”

(P1)

“I was riding my bike...I was going up Safety concerns (e.g., Manning, #16

hill...and a lady tried to put a stick in the 1999) (Having

spokes of my bike and it actually escalatebhterpersonal conflict (e.g., personal goals

to a swearing match which | would Schneider, 2000a) interfered

definitely call a conflict” (P1) with)

“there were a lot of helicopters flying Noise (e.g., Schuster, Hammitt, &#16

really low over...It was just cause of the Moore, 2006; Manning, Newman, (Excessive

noise” (P2) Fristrup, Stack, & Pilcher, 2009) noise caused
by other trail
users)

“once the trails were totally destroyed by Visitor-based standards of quality #16

horses” (P2) (e.g., Stewart & Cole, 2001) (Exposed
roots/wear on
the trail)

“Whenever | see litter it drives me up the Litter (e.g., Schuster et al., 2006)  #16

wall” (P2) (Witnessing
disrespectful
behaviour &
Different
environmental
value)

“it was just this picturesque lake and | seeSocial values (e.g., Carothers, #16

these people floating around in these littleVaske & Donnelly, 2001) (Encountering

inner tubes drinking beer and this huge Individual and group norms (e.g., people with

gigantic grotesque tent...it ruined that ~ Watson, 1995) different

view” (P2) recreational
values)

“we’re on the highway and we saw a Individual and group norms (e.g., #16

caribou on the side of the highway...we Watson, 1995) (Encountering

told them they should get back in their people with

car...the guy wouldn't listen to us and | different

was pissed off” (P2) environmental

values)
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Table 4
Participant Responses for Defining Conflict/Negatitncounters

Defining Conflict Supporting Literature Survey
Question(s)
“I guess | would classify conflict once it Interpersonal conflict (e.g., #15
got to a swearing or yelling back and forthCarothers et al., 2001) (How would
or anything physical” (P1) you
describe/define
outdoor
recreation
conflict)
“because there was no safety concern it Safety (e.g., Manning, 1999) #15

wasn’t really conflict it was more of an
exchange” (P1)

“as soon as you have any type of Intrapersonal conflict (e.g., #15 and #8f
annoyance it's an intrapersonal Schneider, 2000a) (I am easily
conflict...anything that takes away from disturbed or
your happiness and you're aware of it | irritated by the
would say that it’s intrapersonal conflict” actions of
(P2) others)

Table 5

Participant Responses for Coping with Conflict/NegaEncounters

Coping Responses Supporting Literature Survey
Question(s)
“I think when that happens you tend to  Coping/Rationalization (e.g., #18a, b, c, d

focus on what’s happening and then you Schneider & Hammitt, 1995)
realize that it's nice out, enjoy it, deal with

it and once you notice it you're happy

now” (P1)

“It actually wrecked my experience for  Coping (e.g., Johnson & Dawson, #18 a, b, c, d
quite awhile, until | crossed the river and R004)

saw a deer in Hawrelack Park...that kind

of kicked me out of it” (P1)

“I would say the more severe the conflict Coping (e.g., Schneider & #18a, b, c, d
and the more severe the emotion the Hammitt, 1995)
longer | mull it over” (P2)

“I'm less inclined to go back to that lake Coping/Displacement (e.g., #18 d and #8
where the helicopters [were]” (P2) Schneider & Hammitt, 1995) e
“If you can do something about it than jus€Coping (e.g., Schneider & #18 a

do it, if you can’'t do anything about it Hammitt, 1995)
don’t worry about it” (P2)
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Careful examination of participant responses shoaveariety of reasons for
conflict/negative encounters to occur. Some o$elreasons included environmental attitudes
and individual differences in beliefs, safety, moiand litter. Definitions of conflict suggested
quite strongly that an exchange or confrontatioedee to occur in order for a situation to be
characterized as conflict. The identified caudesoaflict/negative encounters illustrate that
conflict may not be as easily distinguished as §maponfrontation; other situations may exist
that prompt conflict-like feelings. As a result@pen-ended question was included in the survey
asking participants, “Based on your previous exgere how would you describe or define
outdoor recreation conflict?” This approach waoaupported by Watson’s (1995) statement
that, “there has never been agreement on how temmezonflict should be measured” and how it
should be defined (p. 237). Finally Schneider Hadhmitt (2005) may have been correct when
they stated that, “further progress toward undastegy and managing conflict would seem
enhanced if researchers redirected [their] attantimward visitors’ responses to conflict” (p.
225).

Findings reveal participants use a variety of cgpmechanisms including rationalization
and displacement. Most importantly, participaneevable to bring a small level of emotional
understanding to recreation conflict. Their regesrevealed that both positive and negative
emotions are experienced and that the severitytensity of the negative emotions may play a
role in how they react to it and how it impactsitiecreation experience. Questions 18 (a, b, c,
& d) were introduced to address the impacts of tieg@motions. Framing coping questions
around negative emotions seems like a natural pssgyn when the goal is to better understand
the role of negative emotions on the visitor exgace. The following sections provide analysis

of these and other questions included in the visitovey.
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Quantitative and Qualitative Results

4.3 Introduction

The purpose of this study was threefold: (1) taleate a new and expanded model of
outdoor recreation conflict, (2) to develop anddate the reliability of a multi-item, multi-
dimensional conflict scale, and (3) to provide avestigation of the outdoor recreation conflict
knowledge transfer process within Canada’s natipagds. This chapter will begin with an
overview of the data collection procedures but fatlus on presenting findings from four
different analyses. The first section details dpsige and statistical results regarding
participant characteristics, experiences, and contyrfound conflict-related variables. Section
two presents the analysis and findings of partitifmgpen-ended responses to questions regarding
their reported emotions, causes of their emotieéirfgs, and personal definitions of outdoor
recreation conflict. The next section offers thagistical analysis of the proposed emotions-
based conflict scale utilizing exploratory and éonétory factor analysis, as well as regression
and correlation. Finally, section four presentsliings from study two: a qualitative
investigation of the outdoor recreation knowledgasfer process in Canada’s national parks.
This analysis aims to answer an explanation fofahewing research questions: (1) How do
park visitors evaluate the presence or occurrehcerdlict? (2) What effect do emotions have
on people’s outdoor recreation, and more speci§i¢d8) What role do negative emotions play in
the experiencing of outdoor recreation conflictdok/ledge management findings will aim to
answer: (1) Is recreation conflict knowledge beaigseminated/transferred between its
producers (i.e., academics) and its intended {sersparks management officials)? (2) Is

current recreation conflict knowledge relevanthte turrent needs and goals of parks
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officials?, and (3) What barriers are present #natinhibiting the dissemination of conflict
knowledge?
4.4 Quantitative Data Collection Procedures

Data for evaluating conflict and the emotions-lolasenflict scale were collected between
the dates of June 27 and Augu$t 8008 in Jasper National Park, located in Jagyberta,
Canada. A select group of trail locations (Seeexujx F) surrounding the Town of Jasper were
selected with the assistance of Parks Canada maeag@ersonnel. These locations were
selected because of reported incidences of usdiaterand because of frequent use by both
visitors and residents. Participants were purpolyeselected based on their chosen outdoor
recreation activity: hiking or mountain biking. téntial study participants were nonetheless
randomly approached at trailheads and parkingness the entrances and exits of the trail
locations (See Appendix F). Every fifth person \approached whenever possible. However
when a limited number of visitors were presentyrgyerson or single individual from a group
was approached and asked to participate. Thiapprhelp ensure that a sufficient number of
completed questionnaires was collected. Othergreeips (e.g., horseback riders) were not
approached in an effort to simplify and thereforevide a deeper analysis of the behaviours and
relationships between two different users groups tbmmonly share the same resources and
trail networks. It was critical that potential peipants be concluding or currently involved in a
hiking or mountain biking experience because a rermobquestions asked potential participants
about their actual (vs. intended) outdoor recreagioperience. A number of questions were
focused on potential participants’ current outdemreation experience and therefore individuals
just beginning their hiking or mountain biking exieace were not eligible. Individuals who

were participating in hiking or mountain biking farishing their outdoor recreation pursuit were
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approached and asked to complete a 15-minute quasire. Data collection locations were
rotated daily in an effort to maximize the diveysif users from the multiple trail locations.
4.5 Description of Sample and Travel Charactersstic

In total 810 people were approached and askedrtcipate in the study. A total of 460
individuals agreed to complete the questionnalio questionnaires were later removed
because they were incomplete. This resulted atad 06f 458 questionnaires and a response rate
of 56.5%. Table 6 describes the age, while Taleegents gender and resident status of the
participants. The high proportion of older travsls not completely surprising given that Lehto,
O’Leary, and Lee (2001) noted that older peoplenaoee active travelers than 10 years ago: “In
general, today’s seniors are healthier, richer,em@alucated, more independent and free from
obligations than older people in the past” permgttmore time for travel (Nimrod & Rotem,
2009, p. 65). In a study of rural tourism in Caa&#shiri (2005) found that approximately 60%
of overseas visitors comprised the age group 28re130% the group aged 55 and over.
Additionally, Beshiri found that older overseasrists were more likely to visit rural regions,
compared to the under 20 group that clearly prdfarban regions. The greater proportion of
males than females in this study is also not ssirggi Collins and Tisdell (2002), in their
analysis of Australian travel data from 1998, fotinat males dominated travel by Australian
residents in all age categories except for one2d)5where females represented 55.3%.
Research has revealed that women are still morgtr@amed compared to men in seeking leisure
and tourism pursuits, which may explain the presaf@ greater number of male travelers
(Wilson & Little, 2008). Wilson and Little pointut that solo female travel is on the rise.
Results from this study also indicate that tounstaon-residents significantly out-numbered

Jasper residents. For example, the Town of Jéssea population of 4745 people
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(Municipality of Jasper, 2008), however, in 2000B2Qasper National Park had visitation well
over 2,000,000 (Parks Canada, 2008). Jasper,talisea very popular tourist location and the
months of June, July, and August represent the armmonths that receive the greatest

visitation from non-residents.

Table 6:
Age of Participants
Min Max Mean SD
Age 14 78 43 13.71
Table 7:
Gender and Resident Status
Gender N % Resident N %
Male 261 57 Yes 33 7.2
Female 197 43 No 425 92.8

Participants were also asked to indicate their tguwf residence. Of the 425 individuals who
were not residents of Jasper, Alberta, only twpoesients did not indicate their country of
residence. In total 22 different countries weqgesented. The largest group was from Canada
(n=208) followed by the United States of Americagf), England (n=49) and then Germany
(n=23). Other countries represented included thiné&tlands (n=16), Belgium (n=11), Australia
(n=9) and Switzerland (n=8). The remaining cowsttiad representation of less than 7 people:
Holland, Scotland, France, Israel, Austria, Walsyw Zealand, Denmark, Czech Republic,
Ireland, China, Spain and Bahrain. Not includingse who were Jasper residents (n=33; 7.2%)
a total of n=215 or just over 50% of the particiizanere considered international or

visiting/traveling from another country.
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In light of the number of people who were visitingm other countries it should perhaps
not be unexpected that a significant portion ofipgrants were highly educated. One may
assume that more highly educated individuals nbt possess higher amounts of discretionary
income but may also as a result of their educdimmore interested in travel, in particular
international travel. In fact, 32.5% of participghad received a University Bachelor's Degree,
followed closely by 31.6% who had received a UrsitgrGraduate Degree. An additional
16.3% had earned their College Diploma, while dri8y7% of participants had received a
minimum high school level education. A total 5.88ported “other” forms of education (e.qg.,
trade school). Manning (1999) noted that “visittr®utdoor recreation areas, especially more
resource oriented areas such as national foregtenal parks and wilderness tend to be...of
relatively high socioeconomic status as defineghlopme, occupation, and especially
education” (p. 26). Additionally, in a review dfe socioeconomic characteristics of outdoor
recreationists in 21 separate studies, 19 repaitgdlevels of education, the remaining two
possessed middle to high levels of education (Mag)ni

Participants were also asked to indicate how tbieg were planning on staying in

Jasper, Alberta and with whom they were travelifgble 8).
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Table 8
Who Traveling With and Length of Stay

Min Max Mean SD

Length of Stay 1 128 5.2 11.2
(Days)

Travel With No % Yes %
Alone 426  93.0 32 7.0
Friends 355 774 103 22.5
Family 327 714 131 28.6
Partner 228 49.8 230 50.2
Other 444  96.9 14 3.1

Approximately half of all participants indicatedattthey were traveling with their
partner, while 28.6% said that they were travelitl their family. The older average age of
participants may account for this, as many of tlaeenlikely to be married as well as have
children. Participants were asked to “check alt @#pply”, and therefore an individual that
checked off that they were traveling with theirtpar may have also checked off that they were
traveling with their family. This level of groupaivel is expected according to previous research.
Manning said that the dominance of social grougskeen “corroborated for most outdoor
recreation areas and activities” (1999, p. 32).nMiag does not identify the particular outdoor
recreation activities where social groups have lgeninant. It is worth pointing out that
traditionally outdoor recreation research has fedusn a specific subset of activities and their
interactions: hikers and mountain bikers (e.g. o@wars, Vaske, & Donnelly, 2001; & Tumes,

2007), skiers and snowmobilers (e.g., Vaske, NaadBaCline, 2007). Research on camping
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(e.g, Clark et al., 2009) and sport hunting (Rgis & Higham, 2009) has recently appeared in
the literature. Hunt and Ditton (2002) also stddmeshwater fishing participation, noting that
Mexican-American and Anglo anglers in Texas fishembst often in social groups consisting of
family and friends; African-American anglers welewever, more likely to fish alone.
Participants also spent an average of 5.2 dayasiped. Beshiri (2005) noted that overseas
travelers to Canada stayed between two and sixsuighhe large standard deviation of 11.2 also
suggests that many participants spent upwardsmfmgeks visiting and recreating in Jasper,
Alberta.

Next participants were asked to identify the ootd@creation activity that they were
participating in on the day that they completeddbestionnaire. Almost three-quarters
identified themselves as hiking/walking followed &lynost a quarter of people that said they
were cross-country mountain biking. This was efg@as the intention of the study was to
survey as many people that were hiking and mourti&ing as possible. A small percentage of
individuals also identified themselves as eithey dalking, jogging, downhill mountain biking

or other (Table 9).
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Table 9
Primary Outdoor Recreation Activity

n %

Hiking/Walking 327 714

Cross-Country Mountain Biking 110 24.0

Downhill Mountain Biking 13 2.8
Jogging 3 0.7
Other 3 0.7
Dog Walking 2 0.4

Immediately after identifying their primary outdo@creation activity, participants were asked
to consider whether they felt they possessed albigh of knowledge/expertise about their
outdoor recreation activity. Participants respaehdsing a 7-point uni-polar scale (1=Strongly
Disagree, 7=Strongly Agree). Most people (28.2%skad that they possessed a high level of
knowledge/expertise, followed closely by 26.0% vgomewhat agreed and 20.1% who
responded as neutral. At least 60% of all paricip consider themselves to possess some level
of knowledge about their chosen outdoor recreadivity.
4.6 Trail Use Preferences and Motivations

Participants were also asked a number of questeated to their trail use in Jasper, their
preferences while using the trails, and motivatifmmnscoming to Jasper and using the trail
network around the town.
4.6.1 Use and Knowledge of the Jasper Trail Network

The research was interested in determining how rtiemgs participants had used the

Jasper trail network in the past 30 days as weteis knowledge of the trail system. Almost
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90% of all participants indicated having used tiad system between 0 (on the day of
completing the questionnaire it was their firsté)nand five times. The highest percentage was
for those individuals that indicated that they loatly used the trails around the town of Jasper
once in the past 30 days (37.6%). This was foltbiwe two times (25.3%) and three times
(10.0%). This level of usage was not unexpectedrgthe percentage of people who indicated
that they were non-Jasper residents (92.8%) andutmbder of people who were international
visitors from other countries. Some participantsiddicate having used the trails upwards of 10
(2.0%), 15 (1.1%) and 30 (0.9%) times with onevwrdlial indicating 40 times in the past 30
days.

Participants were next asked to identify their I&legree of knowledge/expertise about
the Jasper trail network (See Table 10). Respdadarswered on a 7-point Likert scale
(1=Strongly disagree; 7=Strongly agree).

Table 10
Knowledge of Jasper Trail Network

Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Agree Strongly
Disagree n(%) Disagree  n(%) Agree n(%) Agree
n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%)

| possess a high
level of
knowledge and
expertise about
the trail network

61(13.3) 69(15.1) 93(20.3) 83(18.1)59(10.9) 73(15.9) 29(6.3)

Note: m=3.61, sd=1.784

In light of the low usage numbers mentioned abboweas highly likely that only 29
people (6.3%) strongly agreed that they possesbeghdevel/degree of knowledge. The reader
may recall that 33 people identified themselvedasper residents. The highest percentage were

for those who somewhat disagreed (20.3%), alth@ngalmost equal number of people chose
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neutral (18.1%). The results also reveal that@aaprately 25% of respondents considered
themselves to possess at least some degree oféahgevhbout the trail network. What is
uncertain is when this knowledge was acquiredstfime international visitors may have only
acquired their knowledge within the previous cougfldays through reading about Jasper and
planning their outdoor experiences.
4.6.2 Importance of Jasper National Park and Thstwork

To more accurately study potential conflict occooes between the users of the Jasper
trail network it was imperative to develop an ursd@nding of how important Jasper National
Park as well as the trail network were to partinigaoverall enjoyment. It was also vital to
measure the attachments that participants havevwards Jasper National Park and the trail
system. Individuals with strong place attachmemt gerve as barometers for environmental and
social change and also as reliable indicatorsadepfjuality. In fact, Warzecha and Lime (2001)
noted that, “...it is the values that people attacplaces that are often at the heart of natural
resource management conflicts” (p. 60).

Participants were first asked to indicate how intgoat (1=Not at all important, 7=Very
Important) Jasper National Park (JNP) and thestembund the Town of Jasper were to their

overall enjoyment of their recreation experienceg($able 11).
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Table 11
Importance of Jasper National Park and Trail Netiwtw Overall Enjoyment

NI U SU N S| | Vi
n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%)

Importance

of Jasper  1(0.2) 2(.04) 2(0.4)  26(5.7)59(12.9) 155(22.8) 213(46.5)

National

Park

LTfrggltance 3(0.7) 6(1.3) 7(1.5)  34(7.4) 78(17.0) 149(32.5)181(39.5)

network

NOTE: NI=Not at all Important; U=Unimportant; SU=@ewhat Unimportant; N=Neutral;
SI=Somewhat Important; I=Important; VI=Very Imparta

Participants reported a mean of 6.18 (sd=.98)mgartance of JNP and 5.95 (sd=1.17)
for importance of the trail network. Respectivelg,5% and 39.5% of participants identified
JNP and the trail network to be very important.isTib not unanticipated because most of the
participants were from outside of Jasper and Haahlitraveled to Jasper with the intentions of
enjoying the mountain national park and using ttteresive trail network. It does however also
appear that a greater percentage of participamsidered JNP to be more important than the
trail network when it came to their overall enjoymeBecause a significant portion of the
participants indicated being first time users @& thail network, it is possible that most of the
importance for their trip was placed on simply logeim the national park. Nonetheless the
significance of both the natural beauty of theavadi park and use of the trails is further
confirmed below in an examination of participanttivations for visiting JNP.

4.6.3 Attachment to Jasper National Park and Tksetwork

Participant feelings of attachment to JNP and ¢attéil network were evaluated using a
7-point Likert scale (1=Strongly Disagree, 7=Strignygree). Participants reported slightly
higher average feelings of attachment towards JiE5(40, sd=1.49) compared to their

attachment to the trails around the Town of Jagpe#.84, sd=1.56). Examination of responses
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reveals a much more evenly spread set of respdmsparticipant attachment to the trail
network (See Table 12).

Table 12
Attachment to Trail Network and Jasper National IPar

StD D SD N SA A StA
n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%)

Attachment to
Jasper National
Park
Attachment to
trails around
the Town of
Jasper

3(0.7) 31(6.8) 19(4.2) 69(15.1) 102(22.4) 91(20.0) 141(30.9)

8(1.7) 47(10.3) 32(7.0) 103(22.6) 98(21.5) 90(19.8) 77(16.9)

NOTE: StD=Strongly Disagree; D=Disagree; SD=Someawhsagree; N=Neutral;
SA=Somewhat Agree; StA=Strongly Agree

Twenty-two point six percernt of participants rejedrneutral feelings of attachment
towards the trails followed closely by 21.5% whonswvhat agreed to having very strong
feelings of attachment. In contrast, 30.9% of oesjents strongly agreed to having very strong
feelings of attachment to JNP followed by 22.4% wbmewhat agreed and an additional 20.0%
who agreed. The lower reported levels of attachrfogrthe trails is to be expected because of
the number of participants who had previously gt use of the trail system. Place
dependence has been recognized as one compor@atefttachment. A strong sense of place
dependence is governed by how well it is able tisfyethe needs or goals of an individual and
also by how well a particular place compares tera#tive sites that may be equally as effective
at satisfying needs and goals (Warzecha & Lime1200Vith limited exposure to the tralil
system in Jasper, it is quite possible that marth@participants have not yet managed to
develop any place dependence. Providing an exjuenfar the higher reported levels of
attachment to JNP is more difficult. A strong camsus exists that place attachments are social

constructions. It is therefore possible that kremlgle, beliefs and stories of a place (i.e., JINP)
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have created attachments and bonds in individhatsdtave in fact had limited exposure or real
experiences in the park. It has also been fouatithie strength of a person’s connection is often
influenced by the place’s physical characteridiimaldone et al., 2005). In the case of JNP,
participants may develop attachments to the moumiaik because of the natural beauty of the
landscape even with limited trail use.
4.6.4 Participant Motivations

Place attachment and motivations have also bekedinKyle, Mowen and Tarrant
(2004) found that as levels of motivation increasedoo did the level of place attachment.
Participants were asked to indicate the importaride! different motivations from very
unimportant to very important. Responses to edtheol4 motivations are presented in Table

13.



Table 13
Visitor Motivations

160

VU SuU N SI Vi

n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%)
To develop my skills 57(12.7) 43(9.6) 136(30.2)137(30.4) 77(17.1)
and abilities
To have a stimulating and 11(2.4) 7(1.5) 40(8.8) 160(35.4) 249(55.1)
exciting experience
To experience a Canadian 11(2.4) 7(1.5) 40(8.8) 127(28.0) 269(59.3)
Mountain national park
To be with friends 30(6.7) 15(3.3) 90(20.0) 130€28.185(41.1)
To be with people who 18(4.0) 15(3.3) 57(12.5) 154(33.8) 211(46.4)
enjoy the same things | do
To enjoy the scenery 12(2.6) 1(0.2) 4(0.9) 51(11.2388(85.1)
To be close to nature 12(2.6) 1(0.2) 12(2.6) TE0L6. 354(77.8)
To relax physically 10(2.2) 14(3.1) 43(9.5) 135[@9. 253(55.6)
To experience fun 10(2.2) 9(2.0) 33(7.2) 150(32.2p4(55.7)
To explore a new trail 16(3.5) 22(4.8) 48(10.6) @231) 245(54.0)
To use a familiar trail 88(19.5) 53(11.7) 154(34.180(17.7)  77(17.0)
To exercise and challenge 19(4.2) 27(5.9) 48(10.6) 151(33.3) 209(46.0
myself
To avoid encounters with 126(27.8) 91(20.1) 168(37.1) 49(10.8) 19(4.2)
other trail users
To escape my daily routine 21(4.6) 13(2.9) 45(9.9136(29.9) 240(52.7)

NOTE: VU=Very Unimportant; SU=Somewhat UnimportaNtNeutral; SI=Somewhat

Important; VI=Very Important

It was suggested above that people often devele@ttachments because of the

physical characteristics of the area. An examomatif the motivations identified by participants

clearly suggested that they were motivated by thesipal characteristics of Jasper National

Park. For example, 59.3% of participants said ithats very important for them to experience

a Canadian mountain national park. An additio®a0%o said that the motivation to experience
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a Canadian mountain national park was somewhatriiamo A majority of respondents
reported enjoying the scenery (85.1%) and thatd wery important (77.8%) for them to be
close to nature. Such high levels of motivatioexperience the natural landscape may be
indicative of the relatively high levels of attachnt to JNP indicated by participants. This
however would require further research to deterfoneertain. Participants were also highly
motivated to explore a new trail with 54.0% sayihagt it was very important, compared to only
17.0% who said exploring a familiar was very impatt Conflict incidences are often
connected to crowding and encounters with othdrusars. It has also been found that people
travel to and visit national parks such as Jasp¢ioNal Park in an effort to get away and be in
the quiet of nature. Although 52.7% said thataswery important for them to escape their daily
routine only 4.2% said that it was very importaotthem to avoid encounters with other trail
users. An additional 36.7% were neutral suggeshiagthey were indifferent to meeting other
people, while 27.5% said that it was very unimpatrta avoid encounters with other trail users.
Pan and Ryan (2007) noted similarly low scores wheame to avoiding other users. One
plausible explanation may be related to the areehich participants were surveyed. The trall
network around the Town of Jasper is heavily uaed,therefore participants may not have been
seeking a solitary experience. Nearly half (46.4¥%espondents said that it was very important
to be with people who enjoy the same things | dos Tould be interpreted as meaning with
family and friends, but also in meeting other induals engaged in hiking and mountain biking
on the trails around Jasper.
4.6.5 Encountering Other Trail Users

Participants were also asked about their prefeefar using the trails, particularly as it

related to encountering other trail users. Padicts were asked to respond to the following
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questions: (1) “l usually encounter more peoplatisadesirable while using the trail network
around the Town of Jasper”, (2) “I can easily sttt another location that satisfies my
recreational needs for the trail network aroundftben of Jasper”, and (3) “I am easily
disturbed or irritated by the actions of othersd¢@unter while participating in my outdoor
recreational activity”. A 7-point Likert scale ($trongly Disagree, 7=Strongly Agree) was used
for all three questions. Results are presentd@bie 14.

Table 14
Encountering Other Trail Users

StD D SD Neutral SA A StA
n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%)

| usually

encounter more 55(12.2) 83(18.4) 92(20.4) 102(22.7) 38(8.4) 66(14.6) 14(3.1)
people than is

desirable

| can easily 35(7.8) 66(14.7) 67(15.0) 98(21.9) 65(14.5) 79(17.6) 38(8.5)
substitute

another location

| am easily 83(18.2) 81(17.8) 159(34.9) 59(13.0) 20(4.4) 47(10.3) 6(1.3)
disturbed by the

actions of

others

NOTE: StD=Strongly Disagree; D=Disagree; SD=Someawhsagree; N=Neutral;
SA=Somewhat Agree; StA=Strongly Agree

The mean (m=4.04) for the second question in TaRlsuggests that most respondents
had no real opinion when it came to substitutingtiaer trail in order to satisfy their needs. This
is not unexpected given the number of people agqusly mentioned who had had very limited
prior use of the Jasper trail network. Questioa above had a mean of 3.45 suggesting that for
the most part participants do not typically enceumtore people than is desirable. In fact only
3.1% strongly agreed, while 22.7% were neutralespon three had the lowest mean score
(2.81), suggesting that respondents using the taadund the Town of Jasper are not easily

disturbed by the actions of others. Again, onl}g8 strongly agreed, meanwhile 34.9%
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somewhat disagreed, followed by 18.2% who strodgdggreed. In another question,
participants were asked to indicate from a liss@fen different trail users, which was most
likely to disturb them. The options included: Méain Bikers, Dogs off Leash, Hikers/Walkers,
Joggers, Horseback Riders, | have never been bestuand Other. Fifty-one point one percent
of participants said that they had never beendistli Previous results indicating that
respondents did not avoid encounters with othdrusars and enjoyed being with other people
doing the same thing that they were doing seemsapport this finding. Dogs off leash were the
most highly reported (20.0%) as likely to causeulisance. This was followed by
hikers/walkers (10.0%), mountain bikers (7.5%), bodseback riders (4.1%). A breakdown of
disturbances according to activity engaged in @violed in Table 15. Results show
hikers/walkers to be the most disturbed by a waébther users, most importantly dogs off
leash (n=54). The vast majority of hikers/walkleosvever, reported having never been
disturbed (n=166). Cross-country mountain bikes® aéported disturbance by dogs off leash
(n=30) the most, but were otherwise equally impdbig the remaining activity groups. Itis
difficult to draw any conclusions from the otheeugroups because there were so few
participants that identified belonging to theseugp®(i.e., jogging, dog walking). Additionally,
participants were not recruited based on partimpah these activities. Despite the existence of
so few dog walkers, participants still consideteghtselves to be most disturbed by dogs off
leash. Previous encounters with dogs off leash Imaag carried over to their current experience.
However, it is also possible that general beligisoerning dogs and where they should be
allowed were also a factor. At least initiallyesie findings suggest that conflict may not be

simply associated with number of people on thdst(ake., crowding), but may be more deeply
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rooted in behaviours (i.e., dogs off leash) and tikese behaviours have the potential to carry
over and negatively impact future outdoor recreaéirperiences.

Table 15
Disturbance According to Primary Outdoor Recreaf\ativity

While using the trails | am most often disturbe@ by

Primary Mountain Dogs Off Hikers/Walkers Horseback | Have Never
Activity Bikers Leash Riders Been
Disturbed
Cross-Country 5 30 7 6 52
Mtn Biking
Dog Walking 0 0 0 0 2
Hiking/Walking 25 54 38 8 166
Downhill Mtn 2 3 0 3 5
Biking
Jogging 1 0 0 1 1
Total 33 (7.5%) 87 (19.6%) 45 (10.2%) 18 (4.1%) 226.1%)

4.6.6 Behavioural/Situational Impacts on Enjoyment

In an effort to identify particular trail behavisuand/or situations that may negatively
impact upon participant trail experiences whildasper, respondents were asked how much 12
different situations/behaviours would detract frontontribute to the enjoyment of their trail
experience using a 5-bipolar point scale (e.ggrigfily Detract, No Effect, Strongly Enhance).
Participants were also allowed to select ‘Unsurefbinion’. The 12 situations/behaviours
included: encountering many other users on thistrseeing dogs off leash on the trail, exposed
roots/wear on the trail (e.g., environmental damaggeing others using unofficial trails.
Pickering, Rossi, and Barros (2011) recognizedrenmental impacts from hiking and
mountain biking (e.g., trail widening, vegetaticanehge, soil compaction, and erosion) as

damage. Based on this understanding it is accleptalclassify wear on trails as a form of
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environmental damage, even if caused by regulageusblsing unofficial trails was further
clarified to mean unmarked trails not included lo@ Parks Canada trail map. Other
situations/behaviours were excess noise causethby wail users, witnessing disrespectful
behaviour, encountering people participating infi@iebnt activity, encountering people with
different environmental values, encountering peoypth different recreational values,
experiencing a negative emotion as a result ohaownter with another trail user(s),
experiencing a positive emotion as a result ofremoenter with another trail user(s). Results are

presented in Table 16.
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Table 16
Situations/Behaviours and How They Effect Expegenc

Strongly Somewhat No Effect Somewhat Strongly Unsure/No

Detract Detract n(%) Enhance Enhance Opinion
n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%)
Encountering 45(10.0) 262(58.4) 86(19.2) 36(8.0) 16(3.6) 4(0.9)
many other
users

Dogs off leash ~ 126(28.4)  143(32.2) 136(30.6)  19(4.3 9(2.0) 11(2.5)

Exposed roots 31(6.9) 149(33.1) 208(46.2) 33(7.3) 21(4.7) 8(1.8)
(environmental

damage)

Use of 92(20.5) 193(43.1) 128(28.6) 9(2.0) 11(2.5) 15(3.3)
unofficial trails

Excessive noise  171(37.9) 184(40.8) 77(17.1) 7(1.6) 4(0.9) 8(1.8)

Disrespectful 324(73.0) 92(20.7) 10(2.3) 4(0.9) 5(1.1) 9(2.0)
behaviour

People 7(1.6) 32(7.2) 313(70.2) 60(13.5) 26(5.8) 8(1.8)
participating in

different

activity

Different 78(17.5)  191(42.9) 124(27.9) 19(4.3) 5(1.1) 28(6.3)
environmental

values

Different 32(7.2) 105(23.5) 244(54.7) 33(7.4) 5(1.1) 27(6.1)
recreational

values

Experiencing 95(21.3) 236(53.0) 72(16.2) 7(1.6) 1(0.2) 33(7.4)
negative

emotion

Experiencing 5(1.1) 9(2.0) 36(8.0) 152(33.9) 229(51.1) 14(3.1)
positive

emotion

Personal goals  70(16.0) 238(54.5) 81(18.5) 12(2.7) 8(1.8) 28(6.4)
interfered with

Fifty-eight point four percent of participants refeal that encountering many other users
on the trail would ‘somewhat detract’, followed b9.2% who said that it would have ‘no effect’

on their trail experience. These numbers sugdasimeeting too many people on the trails can
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have the potential for negative consequences,tasa@lso apparent that sheer numbers (i.e.,
crowding) do not account for all incidences of need user conflicts. Approximately 60% of
respondents indicated that encountering dogs aevould detract in some way from their
experience. Although almost 70% said the samerioountering many other trail users, a
greater percentage (28.4%) said that encountengg dff leash would ‘strongly detract’ from
their experience. An almost equal number of pe(@06%) indicated that dogs off leash would
have ‘no effect’. Perhaps the most interestindifigs were found regarding ‘witnessing
disrespectful behaviour’. Seventy-three percemasticipants said that this would ‘strongly
detract’ from their enjoyment. An additional 20.8%id that witnessing disrespectful behaviour
would ‘somewhat detract’ from their enjoyment. comparison, earlier findings found that over
70% of respondents were not easily disturbed byattiens of others. This suggests that
meeting other people only becomes an issue oncactlans of others are perceived to be
disrespectful in nature. Nuisance behaviours ,(€lgrk, Hendee, & Campbell, 2009) and
inappropriate behaviours (e.g., Tumes, 2007) haea Istudies previously and Vaske, Needham,
and Cline (2007) identified problem behaviours (gébging rude and discourteous or passing too
closely). All studies seem to be recognizing tees kinds of behaviours, however, are
operationalizing with a different label (i.e., iqappriate vs disrespectful behaviour). It may
also be that respondents in the present studydenesl ‘excessive noise caused by other trail
users’ to be disrespectful behaviour. Thirty-sepeimt nine percent felt that excessive noise
would ‘strongly detract’, while 40.8% said thatibuld ‘somewhat detract’ from their
enjoyment. Manning, Newman, Fristrup, Stack, aihchBr (2009) standardized various levels
of noise through sound recordings played back tbgy@ants. No similar approach was

implemented here. A fairly high percentage of ipgrants (63.6%) also felt that ‘seeing others
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using unofficial trails’ would detract from thein@yment in some way. Again, it may be that
participants consider the use of unofficial tréfde a form of disrespectful behaviour.
‘Encountering people with different environmentalues’ was viewed by 60.4% of participants
to detract in some way, the largest percentagegbr0% who said that it would ‘somewhat
detract’. Mistreating the environment may be peex as disrespectful behaviour and a sign of
differing environmental values. When asked if ‘eged roots/wear on the trail (e.qg.,
environmental damage)’ would detract from theiognent, 46.2% said ‘no effect”, followed
by 33.1% who said that it would ‘somewhat detraetithough exposed roots and wear on the
trail were defined as environmental damage, ibssfble that some participants perceived
exposed roots and wear as the result of normaltydag use. Consequently, participants may
enter a natural area with an expectation of sesomge trail wear. Careless or disrespectful
behaviour is one potential cause of environmerdadabe and so it might be expected that a
higher percentage of people would report seeingg@mwental damage as strongly detracting.
Another explanation is that when people travelighly visited locations such as Jasper National
Park they expect some form of environmental danfegg, exposed roots/wear) and therefore
there is reduced or no effect on their enjoyméturlier research by Jacob and Schreyer (1980)
proposed that conflict occurred when people’s psabkgoals were interfered with by the actions
of others. When asked how ‘having your personalgmterfered with’ would impact upon
their enjoyment of their experience 54.4% said thabuld ‘somewhat detract’ while another
16.1% said it would strongly detract. This seemsffer at least some preliminary support for
the proposition that goal interference is a fathat contributes to occurrences of user conflict.
In light of the findings that suggest that numbeses, crowding) and actions of others,

provided they aren’t disrespectful in nature, dboaypear to bother or detract from participants
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enjoyment, it is not at all surprising that 70.2%sespondents felt that ‘encountering people
participating in a different activity’ would havad effect’ on their enjoyment. In fact over
19.0% felt that this would enhance their experiencgme way. Similarly, 54.7% of
respondents also felt that ‘encountering peopla ditferent recreational values’ would have ‘no
effect’ on their enjoyment. However, 23.5% felatthis would ‘somewhat detract’.
4.6.7 Participants’ Jasper Trail Use Experience

Gifford (2002) defined crowding as “a personallyided, subjective feeling that too
many others are around” (p. 175). The reader reegllrfrom above that 68.4% of respondents
said that encountering too many other people ofrétlevould detract from the enjoyment of
their experience either somewhat (58.4%) or stp(if).0%). In an effort to explore issues
about crowding further, participants were also dskendicate how many times they “typically
encountered the following trails users while udimg trail network around the Town of Jasper”:
Hikers/Walkers, Horseback riders, Mountain Bikdieggers, and Dog Walkers. Respondents
were given options of ‘never’, ‘1-2 times’, ‘3-des’, ‘5-9 times’ and ‘10+ times’. Table 17
reports study results.

Table 17
Encounters With Other Trail Users

Never 1-2 Times 3-4 Times 5-9 Times 10+ Times

n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%)
Hikers/Walkers 10(2.2) 58(12.9) 54(12.1) 53(11.8) 73(®0.9)
Horseback Riders 247(65.7) 106(28.2) 17(4.5) 4(1.1) 1(0.3)

Mountain Bikers ~ 89(21.8)  131(32.1) 80(19.6)  62(15.2 46(11.3)
Joggers 187(48.8) 130(33.9) 44(11.5)  18(4.7) 4(1.0)

Dog Walkers 83(20.3) 139(34.1) 120(29.4) 50(12.3) 6(319)
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It appears that the most frequently encounteredgreeip was hikers/walkers. Sixty
point nine percent of respondents said that theytskers/walkers 10+ times with 12.1% and
11.8% saying that they saw hikers/walkers 3-4 tiame$ 5-9 times respectively. Horseback
riders on the other hand were encountered farolitss. Sixty-five point seven percent said that
they ‘never’ encountered horseback riders and 2&a®%bthat they saw horseback riders only 1-
2 times typically. This may have something to dthwhe locations where the data was
collected. Although horseback riding is permittedthe surveyed trails, use by horseback riders
is far less frequent compared to other trail ugess., hikers, mountain bikers). The number of
times respondents reported seeing mountain bikassquite spread out over the five possible
response categories. Specifically, 32.1% encoedterountain bikers 1-2 times, followed by
12.8% who claimed to have never encountered anyntaoubikers. Joggers were also less
frequently encountered, with 48.8% never encoumgeainy joggers. Thirty-three point nine
percent only encountered hikers 1-2 times whilegisie trails around the Town of Jasper. Dog
walkers were however more frequently encounteretidilyusers. Thirty-four point one percent
saw dog walkers 1-2 times, 29.4% saw them 3-4 tianels12.3% saw dog walkers 5-9 times.

To develop a better understanding of the qualityespondents’ recreation experiences
in Jasper and whether they had experienced carthiey were asked three questions. Each of
the questions asked respondents to indicate #net bf agreement (1=strongly disagree,
7=strongly agree). The first, “| have experiencedflict on a trail in the past 30 days” was
designed to determine if respondents, who had bsieg the trails in Jasper for multiple days or
weeks had ever experienced conflict. The secdrtthvee experienced conflict today while on
the trail” measured respondents’ current or immiedéxperience. Finally, “On average | am

satisfied with my recreation experience on thd treiwork around the Town of Jasper” was
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used to elicit people’s satisfaction levels. Thigsee questions are important because, when
expectations and motivations are met, satisfadomurs. Consequently, dissatisfaction may
result when goals are unmet, crowding is perceigedsonal and social norms are violated, or
expectations are unmet regarding resource or exprriquality (Fletcher & Fletcher, 2003). All
four of these factors are invariably linked to aceaces and feelings of conflict. Findings are

presented in Table 18.

Table 18

Conflict and Visitor Satisfaction
StD D SD N SA A StA
n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%)

Conflict 309(71.2) 16(3.7) 64(14.7) 13(3.0) 7(1.6) 18(4.1) 7(1.6)
past 30

days

Conflict 356(81.8) 6(1.4) 33(7.6) 13(3.0) 9(2.1) 16(3.7) 2(0.5)
today

Satisfied 1(0.2) 11(2.4) 212(46.5) 79(17.3)153(33.6)
with

experience

NOTE: StD=Strongly Disagree; D=Disagree; SD=Somewsagree; N=Neutral,
SA=Somewhat Agree; StA=Strongly Agree

Results suggest that (1) respondents did not expegimuch conflict, and (2) were very
satisfied with their experiences. Experienced lcrih the past 30 days and experienced
conflict today on the trails, respectively, had meaores of 1.65 and 1.47. In total 71.2% of
respondents strongly disagreed that they had esqped conflict on a trail in the past 30 days.
When asked about conflict today on the trails aandarger number (81.8%) strongly disagreed
with fewer respondents (6.3%) agreeing in some f@®n somewhat agree, agree, strongly
agree).

Based on the apparent lack of conflict experiermerespondents, it was found that

people were on average (m=6.11) very satisfied thigir experiences. Ninety-seven point four
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percent of respondents agreed in some form (oemegwhat agree, agree, strongly agree) that
they were satisfied, the largest percentage beiefd who somewhat agreed. Only one person
disagreed that they were satisfied. This supgiortisngs (Manning, 1999) that a very large
percentage of outdoor recreation participants tefgh levels of satisfaction. Manning
explains this phenomenon by suggesting that matlysohatural and cultural features found in
parks and natural areas can in fact “overpower”ywadrihe other factors (e.g., resource settings,
social settings, managerial settings, individuahmg) values and preferences) that influence
visitor satisfaction. Manning'’s findings offer opessible explanation for the high reports of
satisfaction. Because this study was not an irtkdepamination of satisfaction, direct and
definitive conclusions cannot be drawn.
4.7 Positive and Negative Emotions

One of the primary purposes of this research wasvistigate the role that negative
emotions play in people’s outdoor recreation exgeaes. In particular, to see if it is possible to
better predict and understand occurrences of cbiiised on the negative emotions that people
are experiencing. Participants were asked if ‘erpeing a negative emotion’ would detract
from their enjoyment. Fifty-three percent saidttihaould ‘somewhat detract’ and 21.3% said
that it would ‘strongly detract’. The exact roletbese negative emotions will be further
analyzed later in the results. When asked abquérgeencing a positive emotion, not
surprisingly, 51.1% said that it would ‘stronglylemce’ while 33.9% said that a positive
emotion would ‘somewhat enhance’.

To investigate emotions further and to better ustdeid people’s conflict experiences,
respondents were asked to identify any and alhefiositive and negative emotions they felt

throughout their outdoor recreation experiencertiéipants were provided with a selection of 12
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of the most common positive, and 13 of the mostroomnegative, emotions as identified in the

psychology literature on emotions (e.g., Russ®8Q, 2003; Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1998).

The positive emotions included: happiness, joyjtertent, delight, pleasure, thrill, enjoyment,

satisfaction, calmness, contentment, and relax#liable 19). The negative emotions included:

tension, nervousness, stress, anger, depresstmessa unhappiness, disgust, irritation, rage,

anxiety, frustration and fear (Table 20). The ezxaalill recall that one of the primary purposes

of this research project was to introduce emottonaore accurately measure conflict.

Table 19

Positive Emotions Experienced

Positive Emotions Reported Experienced
Experienced The Most
n(%) n(%)
Happiness 355(77.5) 35(8)
Joy 243(53.1) 18(4)
Elation 119(26.0) 12(3)
Excitement 251(54.8) 27(6)
Delight 207(45.2) 18(4)
Pleasure 326(71.2) 64(14)
Thrill 187(40.8) 18(4)
Enjoyment 330(72.1) 96(21)
Satisfaction 303(66.2) 25(5)
Calmness 275(60.0) 28(6)
Contentment 247(53.9) 44(10)
Relaxation 329(71.8) 58(13)
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Table 20
Negative Emotions Experienced
Negative Reported Experienced
Emotions Experienced The Most
n(%) n(%)
Tension 47(10.3) 15(3)
Nervousness 100(21.8) 58(13)
Stress 33(7.2) 7(2)
Anger 23(5.0) 3(.7)
Depression 2(.4) —
Sadness 14(3.1) 7(2)
Unhappiness 8(1.7) 11(2.4)
Disgust 47(10.3) 25(5)
Irritation 110(24.0) 78(17)
Rage 3(.7) _
Anxiety 38(8.3) 20(4)
Frustration 68(14.8) 36(8)
Fear 85(18.6) 33(7)

Seventy-seven point five percent (n=355) of respotgireported feeling happiness,

72.1% (n=330) reported feeling enjoyment, 71.8%3@®) reported feeling relaxation and

71.2% (n=326) reported feeling pleasure. Partrdipavere also asked to indicate the single

positive emotion that they experienced the mostjoyment (n=96) was the most frequently

identified positive emotion, followed by pleasure=64), relaxation (n=58).

Overall, participants identified feeling far fewsggative emotions during their outdoor

recreation experience. The most frequently idexatihegative emotion was irritation (24.0%,
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n=110). This was followed by nervousness (21.88400), fear (18.6%, n=85), and frustration
(14.8%, n=68). When asked to identify the singlgative emotion that they experienced the
most, results were similar. Irritation (n=78) vagin identified most often, followed by
nervousness (n=58), frustration (n=36). A handfyparticipants also chose to identify emotions
they had experienced that were not provided irotiggnal list. They included pain, alert,
exhaustion, deception, and heights each beingifeiehbtnce.

To better understand the effect or impact thatemegyative emotions can have on
people’s outdoor recreation experiences respondaTts again asked to indicate their
agreement (1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agré)four statements: “My outdoor recreation
experience is ruined when | experience a negativaien”, “I usually stop participating in my
outdoor recreation activity if the negative emotisipowerful enough”, “I often change the
activity | am participating in if the negative enaut is powerful enough” and “I often change the
location of my patrticipation if the negative ematiis powerful enough”. These items were
selected based on research (e.g., Miller & McCp@03; Mowen, Payne, & Scott, 2005); on the
most common methods of coping people use when @otafd with a negative recreation
situation. These questions also gave participhet®pportunity to reflect upon previous
outdoor recreation experiences. There was no gteedhat participants would have
experienced negative emotions or were requiredaienuse of coping mechanisms during their
current recreation experience. As a result, qoestwere structured to allow reflection. Results

are presented in Table 21.
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Table 21

Impact of Negative Emotions of Outdoor Recreaf&perience
StD D SD N SA A StA
n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%)

Experience 52(12) 80(18.5) 84(19.4) 109(25.2)24(5.6) 79(18.3) 4(0.9)
ruined

Stop 96(22.3) 75(17.4) 107(24.9) 64(14.9) 35(8.1) 493)0.8(1.9)
participating

Change 84(19.6) 61(14.3) 92(21.5) 73(17.1) 39(9.1) 70(16.40(2.1)
activity

Change 45(10.5) 59(13.8) 58(13.6) 58(13.6) 85(19.9) 9Z%»1.31(7.2)
locations

NOTE: StD=Strongly Disagree; D=Disagree; SD=Somewsagree; N=Neutral,
SA=Somewhat Agree; StA=Strongly Agree

Stop participating had the lowest average score(88) followed by a change in activity
(m=3.25), experience being ruined (m=3.39) and ghdocations (m=4.11). Further
examination of participant responses revealedrtitat people were neutral or disagreed in some
form. Twenty-five point two percent of respondewtse neutral when it came to a negative
emotion ruining their experience with greatest nanmdd people (49.9%) disagreeing in some
form. Four people strongly agreed that a negametion would ruin their experience. Twenty
and a half percent of the respondents agreed ie $om (i.e., somewhat agree, agree, strongly
agree) that a negative emotion would cause thestofoparticipating. A few more respondents
(27.6%) agreed in some form that they would chahg# activity. Twenty-one and a half
percent of participants agreed and 19.9% somevgnatd that they would change locations if
the negative emotion was strong enough. Ovehedkd findings suggest that negative emotions
could elicit significant changes in people’s papation. Earlier, participants had identified that
experiencing a negative emotion would somewhaade{63.0%) and strongly detract (21.3%)
from the enjoyment of their experience. It woujpbear that if the detractions were strong

enough, people might resort to changing locatiana means of coping.
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In general, several preliminary conclusions cataen from the initial findings
presented above. First and most importantly, gaents did not appear to experience conflict
and reported relatively high levels of visitor sédction. Second, there is consistent agreement
among participants that dogs off leash is the rdostinant cause of recreation experience issues
and therefore most likely to detract. Next, thawveding and encountering other trail users may
not be as central to a negative experience asitorvbehaviours; not just any behaviour, it
appears as though individual actions must be jutlgée disrespectful in some manner (i.e.,
excessive noise, damaging/disrespecting the naak@lonment). Finally, that people
experience a wide assortment of positive and negatnotions during their recreation
experience and that negative emotions appear t thavability to adversely affect a person’s
experience causing them to engage in coping betisv/(e.g., change locations). Continued
analysis of participants’ conflict experiences #mel role of emotions are investigated through

participant qualitative responses.
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Results
Qualitative Analysis of Emotional Causes and Pignaict Conflict Definitions
4.8 Introduction
The reader will recall in the previous chaptettipgrants were asked to indicate which of
the following positive emotions—happiness, joy, iestment, delight, pleasure, thrill, enjoyment,
satisfaction, calmness, contentment, and relaxatemmd which of the following negative
emotions—tension, nervousness, stress, anger,skepme sadness, unhappiness, disgust,
irritation, rage, anxiety, frustration and fear—jthexperienced while using the trail system
around the town of Jasper. Participants wereadked to indicate whether they had
experienced outdoor recreation conflict in the [Zstays while participating in a recreation
activity outdoors, and also whether they had exgpeed conflict on the trails that day while in
Jasper National Park. Although this informatiors@und to be quite interesting, the
incorporation of qualitative information can be yeffective at providing more detailed
understanding. As a result participants were askéuadicate using words and/or sentences that
described the causes of both their positive andthegemotions. Similarly, they were asked to
provide their personal understanding or definidrmutdoor recreation conflict. The intent of
these open-ended questions was to develop a beterstanding of the exact causes of their
particular emotions, while also being able to cashyend how outdoor recreation participants
recognize and define user conflicts. Responsesdadn of the three questions were content
analyzed and open-coded for themes (Patton, 2082 Patton said, “...content analysis is used
to refer to any qualitative data reduction and sansking effort that takes a volume of

gualitative material and attempts to identify coomsistencies and meanings” (p. 453).
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4.9 Causes of Positive Emotion

A total of 430 participants responded to the qoestiPlease describe the most common
cause of this positive emotion”. This representssponse rate of 93.5%. The first round of
content analysis discovered five primary or brodiliged categories within the data. These
categories were labelled as: Nature/Scenery, @ettimay, Activity/Exercise, Friends, and
Other (Table 22).
4.9.1 Nature/Scenery

Further data reduction occurred and the Nature/Sgerategory became more clearly
defined by three new themes. Again, these wemdl&bas Views of Nature, Beauty of
Nature/Surroundings, and the last that was calldd@“There”. Although each of these themes
was overall characterized by their common appriexidor the natural wilderness of Jasper
National Park, each was also slightly differenflected in participant statements and therefore
deserving of separate themes. For example, gaatitresponses categorized under ‘Views of
Nature’ clearly reflected the sentiments of papiéeits who had seen something truly amazing.
Responses that were grouped under ‘Beauty of N&uneundings ranged from generalized
statements to more specific comments that highdidjlcertain characteristics of the environment.
These statements nonetheless highlighted the be&uoature/surroundings as did the more

general statements and therefore were kept togathene theme.
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Table 22
Identified Causes of Positive Emotions

Participant Identified Causes of Positive Emotions

Category Nature/Scenery Getting Away Activity/Exseec
Sub- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Category
Examples Grandeur  Beautiful Being in | Just Being Freedom Sport Fast Many Physical Beautiful
of the views surrounding the getting outdoors/aw activity downhills outdoor  activity in scenery,
S outdoors | away  ay fromcity New technical activities beautiful energy
The breath from noise etc experiences| Hiking and lots  surrounding from
taking Outdoor To be in | work Going ofopen s exercise,
views beauty nature To be Exercise fastinthe space being
Sun, bird Being Being outdoors, in trail Getting with
Outstandin  song, fresh outside | away the nature exercise friends
g scenery  air from far from while
that never work towns enjoying the
ends scenery
# of
Response 85 111 68 16 20 3 15 29 9 33 7
S

NOTE: Sub-Categories are labeled as follows: 1=M¢WMature; 2=Beauty of Nature/Surroundings; 3=B¢€ihhere”; 4=Stresses &
Work; 5=Away with Nature; 6=Endless Possibiliti#gs;Being Active; 8=Adrenaline/Challenge; 9=Gettingdy/Access;
10=Activity & Nature; 11=Activity, Friends, & Nater
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Table 23
Identified Causes of Positive Emotions Continued

Participant ldentified Causes of Positive Emotions

Friends Other
Sub-Category 1 2 3 4
Examples Being in nature with my Recreation and the | feel peaceful Just to be close
family people we are with to God and
Quietness nature
Pleasure to be all Exercise,
together as family in companionship Peace and stillness Being in nature
such a nice surrounding is healing — close
to God!
God’s
handywork
# of Reponses 13 2 11 6

NOTE: Sub-Categories are labeled as follows: 1xieseX Nature; 2=Friends & Activity; 3=Peace/Onendsssod/Religion
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The final theme under the Nature/Scenery categrasg/called Being “There”.
Although it is clear that from the previous statetseof participants that they were also “there”
in Jasper National Park, the statements undethbise truly highlighted the fact that the
participants felt that it was actually being “thetleat was the most influential in creating their
positive emotion. Again, the statements may réflee beauty of nature as did the comments
presented above, but they were prominent enouglit thas believed that these participants
were eluding to more than just the beauty of tlea@r a specific element (e.g., water). Some
other relevant examples included: “I am just hafaplye in the nature and to be able to enjoy and
to get a feeling of it and to be lucky to see atéhand “Realization of how fortunate | am to be
here, able to walk, see, hear, smell so much béaittgeems apparent that participants
experienced and attributed many of their positiv@gons to the beauty of nature, its
breathtaking scenery, specific attributes of natasewell as simply being “there”. These
comments may also lend support to the contenticaderby Manning (1999) that many of the
natural and cultural features found in parks artdnahareas can in fact “overpower” many of
the other factors (resource settings, social ggttimanagerial settings, individual norms, values
and preferences) influencing visitor satisfaction.
4.9.2 “Getting Away”

“Getting Away” was the next broad category that waisally discovered during the first
round of content analysis. Further inductive analysr the “...discovering patterns, themes, and
categories in one’s data” of this category resultetthe creation of three separate themes:
Stresses and Work, Away with Nature, and EndlessiBitities (Table 22). Participants
commented that they felt positive emotions or thatr positive emotions were created because

they were able to get away from life stresses aoikw



183

Participant comments under the ‘Away with Natureme were reflective of people who
felt positive emotions because they were able tagay from life and the city and escape to
nature. These comments did not reflect leavingsstor work behind. The final theme called
‘Endless Possibilities’ was small with only thresponses. This theme was created because the
responses seemed to group well together and difit metll into the other themes. The
statements simply captured the notion that thesplpexperienced positive emotions because
they had freedom to do the things they wanted.

4.9.3 Activity/Exercise

The activity/exercise category was further segaratto five more specific themes. The
themes included: Being Active, Adrenaline/Techniéattivity and Nature, Activity, Friends and
Nature, and Getting Away/Access. This wide varmtgtatements suggests quite strongly that
physical activity and exercise was responsiblarany of the positive emotions that they
experienced while using the trails in Jasper Naitiétark (Table 22).

Comments in the ‘Being Active’ theme were shord aeflected the fact that participants
felt positive emotions by simply being active. clmmparison, participants whose comments
were grouped into the ‘Adrenaline/Challenge theneeanmore specific and often described a
feeling directly connected to being physically eetihat offered a certain level of excitement or
challenge that was responsible for their positivegons. Some other pertinent examples
included: “Biking down hard terrain and challengymyself”, “Roots, hills, challenging climbs,
pushing myself’, and “Exercise, adrenaline, exceat, “High heart rate”. The ‘Activity and
Nature’ theme was different from the other two poasly mentioned themes because participant
comments here made a clear connection between aeiivg, doing some physical and being

out in the outdoors experiencing nature (e.g., tiBipating in activities in a beautiful
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environment”). The next theme, ‘Activity, Friends)d Nature’ was very similar to the previous
theme although these participants made directarberto being with friends or loved ones.
This was classified as a separate theme becassented clear that being with friends and loved
ones was partly responsible for the positive enmstithat were experienced. Nature and activity
were not the sole causes of participants’ felt @mnst A few participants also made reference to
physical activity and it allowing them to get awayhappy that they had such a great area within
easy reach. This theme was called ‘Getting Awagéss'.
4.9.4Friends

Friends and family were mentioned a number of $ilneparticipant comments with
regard to their causes of the positive emotiontse ifiitial category of ‘Friends’ was later
separated into the theme of ‘Friends and Naturd ‘Briends and Activity’. The reader will
recall from above that a separate theme calledvAgt Friends and Nature’ was created out of
the ‘Activity/Exercise’ category. The ‘Friends aNature’ theme is however quite different
because participant comments emphasized beingnétids and loved ones (Table 23). Only
two participant responses comprised the ‘FriendsAstivity’ theme. They made no mention of
the natural environment and therefore could natlassified under the theme *Activity, Friends
and Nature'.
4.95 Other

The final category was initially called ‘Other’ demuse there were relatively few
comments that were not able to be classified injoad the other previously created categories.
Continued analysis of the responses in the ‘Otteegory revealed two possible themes:
Peace/Oneness and God/Religion (Table 23). ThéRatidion theme, although often making

reference to nature was kept separate becauss ibeli@ved that the dominant factor
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contributing to participant positive emotions wie element of God and not just the element of
nature as mentioned in the Nature/Scenery sechiovea
4.10 Causes of Negative Emotions

A total of 303 participants responded to the qoastPlease describe the most common
cause of this negative emotion” representing acesp rate of 66%. It is not surprising that
fewer people provided responses to this questioause fewer participants indicated having
experienced negative emotions. The first rouncootent analysis discovered seven primary or
broadly based categories within the data. Thetwmodes were labelled as: Other Users,
Access, Weather, Safety, Failing or Challenging éffyon’t Know/N/A/Not Experienced, and

New Activity (Table 24).
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Identified Causes of Negative Emotions
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Participant Identified Causes of Negative Emotions

Categ Other Users Access Safety Failing/Ch Weather N/A
ories allenging
Sub-
Categ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
ories
Exam Seeing Overcro  Seeing Horsebac Riding a Restricted | Loose Might Not being | Poor No
ples damage to wding unsafe use Kk riders trail for access gravel, come able to weather negative
the of the and horse| the first rock with  across accomplish| experience| emotions
natural Too trails shit time Closure of | steep bear something
environme many pathway decline Rain We had no
nt people People Horses — Concern Encounter | | am negative
using the acting the smell, regarding Fear of with worried Rain and | emotions
Guests of same disrespectf dropping the falling/hei  wildlife that | will clouds
the park path for  ul (noisy, s, bugup unknown if ghts on crash my
leave different  disrespecti trails on a new some bike
garbage  activities ng when it trail hikes, not
and /or signage) rains yet
abuse experience
d in Jasper
# of
Respo 59 21 59 6 36 7 24 59 21 7 15
nses

NOTE: Sub-categories are labeled as follows: 1=getDisrespecting Environment; 2=Crowding; 3=Digees$ful Behaviour of
Others; 4=Horses/Riders; 5=Unknows Regarding TéaiRestricted Access; 7=Environmental Dangers; 8skntering Animals;
9=Failing or Challenging Myself; 10=Weather; 11=0dtnow/N/A/Not Experienced.
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4.10.1 “Other Users”

The ‘Other Users’ category was by far the larga#t the most participants indicating
that other users were responsible for the negativetion(s) that they experienced. Additional
content analysis of this category was able to discour separate themes namely: Crowding,
Garbage/Disrespecting Environment, DisrespectfiieB@ur/Behaviour of Others, and
Horses/Riders (Table 24).

A large number of participants left comments refleg their concern for
garbage/disrespecting the environment. It was éteen responses that a number of people
visiting Jasper National Park had concerns abautrthnner in which other users of the park
were treating the environment and that witnesdnegé disrespectful acts or seeing garbage left
behind resulted in negative emotional reactionsmé&other pertinent examples included: “It
worries me to see this wonderful place destroyedan stupidity and lack of concern”, and
“The irritation comes from human disrespect for finere of the parks that is sometimes seen”.

The other sub-category or theme, disrespectfuhtaelir/behaviour of others is different
from the previously mentioned theme because reggom® not reflective of disrespectful
behaviours towards the environment specificallihes refer more generally to behaviours or
actions of others that were viewed as disrespeictfsbme other manner. Crowding represented
the next theme of participant responses. Prewoussults suggested that visitors were
accepting of meeting other trail users, howeverroemts here reinforce that crowding continues
to be a problem for a small percentage of the ugsdfss study.

The reader will recall that earlier it was revellleat 81.8% of participants strongly
disagreed that they had experienced conflict thgtah the trail. Despite this, participants were

still able to quite clearly identify specific cagsef their negative emotions. Most interesting is
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the fact that crowding, disrespectful behaviours disrespect towards the environment (often a
reflection of differing environmental values) atkeragarded as root or common causes of
outdoor recreation conflict occurrences. A cowgilexplanations are possible. Although it was
theorized that the experiencing of negative ematimnstituted the experiencing of conflict, it is
possible that participants did not make this cotioeavhile completing the questionnaire. In
fact, the questionnaire does not explicitly maka ttonnection, and instead asks respondents in
separate sections of the questionnaire to ideo#iises of negative emotions, and later their
definition of outdoor recreation conflict. Finallyis also possible that actual manifestations of
conflict are overstated (Reis & Higham, 2009) amat &1 certain magnitude of emotional
reactions needs to be attained before negativei@nsatre actually associated with or as
conflict. Interview participants eluded to thigygesting that as emotional intensity increased
(e.q., to the point of being angry at someone))e¢hs aware they would be of the reasons for the
anger.

A few select participants singled out horses amddback riders as the causes of their
negative emotions. Although these comments coaNe fveen classified as disrespectful
behaviour/behaviour of others, because these jgatits directly mentioned a specific user
group, it was deemed worthy of a separate thenanetlieless, these comments do appear to
reflect the fact that these particular respondeoitsider horses and/or the actions of horseback
riders to be disrespectful in some way.

4.10.2 Access

The broad category of access was split into tleethemes, ‘Unknowns Regarding

Trail/Environment’ and ‘Restricted Access’, follavg an additional round of content analysis.

This theme clearly reflects some uncertainty onpidae of participants that not only may have
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limited their access but also created a varietysgfative emotions. Participants distinguished
the former access issues with those that theypatéd to management. A powerful and
pertinent statement by one user was especiallyvuothy: “The restriction put on the use of
some trails during certain periods as the restiltmanipulated” scientific studies”, as was this
by another participant, “When | see wealth tryiadimit access”. Comments such as these
appear to reflect a misunderstanding or misguidgdgption of the purpose of parks and
protected areas and the many inherent challengeb/ed with balancing use and perservation.
Restricting access is unfortunately being takesgm®lly, when in reality restrictions to access
are likely motivated by ecological concerns. Thaimments may also reflect a form of
privileged access (Freudenberg, 2005), wherebypanigcipant sees land being set aside for use
by those individuals with the financial means at$s$ to warrant access.

4.103 Safety

There were a large number of participants thatesged concerns of safety as their
causes of negative emotions. Content analysisdateled this category into two themes,
‘Environmental Dangers’ and ‘Encountering Animals’.

For environmental dangers participants expressaderns about navigating or
participating on difficult terrain; terrain thatdeuse of the features (e.g., rocks, loose gravel,
steep hills, etc) presented challenges and wagpneted as a potential danger or threat to
personal safety. Participants’ “threat” concermsns largely derived from an unfamiliarity with
Jasper and the terrain of the trails; a certairettamty that may have created the perception of
greater personal risk. Participant comments (TaB)erecognize the terrain as the major
problem, however, there is no way to fully know wparticipants were thinking while hiking or

biking on the trails. Biking on steep terrain g@nts a much greater safety risk, and therefore
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participant comments may also be reflective oftitkéng participants and not necessarily the
hiking participants. Conversely, participant camsefor animals were captured in their
comments; the dominant concern was for encounté@ags or other animals that they perhaps
had never met.
4.10.4 Failing or Challenging Myself

Further content analysis of this category diduragarth any additional or separate
themes. There were only 21 participants whose cemtsnwvere reflective of the notion of failing
at a challenge and/or challenging myself. Paricip expressed awareness of their physical
limitations that may have resulted in failure te@mplish a particular goal.
4.105 Don’t Know/N/A/Not Experienced

There were approximately 10 participants thatabtundicated that they had not
experienced any negative emotions.
4.10.6 Weather

Finally, a small group of participants indicatedttthe weather was the cause of their
negative emotions. Only seven responses werectetle€oncerning weather. Examples are
shown in Table 24.
4.11 Participant Definitions of Outdoor RecreatiGonflict

One of the primary purposes of this study wasxfmaad and re-conceptualize the current
definitional understanding of outdoor recreationftiot. An important step in developing a
better understanding of outdoor recreation conificd know what actual participants consider
to be conflict. Statistical results so far haveeaded that most participants in this study did not
experience any conflict while using the trails asger National Park. However, results from the

gualitative analysis of participant responses tesea of their negative emotions showed strong
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correspondence between currently understood cafisesflict (e.g., crowding, different
environmental values). To better explore partiotpanderstanding of conflict, they were asked,
“Based on your previous experience how would yascdbe or define outdoor recreation
conflict?”. A total of 349 participants provideesponses to this question representing a
response rate of 76%. Initial classification oftjggpant responses resulted in four distinct
categories: No Experience/No Conflict, InapprogiBisrespectful/Discourteous Behaviour,

what was called “People are Different” and Crowdieated (Table 25).



Table 25

Participant Definitions of Outdoor Recreation Cartfl
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Participant Identified Definitions/Descriptions ©fitdoor Recreation Conflict

Category No Conflict Inappropriate Behaviour Crowding People are “Different”
Sub-Category 1 2 3 4 5 6
Example Never had any | Thoughtless or | get angry with | Busy trails Conflict arising  People have

conflict on the
trails

inconsiderate
actions

other people
when they don’t

Many activities

from people
having different

different needs
that may cause a

respect the using the same | opinions on how conflict e.g.,
Not experienced| Lack of respect environment paths or areas | the trails/park  solitude vs loud
for type of e.g., throwing should be used interaction
| have never activity garbage, cig Competing for
experienced any butts etc on the | trail space People with People have
conflict Encountering  ground, not different ideas of different
use of space in a using garbage how the trails expectations and
way | disapprove bins should be used backgrounds and
of and by whom choose to come
For me conflict to Jasper for
occurs as people different
do irreparable reasons...
damage to the
backcountry
# of Responses 103 115 54 51 8 18

NOTE: Sub-Categories are labeled as follows: 1=Kpeience/No Conflict; 2=Inappropriate/DisrespelcBehaviour;
3=Environmentally Irresponsible; 4=Crowding; 5=Bifént Values; 6=Different Groups
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4.11.1 No Experience/No Conflict

It was not unexpected that a significant numbepasticipants actually indicated that
they had little to no experience with conflict amdihad never experienced conflict based on
indications from earlier statistics that nearlygrticipants had not experienced conflict. The
hope however was that participants, regardlesshether they experienced conflict on that
particular day, would still provide feedback basgon other experiences using trails inside or
outside of Jasper National Park. Responses fratitipants who provided a definition or
description of conflict were separated into thrategories. A summary of the results is provided
in Table 25 with additional discussion below.

4.11.2 Inappropriate/Disrespectful/Discourteous 8ébur

Initial content analysis discovered a category Wes labelled,
inappropriate/disrespectful behaviour. Additiooahtent analysis resulted in two final themes
suggesting that quite a few of the participantsdies or define conflict as,
Inappropriate/Disrespectful Behaviour and Environtally Irresponsible. A total of 169
provided feedback describing conflict as direcihkéd to inappropriate or disrespectful
behaviour. This represented the greatest propodfideedback and is therefore quite suggestive
that conflict may be closely or entirely relatedhe actions of others when they are perceived to
be inappropriate in nature.

Participants’ comments describing conflict as prapriate/disrespectful behaviour are
presented in Table 25. A few additional relevamhments are also provided: “Conflict which
occurs when recreational experiences/activitiesraseised/abused by others”, “I have to
compromise what I've planned to do because of linéces made by others. My recreation is

spoiled by the actions of others”, “Recreation tiohf when other users don't follow the
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rules/guidelines that have been established faracplar area”, and “Someone hogging up the
trail, or being unmindful about the speed in whilcly are traveling (bike), Recklessness,
carelessness, hurting the environment”. Two padits actually made reference to
confrontations in their descriptions, “A conflicttiveen 2 or more people or parties when 1
group does something to upset the other and caoses sort of altercation” and “If somebody
would get angry at me because I'm riding too fasthe trail”.

Participants also defined or described conflidb@isig more specifically connected to
behaviours that harm the environment. These regsowere classified as ‘environmentally
irresponsible’ (Table 25). Two other notable comtsavere, “People don’t respect animals and
plants. Animals should be respected more as wittddangerous”, and “For me, it is a simple
matter of respecting the environment and cleanmgfter oneself. Those who choose not to
should think twice about choosing an outdoor aftirnore suited to their behaviour”.

4.11.3 Crowding

Crowding was a common concern and many participaescribed/defined conflict as
being directly related to crowding. This has bsepported in the literature (Manning, 1999 &
Payne & Nilsen, 2002) and even been suggestediihnatling is a specialized form of outdoor
recreation conflict. This theme was charactertzgdomments such as, “Usually the difficulty
of managing limited resources (in terms of spa@ypoints etc) in the presence of a number of
trail users”, and “Sometimes we have the feelireg there are too many people on the trails and
that sometimes causes the feeling of stress begausean't stop at a place for a long time and
fully enjoy it as solitude”.

Perhaps the most interesting aspect of these cbdéscription/definitions is how well

they parallel the comments made by participantardigg the causes of their negative emotions.
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Three of the most commonly reported causes wesethlassified under the themes,
‘Disrespectful Behaviour/Behaviour of Users’, ‘Gade/Disrespect Environment’ and
‘Crowding’. These commonalities between causaseghtive emotions and descriptions of
conflict appear to lend preliminary support to tdoenection between negative emotions and
conflict and additionally the possibility of beiadple to utilize reported negative emotions to
assess occurrences (i.e., frequency, magnitudm)tdbor recreation conflict.

4.11.4 “People are Different”

The final category of descriptions/definitionsocoinflict was called “People are
Different”. These responses were particularlyneséing because they acknowledged that people
are in fact different, particularly when it comestheir personal values and beliefs. Although
one may infer the existence of these differenteslibeliefs in some of the comments classified
under ‘Environmentally Irresponsible’, commentsselfied under “People are Different” made
more of a direct reference to the existence ofetltgses of differences. It should be noted that
this category was later, after additional conteralygsis split into two themes: Different Values
and Different Groups. The last theme, called ‘@iéint Groups’ does not specifically highlight
differing values, but simply acknowledges that tiote arise because people are different from
one another. These types of differences in vabesisfs and types of users have been
recognized as important managerial consideratiodgactors related to conflict occurrences
(See Jacob & Schreyer, 1980). Management framesngargh as the Recreation Opportunity
Spectrum (ROS) offer potential solutions to thgpes of “difference” issues (See Payne &
Nilsen, 2002).

When compared with previous research, the abodenigs show strong consistency.

The dominant causes of positive emotions were aaplysical activity, and being with friends
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and family. The positive psychological and physbeEnefits of nature have been well
documented (e.g., Leahy, Shugrue, Daigle, & Dag@09). The role of leisure and physical
activity for rejuvenation, stress relief, and gehé@mprovements in cardiovascular health is also
well understood (e.g., Trenberth, 2005), as isted for and significance of personal
relationships developed and maintained throughuteige.g., Boniface, 2006). The findings
regarding inappropriate/disrespectful behavioumarteworthy because it appeared as both
causes of negative emotions as well participantrgesns of conflict. The study of
unacceptable behaviours and conflict is not neg.,(E€arothers, Vaske, & Donnelly, 2001, and
Vaske, Dyar, & Timmons, 2004). More recently SeceusHammitt, and Moore (2006)
examined “hassles” for which they found that littenise, damage to the resource, and too many
people at campsites to be the most frequently tegamauses. All of this serves to reinforce the
validity of current findings because (1) inapprepeidisrespectful behaviours appear to be
perceived by visitors as conflict, and (2) thatateg emotions may be the result of
experiencing/witnessing such behaviours.

Analysis of expert review feedback of the proposexflict scale items is next, followed
by a statistical look at emotions and their abildypredict conflict occurrences along with
examination of the validity and reliability of tipeoposed emotions-based outdoor recreation

conflict scale.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Scale Development: Expert Reviewer Feedback
5.1 Theoretical Background

Previous research has suggested that the leispegiemces are dynamic and multi-
dimensional (Hull, Stewart, & Yi, 1992; Lee, Dattil& Howard, 1994; Lee & Shafer, 2002) and
includes positive as well as stressful or unpletaeaperiences. Specifically, Lee and Shafer
noted that recreationists’ emotions fluctuated dep®y on the types of situations encountered.
More importantly, Hull et al. (1992) recognized tieéevance of emotions, moods, and other
affective feelings for leisure research with Ha991) identifying mood as specific subjective
feelings that are “one of the more relevant prosloieisure management efforts” (p. 249).
Unfortunately, there is limited information in thlesure literature that identifies what emotions
occur and why (Lee & Shafer). Using emotions tderstand of user conflict seems, however,
to be a vital step that has thus far been large¢ylooked.

Research by Russell (1980; 1999; 2003) and RumsélEnodgrass (1987) in psychology
and Vitterso, Chipeniuk, Skar, and Vistad (2004dh& leisure literature have attempted to study
people’s emotions. Russell (1980) proposed a argalo-dimensional circular model of affect
measured using pleasure-displeasure and activdéaativation. Work by Russell and
Snodgrass and Russell and Barrett (1999) ident#fésttive/cognitive appraisals and
distinguished between people’s emotions and tleee affect. A multi-item three dimensional
scale was theorized to conceptually representriaienal component of people’s outdoor

recreation conflict experiences
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5.2 Item Development

Thirty-six items were generated for possible is@ua in the scale. The items were
developed based on the psychological literaturernations (e.g., Russell, 1980; 1999; 2003)
and the outdoor recreation literature on conflcg(, Manning, 1999, Carother, Vaske, &
Donnelly, 2001, and Vaske, Dyar, & Timmons, 200#hey were developed to reflect
emotional reactions to conflict experiences basethree identifiable components of emotional
responses (i.e., cognitive appraisals, emotiorg care affect). Emotional words used by
Watson and Clark (1994) in their development ofRlesitive and Negative Affect Scales
(PANAS) were used as a guide for selecting releaadtempirically tested words. To the best
of my knowledge no previous research had attemptedeate emotion-based conflict items and
therefore each of the 36 items was created indegpelydbased on the requirement that items
measure one specific domain or dimension (i.e.taapgal, emotion, core affect).
5.3 Expert Reviewers

Following scale development procedures of Dunnyftaod, and Rogers (1999), a panel
of expert reviewers were enlisted to assist withadhsessment of each items item content-
relevance — “...the degree to which the contens@hject matter) contained within a test item is
representative of the ‘targeted construct’ thatitéy® is designed to measure” (p. 16). This is an
important step, particularly when developing a nprgyiously untested measure, unfortunately
“...attempts to assess the content-relevance smpirayided by expert judges are not
commonplace in the literature” (p. 17). Followieidpics approval ten prospective reviewers
were contacted to determine their willingness arallability to participate in the review
process. Although the exact number of revieweas ithrequired or recommended is somewhat

arbitrary, a minimum of five has been suggeste@das statistical grounds (Dunn et al.). Each
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of the reviewers possessed a PhD in recreationaated field, had worked in either or both a
professional capacity in parks management or asversity professor, and had previously
published in internationally recognized journalghe areas of outdoor recreation. Several of
these reviewers are considered to be among theésteexperts in the areas of recreation
resource management. Highlighting the qualifiaaiof the expert reviewers and providing
justification for their selection is important andcessary according to Dunn et al. Their
academic background and theoretical knowledgedrathas of outdoor recreation made them
primary candidates to serve as expert revieweexh Eeviewer was e-mailed an information
letter detailing the purpose of the study and thmiolvement. Reviewers also received a copy
of the assessment document containing review ictsbns, definitions/explanations of each
domain/dimension, and the list of 36 items. Follaytwo rounds of attempts to contact the
reviewers, only four agreed to participate. Thpdwas to retain the minimum of five
recommended reviewers. The four reviewers welized as it was believed that they would
still provide valuable feedback regarding the iwmntent-relevance of the proposed items.
5.4 Scale Assessment Procedures

In order to evaluate item content-relevance regrswnust understand “...the domain of
content that the items are intended to measureiifCat al., 1999, p. 23). Reviewers were
provided with the following descriptions:

Core Affect Measured by looking at people’s sense of pleadigpleasure, tension and
relaxation, and even depression and elation. @¥beet is represented specifically by our
changing feelings of pleasure-displeasure and aaiv-deactivation. Person may become
extremely frustrateddfspleasurg and simultaneously become maive(i.e., no longer as

calm or relaxed as they previously were). A penisaiways in some state of core affect. A
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person may enter a recreational experience intacplar mood state (i.e., core affect). An item
designed to measure this might read, “I felt hapipthe start of my recreational experience”.
The intensity (i.e., heightened level of displeasamd tension) is likely to increase when
experiencing a negative emotional episode sucka@asation conflict. An item signifying this
change might read, “I became increasingly anxibusughout my recreational experience”.
Core affect that is stable for a prolonged pergodeafined as a person’s mood. Conflict or a
negative emotional episode would begin when anmlmiuange in the core affect occurs in
response to an unwelcome event.

Emotions Quite simply these are the specific feelings tred experiences/feels. For
example, these might include those feelings ofdpaimgry at someone, or frustrated by the
actions of another person while hiking on the trém general, this reflects the realization that
you have a specific emotion that is directed atesmme or something. This differs from
appraisals, which go further by providing the canfer the negative emotion. For example,
you may be angry at someone (e.g., emotion) andkibengry at them because of something
specific that they did or did not do (e.g., ap@Bis An example of an emotional item might
read, “I was angry at a group of cyclists”.

Affective/Cognitive Appraisal&®epresent how we interpret other people, plaaemts
and things, and as such make a judgment aboutréstaseness or repulsiveness. Specifically,
affective/cognitive appraisals are those judgmeatgerning the capacity of the appraised
object to alter our mood. These are our attrim#jidhe way we mentally or cognitively make
sense of the situation/event occurring around dstla@ impact that it is having on our mood or
affective state. It permits us to be aware ofraood or emotional state. A person will become

more aware of their emotions through appraisaladsygning a context or a source as the cause
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of their specific emotions. Such sources may ibelthe behaviours of other people, the
condition of the natural environment, etc. An epéarof an appraisal item might read, “I was
angry at a group of cyclists because of their exkbehavior on the trail”.

Reviewers were asked to independently rate theeddagrwhich the item matched the
content of each of the three dimensions. A 7-poimpolar scale (1=very poor fit to 7-excellent
fit) was used. The exact procedure followed tmapleyed by Dunn et al. Protocol ensured that
reviewers were “blind” to the intended item-domaiatches reducing the likelihood of reviewer
bias. Reviewers were also asked to provide quiakitéeedback to explain or justify their
guantitative rating of each item. This gives tieen writer “...the opportunity to understand why
the judges may have chosen the quantitative itemgsathey provided on their respective rating
scales...” and may alert the researcher to probtegerding a particular reviewers’ expertise
(Dunn et al., p. 30).

5.5 Quantitative Assessment Findings

Following protocol used by Dunn et al., two statel procedures were used to evaluate
reviewer ratings: Aiken’s (1985) item content-véldcoefficient (V) and Cohen’s (1977) effect
size (ES) index. According to Dunn et al., “Aiker{1985) content validity coefficient allows
the researcher to test the statistical significasfgadges’ ratings for the construct (i.e., domain
specification) that each item is designed to me=q999, p. 25). The V statistic is limited
because it provides no information regarding am’secontent-match with dimensions it was not
intended to measure. “Therefore, it is necessadetermine whether the items (as rated by the
content judges) are primarily measuring their idemhdomain specification, or whether the
items also are measuring the other domain spetidita..” (p. 28). Cohen’s ES index permits

such an assessment through “...planned constras2} [between the mean content-relevance
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score for the ‘construct of interest’...and the meantent-relevance score for each of the [two]

remaining constructs. V statistics for reviewamgs of each item are presented in Table 26.

Table 26

Validity Coefficient (V) of Reviewer Ratings for Ela Item on Intended Dimension

[tem Dimension

V Coefficient Item Dimension V Coefficient

1

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

Core Affect .66
Core Affect 75
Appraisal .54
Core Affect .29
Core Affect .38
Appraisal .88*
Emotion .67
Emotion .83*
Appraisal .75

Core Affect .83*

Appraisal 71
Core Affect .66
Emotion .60
Emotion 79
Emotion .88*
Appraisal .66
Appraisal 92**
Core Affect 71

19 Emotion
20 Emotion
21  Appraisal
22  Appraisal
23 Core Affect
24 Emotion
25 Emotion
26  Core Affect
27  Appraisal
28 Emotion
29  Appraisal
30 Core Affect
31 Appraisal
32 Emotion
33 Core Affect
34  Appraisal
35 Emotion

36 Core Affect

.88*

46

.58

g1

.79

46

75

75

.83*

.60

.83*

71

q1

75

.63

.63

.30

.50

Statistical Significance: *=p05; **=p<.01
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Values of V range from 0 to 1. If an item receiwedalue of 1 that would indicate that
all reviewers rated the item as high as possibde, (f=excellent fit), and a value of 0 would
indicate the opposite (O=very poor fit). Threemte(i.e., 4, 5, and 36) comprising the core affect
dimension received the lowest scores of .29, .88,.80 respectively. Item 10 was above the
suggested guideline of .80 as utilized by Bern&téiham, and Tsakos (2007) meeting Aiken’s
(1985) .05 significance level. Although items 3, and 26 were below the .80 guideline (.75,
.79, & .75 respectively) there was only one outtiediscrepant reviewer for each item, with
three of four reviewers rating the items a six seaen. Item 18 and 30 (.71) were lower but
also only contained one discrepant reviewer, teeak suggesting a strong fit with the core
affect dimension. With discrepant ratings, “théidity of the statistics used to evaluate the
suitability or quality of the items would be grgaéinhanced if the deviant judge’s ratings are
removed from the analysis” (Dunn et al., 1999,9). IThe remaining items (1, 12, & 33) each
possessed coefficient scores below .70. Six if@gms 7, 13, 20, 24, 28, and 35) representing the
emotion dimension each received below average s¢obee< .67). These scores may be
indicative of some ambiguity in the wording of tkems or other problems that make them a
poor measure of the emotion dimension. Items S8aa8 19 (.83, .88, & .88 respectively) met or
exceeded Aiken’s .05 significance level. ltem 1] fell just below Aiken’s suggested .80
guideline. Meanwhile items 25 and 32 (.75 eacheviielow, but also contained strong
agreement among three of four reviewers. The &girdimension overall received the highest
scores. Fouritems (i.e., 3, 16, 21, and 34) veckiower scores well below .80. Item 17
received the highest score (.92) of all items ablve .80 and meeting Aikens’ .01 significance
level. Items 6, 27, and 29 (.88, .83, .83 respelt) each met or exceeded Aikens’ .05 level.

Item 9 (.75) was below the .80 guideline but reedigonsistent feedback from reviewers
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regarding the items fit with the appraisal dimensi&inally, items 11, 22, and 31 (.71), although
below .80 again possessed strong agreement amaey/ees.

It was expected that some items would be evalyatsdively (i.e., perform well) and
others not, however these initial coefficient stats should not be considered decisive in
determining which items to keep or eliminate. Thisdings are limited because, “...the V
statistic provides no information regarding an i®gontent-match with each of the [two]
domain specifications for which the item was no¢nded to measure...” and as a result, “...it is
necessary to determine whether the items (as bgt#ae content judges) are primarily
measuring their intended domain specification, betler the items also are measuring the other
domain specification that are under investigati@inn et al., 1999, p. 27-28).

To provide further evidence of item content-relas@@ohen’s ES index needed to be
calculated (Table 2). “The ES provides valuabferimation about the magnitude or size of the
difference between two means being compared...'nam@ importantly provides an important
indication of the practical significance of an ERi(in et a., 1999, p. 28; Hill & Thompson,
2004). Hill and Thompson discuss the practicahificance of calculating ES relating to a
clinical depression intervention. Two intervensaeceived identical ES scores, but following
administration to two groups, only one interventpyoduced significant results. Despite

identical ES values, only one intervention actupthgsessed practical significance.
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Mean Content-Relevance Scores and Mean-DiffereffeetESizes
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Mean Dimension Ratings

Mean-Difference ES

Meanddsion Ratings

Mean-Difference ES

Item
1.[c]
2.[c]
3.]a]
4.[c]
5.[c]
6.[a]
7.]€e]
8.[e]
9.[a]
10.[c]
11.[a]
12.[c]
13.[e]
14.[e]
15.]€e]
16.[a]
17.[a]
18|c]

Affect

5.00 4.25 2.75
5.50 3.25 1.75
2.50 6.00 4.25
2.75 4.00 2.75
3.25 4.50 4.00
3.00 5.25 6.25
4.25 5.00 4.75
2.75 6.00 2.75
3.50 4.75 5.50
6.00 3.25 2.25
3.75 4.75 5.25
5.00 6.00 5.25
3.75 4.50 2.25
3.25 5.75 3.25
3.25 6.25 3.25
3.75 3.50 5.00
3.75 5.00 6.50
5.25 3.75 2.00

Emotion Appraisal Contrast 1 Contrast 2 Item  Affect

Emotion Appraisal

c-e (0.51) c-a(1.16) 19[e] 253. 6.25
c-e (0.85) c-a(1.88) 20.[e] 4.50 3.75
a-c (0.83) a-e(-0.921.[a] 4.00 5.75
c-e (-0.64) c-a(0.00) 22.][a] 4.25 5.50
c-e (-0.60)-a (-0.29) 23.[c] 5.75 3.25
a-c (2.23) a-e(1.04) 24.[e] 4.00 3.75
e-c (0.56) e-a(0.28) 25.[e].004 5.50
e-c (2.69) e-a(3.65) 26.[c] 5.50 4.00
a-c (1.23) a-e (0.54) 27.[a].004 4.75
c-e (2.27) c-a(3.54) 28.[e] 5.00 4.50
a-c (0.76) a-e(0.31) 29.[83.50 4.75
c-e (-1.23) c-a(-0.22) 30.[c] 5.25 4.00
e-c (0.34) e-a(1.39) 31.[&.25 5.00
e-c (1.98) e-a(2.60) 32.[e] 4.00 5.50
e-c (2.68) e-a(3.95) 33.a}.75 4.25
a-c (1.18) a-e (0.77) 34.[a] 3.50 3.00
a-c (2.15) a-e (2.11) 35.[¢3.00 2.75
c-e (0.64) c-a(1.43) 36.[c] 4.00 4.75

3.00
2.25
4.50
5.25
2.25
2.25
4.25
2.25
6.00
4.75
6.00
2.25
5.25
5.00
5.50
4.75
2.00
3.75

Contrast 1 Contrast 2
e-c (2.68) e-a(4.80)
e-c (-0.23) e-a (1.00)
a-c (0.46) a-e(-1.11)
a-c (0.58) a-e (-0.17)
c-e (1.67) c-a(2.17)
e-c (-.011) e-a(1.19)
e-c (1.11) e-a(1.11)
c-e (0.74) c-a(1.70)
a-c (1.55) a-e (1.40)
e-c (-0.23) e-a (-0.15)
a-c (2.31) a-e(1.84)
c-e (0.64) c-a(1.66)
a-c (0.58) a-e (0.19)
e-c (1.23) e-a(0.37)
c-e (0.65) c-a (-0.77)
a-c (0.69) a-e (0.94)
e-c (-0.10)e-a (0.43)
c-e (-0.68) c-a (0.20)

Letter in brackets identify the dimension thatke item was originally intended to measure: [cpre affect; [e] = emotion; and
[a] = appraisal. Table was modified from Dunle (1999, p. 29).
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Guidelines for interpreting ES values were basethose of Dunn et al., who had
adopted the recommendations put forth by Cohen7)19& value “...of .80 or greater was
considered to show a large ES, and a value rariging.50 to .79 was considered to represent a
moderate ES” (Dunn et al., p. 28). Note that thedees were only used as a guideline. The
strict use of Cohen’s benchmarks is “an inappra@risterpretation strategy” according to Hill
and Thompson (p. 188). “The appropriate interpi@tastrategy explicitly and directly
compares the effects in a given study with thectezes obtained in prior studies in the related
literature” and thus recognizes that “effect magpts are context-specific” (2004, p. 188).
Direct comparison with other research was not jts$fiecause no earlier research existed
reporting on the development of an emotions-basedioor recreation conflict scale. Careful
examination of V coefficient scores, ES values, sviewer open-ended feedback identified 13
items that were removed as candidates for the emsbased conflict scale. Six items were
from the core affect dimension (i.e., 1, 4, 5,3@, and 36), four were from the emotion
dimension (i.e., 13, 24, 32, and 35), and thremftioe appraisal dimension (i.e., 3, 9, and 21).

Although item one (“I became upset, which made etyeation experience pleasant”)
received moderate to large ES values, reviewer camsiraised consistent concerns that the
item was measuring multiple dimensions. One regresaid “triple barreled” while two others
agreed that it was “double barreled” and measurirmgconstructs simultaneously. Items four
and five were both victims of a similar concernt perhaps more importantly both items
received very low V coefficient scores (.29 andr@&pectively) and extremely weak ES values
providing statistical evidence and justificatiom tbeir removal. The mean dimension ratings for
item 12 (“The behaviour of another person madeeeédngry and created an immediate feeling

of intense displeasure”) were all very high sugggstome confusion amongst reviewers as to
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this items appropriate dimension. ES values furskipport this item inconsistency. One
reviewer said that the item read as a vague agbitesn, while another felt that it was
measuring two concepts. This same reviewer wasertord about the use of “immediate
feeling”. Item 30 (“I became nervous and no lonigérrelaxed while engaged in my outdoor
recreation experience”) actually scored reasonablyon both the V coefficient (.71) and ES
values. There was some disagreement among re@eweather or not this item was intended
for the core affect or emotion dimension. Thesgceons and the fact that a sufficient number of
accepted affect items remained, lead to this itemgoremoved. Finally, item 36 (“I felt angry
towards another recreationist that made me fee$std”) was removed because of poor
statistical performance according to both V andvBlBes. Open-ended comments raised
concerns about the unidimensionality of the iter #rat it may be measuring two concepts as
well as the causal direction that the item was yimgl. One reviewer said, “| would have
thought the stress would have caused the angeth@ainger cause the stress”.

Item 13 from the emotion dimension received satigfry statistical scores and also
possessed a large ES (1.39) for appraisal, shosvildgnce that it clearly does not associate with
that dimension. It may however have been closagsuring the core affect dimension. The
belief of one reviewer was that the item did netacly identify an affective change and the
concern was that the item would not distinguisimeen a pre-experience emotional state and an
emotional change that occurred during a recreatiqerience. According to reviewers it was
clear that item 24 (“I felt distressed during mgresation experience”) was not associated with
the appraisal dimension. Unfortunately, reportgoéssociation with core affect and emotion
were mixed. Mean dimension scores of 4.00 and fé7&ffect and emotion respectively show

that none of the reviewers could agree upon whietedsion the item belonged. Comments
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supporting the removal of item 24 included, “Hovsigessed and distressed different? That's
pretty complicated and hard to see how it relateaterpersonal conflict”. Item 32 (“I felt
scared when around other people on the trail”)aaet too much ambiguity in its proposed
format. Mean dimension ratings were almost equslit between core affect, emotion, and
appraisal (4.00, 5.50, and 5.00 respectively)fyisty its removal. Item 35 (“l was very
dissatisfied with my recreation experience todags wemoved because of agreement but all
reviewers that it did not suit any of the three @éimsions. Mean dimension ratings of 3.00, 2.75,
and 2.00 for affect, emotion, and appraisal illatgthis. A V coefficient value of .30 clearly
suggests that the item is not measuring the intted®tion dimension. No reviewer comments
were given.

Item 3 from the appraisal dimension was removexbge reviewer ratings clearly
suggested that they believed the item to be a meafltbe emotion dimension. Evidence of this
was found in one reviewer comment, “This one gete@change in emotion well”. The intent
however was to address the cause of the changsimmpty the change. The cause for removal
of item 9 (“I felt scared of other trail users besa of their behaviour) was more difficult to
pinpoint. Statistically, the item performed welkhva V coefficient value of .75 (although this is
still below the .80 guideline) and moderate to éaEf values suggesting that the item was
capturing the appraisal dimension. One reviewl, $& seems to contain an appraisal element,
but not clear what it is. A very vague focus poirRRevisiting the theoretical foundation for the
item and realization that other similar items repraing the appraisal dimension scored higher
justified removal of this item. There may havermaething wrong with the item, however,
theoretically there was also no inherent benefiidaping the item when better performing

alternatives were available. Finally, item 21f€lt sad because the actions of other detracted
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from the enjoyment of my recreation experience”swamoved because according to one
reviewer it appeared to be “A triple barrelled diges. Statistically results also supported a
stronger fit with the emotions dimension (-1.11).

Of the remaining 23 items, 12 were subject to mai@nges based on reviewer
comments and re-examination of the theoretical dation of the items and their underlying
dimensions. Each of the items found to best measareeaffect possessed strong statistical
scores (see Table 26 and Table 27) except for3@mrlhere was a strong theoretical foundation
for keeping the item and therefore modificationsev@ade and the item kept. Stress was
replaced with ‘distressed” and emotive feelingsen@ore strongly linked to disrespectful
behaviour as found common in the conflict literat(e.g., Vaske et al., 2004). Items 2, 18, and
23 each received minor modifications.

Each of the items representing the appraisal dimmer{se., 6, 11, 16, 17, 22, 27, 29, 31,
and 34) each possessed acceptable ES statissaéikrexcept for item 22 (see Table 27), which
suggested some potential overlap with the emotioredsion. Analysis of reviewer comments
revealed a potential solution: “The appraisal congm just seems vague. In conflict research
we often have asked them to describe that behasimdithe type of trail user...and what's the
behaviour?” Item 27 was also subject to minorsiewvis based on reviewer recommendations.
Readers are directed to Table 3 for a list of 2litéms with their modifications. Items 11, 16,
31, and 34 received lower than acceptable V caefficscores, however ES values were more
supportive of their retention, in particular ited® and 34 which both received moderate to large
ES values.

Items 8, 14, 15, 19, and 25 representing the em®timension each performed

extremely well statistically (See Table 27). Item<20, and 28 did not perform as well, but were
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retained because theoretically these items wereatag to perform well. Changes to each of the
items were however made based on reviewer commé&wotsexample, item 20 (I felt anxious
while engaged in my outdoor recreation activity’'gsachanged to better capture a change in
emotions and the magnitude of the item reduced:a$t believed by one reviewer that the item

was too negative (“It seems you are implying a tiegautcome of some type”).
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Table 28
Original and Modified Item Comparison
ltem Original Wording Modified Wording Explanatiari
Change
2 My recreation experience toda My recreation experience toda Inserted “became” to
was very unpleasant became very unpleasant better capture the
“change” in core affect
18 | experienced a change in my | experienced a change from Changed to reflect a
feelings of general happiness to  feeling happy to feeling more specific change in
feeling tense during my unhappy during my involvement happiness and remove
involvement in my outdoor in my outdoor recreation assumption of “general
recreation activity experience happiness state”
23 My general demeanor change My mood changed from feeling  “general demeanor”
from being relaxed to feeling relaxed to feeling anxious  replaced with “mood”
anxious to avoid ambiguity
33 The stress caused by the actions | felt distressed by the Feelings more strongly
of another recreationist made disrespectful behaviour of otherlinked to a specific type
me feel unpleasant trail users of behaviour
11 | felt dissatisfied with my | felt displeasure with my Dissatisfied replaced
recreation experience because recreation experience because with displeasure
my encounters with other trail my encounters with other trail  believing that this
users users better represented an
emotion
16 | was alarmed by the | was upset by the inappropriateAlarmed replaced with
inappropriate behaviours of  behaviours of other trail users upset to better capture
other trail users emotion
22 | became angry because of th | became angry because othe Behaviour of other trail
behaviour of another trail usel  trail users were not obeying users replaced with a
appropriate trail etiquette  more identifiable action
27 | felt disgust because of the | became annoyed because of Felt replaced with
reckless and careless behaviour the reckless and careless became to capture
of other trail users behaviour of other trail users  change and annoyed
better represented
emotion
31 | became upset as a result of | was upset because | Changed general
encountering too many other encountered too many other tr¢  wording to improve
trail users users readability
7 | felt very apprehensive when | felt apprehension towards  Reworded to simplify
around too many people along other trail users
the trail
20 | felt anxious while engaged ir | became nervous while engag  Inserted became to
my outdoor recreation activity in my outdoor recreation capture change in
experience emotions
28 | felt tense when around other | felt a sense of anxiety towards Anxiety believed to be
people on the tralil other trail users a more powerful

emotion
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Overall, results from the expert review of itenrmtamt validity found good support for a
number of the proposed items. Other items wergugld by issues concerning their
unidimensionality and were considered by the reeiswo be “double barreled”. And other
items were retained with only minor revisions rethto wording concerns. The decision to
retain or eliminate items was not a purely stat@tone. V coefficient and ES benchmarks were
used as guidelines, but because of the contextfgpeature of the items and dimensions, the a
priori theoretical foundation(s) for items was eelion when making any final decisions.
Inclusion of an expert-review of item content-relage is not common in the statistical literature
according to Dunn et al. (1999). In their artidlscussingThe empirical assessment of
construct validity O’Leary-Kelly and Vokurka (1998) made no referemo the expert-reviewer
procedures as either a recommended, importangaassary step. Examination of three leisure-
related scale development articles (i.e., Jacksdmagsh, 1996; Trottier, Brown, Hobson, &
Miller, 2002; and Peden & Schuster, 2008) foundrmemtion of the use of any form of expert-
reviewer evaluation. It must be assumed thatatditional evaluation was not conducted.
Under the present investigation, the expert-revigwecess proved beneficial in identifying,
eliminating, modifying, and theoretically strengtimgy the list of items presented to JNP visitors
to be used as part of the primary evaluation psacéscomplete list of the 23 final items
included for analysis in the survey instrumentisted are provided below as part of the scale
validation section. Detailed analysis of the sdt#ms and dimensions is provided next based on

exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis.
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CHAPTER SIX
Scale Validation: Exploratory and Confirmatory Feachnalysis

6.1 Introduction

A primary goal of this research study was to depel multi-dimensional, multi-item
conflict scale that better captured the emotiomaffective component of people’s conflict
experiences. Although “There is no formal crafor what is and what is not an emotion”
(Russell, 2003, p. 145), psychological investigagionto emotions and mood have identified a
number of components that comprise emotional @céffe reactions to events or situations
(Russell, 1980, 1999, 2003; Russell & Snodgras87)19It was theorized in this research
investigation that outdoor recreation conflicthe &xperiencing of a negative emotion
characterized by what Russell (2003) calls an ‘émnat episode’. Therefore conflict is the
reciprocal reaction of our emotions (i.e., thosdifgs of being angry at someone, frustrated by
the actions of another person, etc), our core &ffex, our changing feelings of pleasure-
displeasure and tension-relaxation), and our covgnétppraisals or attributions (i.e., the way we
mentally or cognitively make sense of the situagoent occurring around us). The reader is
encouraged to re-read section 2.11 for a morelddtaxplanation of these three constructs. To
effectively measure/capture the multi-dimensiogaditthe people’s emotional reactions a multi-
dimensional, this study proposed a multi-item scale
6.2 Scale Development Research Methods

Developing and validating the proposed outdoore&@on conflict scale required
following a number of established procedures asrde=d by Mo, Howard, and Havitz (1993)
and Dunn, Bouffard, and Rogers (1999). Initialé/stale items representing each of the three

dimensions (i.e., emotions, appraisal, core affe@ete developed based on the literature on
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conflict and emotions. An expert panel of leistesearchers subsequently assessed the item-
content relevance of each of the 36 items. Quaigand quantitative analysis of their feedback
resulted in the elimination of 13 items. Itemsdogjing to the “Emotion” dimension direct an
emotion at someone else (e.g., “l was frustrate¢d several other people on the trail”).
“Appraisal” dimension items introduce the cogniteygpraisal component whereby individuals
identify specifically the cause of their particutaggative emotion (e.g., “I was annoyed because
other trails users were damaging/disrespectingéteral environment”). The final “Core

Affect” dimension items more closely capture chageindividuals mood states (e.g., “My
recreation experience today became very unpleas@hg resultant three-dimensional, 23-item

scale is shown in Table 29.
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Table 29
Original Three-Dimension 23 Item Outdoor Recreattamflict Scale

Emotion Appraisal Core Affect
3. | felt apprehension towards othe! 4. | felt contempt towards other trai 1. My recreation experience today
trail users. users because they interfered with became very unpleasant.

my personal goals.

5. | felt anger towards another 6. | felt displeasure with my 2. | felt tense (as opposed to calm
person(s). recreation experience because of mand relaxed) during my outdoor

encounters with other trail users.  recreation experience.
9. | was frustrated with several othe 10. | was upset by the inappropriatt 8. | experienced a change from
people on the trail. behaviours of other trail users. feeling happy to feeling unhappy
during my involvement in my
outdoor recreation experience.
13. | felt disgust towards other trail 14. | was annoyed because other tralll. My mood changed from feeling
users. users were damaging/disrespecting relaxed to feeling anxious.
the natural environment.
16. | felt a sense of anxiety towards 17. | became annoyed because of - 15. | became nervous while engaged
other trail users. reckless and careless behaviour of in my outdoor recreation experience.
other trail users.
19. | felt hatred towards another 20. | became angry because other 18. Overall, my feelings changed

group of trail users. trail users were not obeying from happy to sad during my
appropriate trail etiquette. outdoor recreation experience.

21. | felt distressed by the 23. | felt frustrated because the trai

disrespectful behaviour of other tra was so crowded.

users.

24. | felt annoyed by other trail user25. | was upset because |

around me. encountered too many other trail
users.

26. | wasn't able to enjoy my leisurt
experience as much as |
hoped/wanted because of an
encounter with another group of tra
users.

NOTE: The numbering reflects the order that thgyeaped on the questionnaire distributed to
study participants. From this point forward satdens will be referred to by their numbering
listed above. #7, #12, and #22 are not listed alb@cause they were “positive” items inserted
to cross-check participant responses for validity.
6.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis

An a priori theory was formulated based on thechslogical literature on emotions that
stipulated the existence of three distinct yetelated factors each able to be measured using
unique indicators. A confirmatory factor analygt$A) was performed to confirm or deny the

existence of the a priori model (see Figure 12FyACas the name suggests, is a “confirmatory

technique” most often run using structural equatimdeling to test a theory for which potential
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relationships among variables and factors hasdjrbaen posited (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).
Model superiority was based on goodness-of-fitaadi(Hu & Bentler, 1999; Hooper, Coughlan,
& Mullen, 2008). Absolute fit indexes (i.e., Chg&are, CFl, GFl, SRMR, RMSEA) assess
“how well an a priori model reproduces the sam@&at(Hu & Bentler, 1999, p. 2). The chi-
square test remains a popular fit statistic, howévs limied because of its sensitivity to sample
size (Hooper et al., 2008). According to Hoopealet‘the Chi-Square statistic nearly always
rejects the model when large samples are usedarfunately]...where small samples are used,
the Chi-Square statistic lacks power and becaui@may not discriminate between good
fitting models and poor fitting models” (2008, pl)5 The goodness-of-fit statistic or GFI was
created as an alternative to the Chi-Square tedot®skog and Sorbom (Hooper et al., 2008).
“By looking at the variances and covariances actalifor by the model [GFI] shows how
closely the model comes to replicating the obseom@riance matrix” (Hooper et al., 2008, p.
54). A cut-off value of 0.90 has traditionally meecommended for GFI, however with lower
factor loadings and samples sizes the suggesteaffduas now become 0.95 (Hooper et al.,
2008). The root mean square error of approximgfMSEA) is a popular fit indice and
considered one of the most informative becaus@&®teénsitivity to the number of estimated
parameters in the model” (Hooper et al., 2008 4p. 5In other words, the RMSEA favours
parsimony in that it will choose the model with teeser number of parameters” (Hooper et al.,
2008, p. 54). Hu and Bentler (1999) recommendtafcualue of close to .06 RMSEA in order
to confidently suggest a relatively good fit betwdwspothesized models and observed data.
Values above .07 are considered to be indicativeeragédiocre or even poor fitting model
(Hooper et al.). The standardized root mean sqesidual (SRMR) is another commonly

reported fit indice. Values less than .05 are wared ideal and representative of well-fitting
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models, however values up to .08 are acceptable&(Bantler; Hooper et al.). “...it must be
noted that SRMR will be lower when there is a higimber of parameters in the model and in
models based on large sample sizes” (Hooper €G08, p. 55). Finally, the comparative fit
index (CFI) is an often relied upon fit indice besa it has been found to perform well even with
small sample sizes (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).oider to ensure that misspecified models are
not accepted a value greater than .90 is needédyvalues>.95 being preferred as they are more

indicative of a good fitting model (Hu & Bentlerodper et al.).
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Figure 12: Three-Dimension 23-ltem A Priori Model
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The CFA rejected the theorized model of emotidfigure 12). Although the Chi-Square
statistic (%¢=2320.16; df=227) rejects the current model, begitis sensitive to sample size it
is uncertain whether this statistical finding igeault of this study’s large sample size (N=422).
The results for the GFI (GFI=.68) further confirhetcurrent model’s poor fit. Values of .90 or
higher are typically considered acceptable (Hoepead., 2008). The CFA also produced a
RMSEA value of .15, well above the upper limit aft-of .07. The a priori model was specified
with 26 parameters estimates; a large number thgtahleast partially explain the high RMSEA
value. The SRMR however, tends to favour modelk gieater numbers of parameters.
Unfortunately, an SRMR value of .097 was produedtch is well above the accepted limit of
.08 and considerably higher than the .05 valuecatdie of well fitting models (Hooper et al.,
2008). Unlike the Chi-Square, the CFl is leastetd by sample size. Value95 are
indicative of good fitting models. The a priori ded produced a CFl of .87. This value is also
below the .90 value necessary for ensuring thaspeisified models are not accepted (Hu &
Bentler, 1999). It seems likely that at the vexgdt there has been some misspecification of the
model when compared to the observed data basdteddRl and which further lends support to
the very poor findings from the other fit indice®( Chi-Square, GFI, RMSEA, SRMR).

The modification indices presented in the LISREagram output confirmed a number
of apparent misspecifications. For instance, tesiulggested items 15 and 18 were better at
capturing the emotion and appraisal dimensions vithey were theorized to measure the core
affect dimension. Similarly, items 3, 5, and 9 &each theorized to represent the emotion
dimension. The modification indices suggestedteebenodel fit with these three items loading

on the core affect and appraisal dimensions. Niatibn indices also suggested moving items
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21 and 24 to load on core affect and that item 28 better representative of either the emotion
or core affect dimensions.
6.4 Exploratory Factor Analysis

Theoretically a three-factor solution (i.e., ematiappraisal, core affect) had been
established based on a review of the psychologiteghture on emotions. The CFA goodness-
of-fit indices for the a priori model revealed ttia¢ model did not fit the observed data.
Modification indices revealed a number of potentt@nges for improving model fit. An
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was thereforedimted. The development of an emotion-
based outdoor recreation conflict scale is a neartttical construct and EFA was performed to
help shed light on the modifications recommendethbyCFA. It was hoped that this would
help identify any potential problematic items (iieems that did not load on their intended
dimension or exhibited cross-loadings with multigimensions). The complete sample
(N=458) was split into two separate samples (Sarhple254, and Sample 2 n=204) to verify
the final scale. Two separate EFA’s were performal the first sample. The first EFA did not
specify the number of factors desired wherease¢hersl EFA specified a three-factor solution.
To improve the validity of the scale items anddduce the likelihood of variables cross-loading
a more stringent factor loading value of .55 wasdu§ abachnick & Fidell, 2005). The factor

loadings for the unspecified EFA are shown in Télfle
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Table 30
Rotated Component Matrix of the Five-Factor Solutd the 23-Item Outdoor Recreation

Conflict Scale (N=254)

Iltem # 1 2 3 4 5

1 -.020 -.042 .687 .039 110
2 .092 -.011 506 AT77 201
8 .148 .090 .588 301 .288
11 .186 .200 213 742 -.076
15 -.088 -.025 .066 .852 .039
18 141 312 .703 A77 -.076
3 .259 .090 .530 157 .072
5 .305 430 513 179 -.367
9 .627 .196 .261 .030 -.245
13 514 .229 307 .075 -.241
16 .364 .360 .226 394 -.301
19 .104 231 227 .041 .632
21 216 .803 .193 .060 .046
24 776 167 .236 .098 -.060
4 .350 272 .642 .019 -.092
6 .396 .199 .509 -.064 -.179
14 141 .801 .083 -.016 -.002
17 146 .856 118 .073 118
20 153 .809 .068 .089 JA11
23 .839 .165 -.030 -.001 .302
25 .861 .098 .093 .028 .165
26 775 195 .200 .082 .041
10 494 578 170 .091 -.260

NOTE: Item 16 did not have any loadings of .55 ighkr and cross-loaded with three
dimensions at the cut-off of .312.

As reported, this unspecified EFA produced a fizetdr solution. Closer examination of
the factor loadings showed that only item 19 (ft Featred towards another group of trail users”)
loaded on the fifth factor. Similarly, items 1My mood changed from feeling relaxed to
feeling anxious”) and 15 (“I became nervous whitgaged in my outdoor recreation
experience”) were the only two to load on factarrfadConsequently, this EFA provides evidence
of a simpler three-factor solution, as was inijigheorized. Results from the scree plot further

support the existence of a three-factor solution.
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Further evaluation of the item factor loadings destrated preliminary agreement
regarding the existence of the theorized three-dso@al construct (i.e., emotion, appraisal,
core affect). For example, items 9, 13, and 24eveach theorized to be part of the first emotion
dimension, however items 23, 25, and 26, whichédaoh factor one were in fact theorized to
be part of the second appraisal dimension andftirershould have loaded on factor two. Item
13 possessed a factor loading of .514 on factor dies was below the established value of .55,
however because it did not have any cross-loadivgas decided that factor one was the
appropriate dimension. Theoretically, item 13 Veagling as predicted and therefore it was
decided to await the results from the three-faspacified EFA. Dimension two (appraisal) held
together with items 14, 17, 20, and 10 loadinghastized. Item 21 which should have loaded
on factor one in fact had a very strong loading86f3 on factor two. Dimension three (core
affect) held together as well with items one, teight, and 18 each loading as theorized.
Unfortunately items three and five should have &hdn factor two. Item five shows evidence
of cross-loading with factor two (.430), althoudjistvalue is below .55 but greater than
previously used standards of .312.

The unspecified EFA suggested the existence mhpler three-factor solution and
demonstrated evidence that the three theorizedrdiioies were appropriate. A second EFA was
run specifying a three-factor solution to help bkt more clearly the retention of the three-
dimensions and to potentially identify those iteimst were the most problematic. The rotated

component matrix for the three-factor solutionhswn in Table 31.
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Table 31
Rotated Component Matrix of the Three-Factor Sotutf the 23-ltem Outdoor Recreation
Conflict Scale (N=254)

ltem # 1 2 3
1 .087 -.026 .563
2 .104 .006 .695
8 191 .102 .645
11 129 222 612
15 -.184 -.005 .593
18 241 .336 .636
3 .320 .103 495
5 .385 .455 466
9 .667 .205 173
13 .559 241 242
16 .363 .380 .381
19 101 218 211
21 .238 .806 151
24 .789 170 .196
4 .455 .289 479
6 492 213 .320
14 .158 .800 .020
17 152 .855 .105
20 .148 .807 .078
23 797 147 -.063
25 .844 .088 .047
26 778 194 161
10 517 .587 133

NOTE: ltems 5, 16, 19, 4, and 6 did not load sigaritly on any of the three dimensions. Item
10 showed a good loading of .587 on dimension tutcstrong evidence of cross-loading with
dimension one (.517).

The specified three-factor EFA confirmed the existeof three distinct emotional
dimensions. The first emotion dimension had €/ that loaded above the cut-off factor
loadings value of .55 (i.e., 9, 13, 24, 23, 25, 2&) item six (.492) that loaded below. Each of
these items except for item six had all loaded ttogyein the unspecified EFA suggesting that
they belong together and are measuring the sansraonh Items 9, 13, and 24 were originally

intended to be emotion dimension items, howevenst23, 25, and 26 were created to capture

the appraisal dimension of emotions. Closer exatiun of these three items with each other
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and items 9, 13, and 24 revealed that they haveong in common; most apparent is their
wording/phrasing of “other trail users”. Theraistrong possibility that they are loading
together because of this common wording. Itemaigiinally designed to measure the appraisal
dimension was eliminated from any further analy&sause of its lower than acceptable factor
loading and because it does not appear to havaiagyh common with its intended dimension.
Items 23, 25, and 26 were kept because of theyr steong factor loadings (i.e., .797, .844, .778
respectively) despite the fact that they are logdin the incorrect dimension. A more detailed
look at these items is presented in the discusaioihconclusion chapter, however, regardless
additional evaluation will be required to bettepksn the exact reason(s) for the change in
dimension.

The second appraisal dimension contained fourst@m, 17, 20, and 21) with very
strong loadings (See Table 31). Three of thesesitd4, 17, and 20) were created to measure
the appraisal dimension and therefore this dimenappears to be retaining its theoretical
structure. Item 21 was however intended for dinemene (emotion). Re-evaluation of this
item’s wording (“I felt distressed by the disrestielcbehaviour of other trail users”) confirmed
that it more closely captured the appraisal compbné&he inclusion of the word “by” followed
by a clearly identifiable action (i.e., “disresgatbehaviour’) makes this item more closely
resemble the other appraisal items because indilgdgue now identifying the specific cause of
their negative emotion. Its very strong factordiog (.806) provides additional evidence for
retention of this item, but also for the movingstitem to the second appraisal dimension.

The third core affect dimension loaded complegsyntended providing proof that each
of the originally designed items (1, 2, 8, 11, 45d 18) were measuring the intended construct.

Items 1, 2, 8, and 18 each also loaded togethieifirst unspecified EFA, while items 11 and
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15 loaded very strongly together. Item three ()4950 loaded on this dimension however it was
eliminated from further analysis because its fatdading was below the established value of
.55. This factor appears to be capturing the affext component of emotions.

The remaining items (i.e., 3, 4, 5, 6, 10, 16, &8pwere each eliminated from further
analysis because of insufficient factor loading®ss each of the three dimensions. Only item
10 (.587) exhibited a satisfactory factor loadimgtioe appraisal dimension, but also possessed a
factor loading (.517) on the emotion dimension thaggested the likelihood of cross-loadings
and evidence that item 10 was potentially measurinlfiple constructs. The exploratory factor
analysis results confirmed the existence of theetldistinct dimensions and further confirmed
that many of the items loaded on their originatiiended dimensions. The result is a 16-item
scale that appears to capture the emotion dimeisens 9, 13, 24, 23, 25, and 26), the
appraisal dimension (items 21, 14, 17, and 20),taedore affect dimension (items 1, 2, 8, 11,
15, and 18).

6.5 Confirmatory Factor Analysis Revisited

The exploratory factor analysis established thate existed three separate factors each
with their own set of correlated indicators. Bas@on the statistical results from the first CFA
and the EFA as well as theoretical reasoning & ¢bth6 indicators were identified. A
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducteddafirm the existence of a three-factor 16-

item scale. The factor structure for the thredefiag6-item model is presented in Figure 13.
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The findings from the second CFA attempted to yeahk revised 16-item three-factor

Dyz

model. Results from the three-factor 16-item CHRAvged very strong improvements to the Chi-

Square statistic (3¢353.44, df=101). These findings should be intetext with some caution,

however, because it is not uncommon to see imprewésrnn the Chi-Square when

parameters/number of indicators is reduced andaflensample size is used. Although an
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improvement did result it is possible that the Shjare is not discriminating between a good
fitting and poor fitting model (Hooper et al., 2008mprovement was also found in regard to the
goodness-of-fit statistic (GFI) (.83 vs .68). Thstill below the recommended cutoff of .90.
The SRMR fit indice (SRMR=.087) showed similar impements. This value, however, is still
above the maximum .08 value considered acceptdideper et al., note that the “SRMR will be
lower when there is a high number of parametetsermodel and in models based on large
sample sizes” (2008, p. 55). Therefore, seeirtgoag improvement in the SRMR after having
reduced/eliminated the number of parameters afidadia smaller sample size should be
interpreted positively. Strong improvements wea@pced for the RMSEA (.117) under the
current model. This value is still above the renmended cutoff of .06 and upper limit of .07
(Hu & Bentler, 1999). As with the Chi-Square, tmgrovement to the RMSEA should be
interpreted with some caution as the RMSEA favonoslels with the fewest number of
parameters. The elimination of seven indicatorsip@&ters may be accounting at least partially
for the drop in the RMSEA value. The comparativéntlex (CFl) may be a better indicator of
model fit because it has been found to perform whkn sample sizes are small (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). The current model produced a CEB&f an improvement over the a priori model
(CFI=.87). Ideally, values.95 are proof of good fit.

The modification indices identified only two pdsigt modifications that would improve
the fit of the current model. The modificationggasted that item 13 better measured the
appraisal dimension followed by the core affectesion and not the emotion dimension.
Similarly, item 18 was found to better capture déippraisal dimension followed by the emotion
dimension and not the core affect dimension. Clegamination of the modification indices

revealed a potentially very strong correlation lwitems 23 and 26, both of which measure
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the emotion dimension. After reviewing each of iteens comprising each of the dimensions, it
was found that removing item 13 would not affee theoretical basis of the model, but would
offer potential statistical improvements. ItemHRl also produced factor loadings below the
established .55 cutoff for the unspecified EFA 4)6dnd only slightly above (.559) for the three-
factor specified EFA. Item 18 was also removedahee theoretically it is very similar to item
eight, therefore not theoretically altering thegmsed model, and had a slightly higher factor
loading score (.645) compared to item 18 (.636)an attempt toeliminate any problems created
by the correlation between items 23 and 26, iterw@8 also removed. Removal of this item fit
within the theoretical framework of the model. Tresulting 13-item, three-factor model is

shown in Figure 14.
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6.5.1 CFA Evaluation of 13-Item Three-Factor Model

Two confirmatory factor analyses were conductedgithe above 13-item, three-factor

model. The first involved the use of the n=204 gkem Strong improvements were produced

over the previous 16-item, three-factor model (Balele 32). Overall, the fit indices suggest that

the 13-item model is a much better fit to the obsdrdata. Each of the scale items loaded on

their intended dimensions with the modificationiges$ suggesting no alterations for improving

the loading of any of the items. The modificatindices did reveal the existence of some weak
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correlations between several of the items, howrearthanges were made to the existing model
as they did not fit with the theoretical construntierlying the model.

As a means of providing verification of the obsahfindings a second CFA was run on
the 13-item, three-factor model using the n=254damThe results revealed a better fitting

model than produced from the previous CFA (n=28é¢(Table 32).

Table 32

Goodness-of-Fit Indices for 13-ltem Three-Factordglo Multi-Group Analyses
Model X df RMSEA  SRMR CFF GFI
N=204 145.30 62 .085 .059 .94 .89
N=254 130.42 62 .068 .063 .96 .92

a. Root mean square error of approximation (Hu & BamtL999). Values close to .06
show good fit. Values between .08 and .10 dematestn@diocre fit (Hooper et al.,
2008).

b. Standardized root mean square residual (Hoopér, 2088). Values less than .05
indicate well fitting models. Values up to .08 aczeptable.

c. Comparative fit index (Hu & Bentler, 1999). .9@icates acceptable fit. Value®95
indicate good fit.

d. Good-of-fit statistic (Hooper et al., 2008). Vadxe90 are accepted as good fit.

Most notable of these improvements is perhaps M8ERA which dropped from .085 to .63.
This lies just above the .06 value suggested bamtluBentler but well within the upper limit
suggestion of .07. These are more recent adjussni@the accepted values for RMSEA.
Previously, values of .08 were accepted as goaittit values up to .10 showing mediocre fit
(Hooper et al.). The repeated findings for SRM&emcouraging and demonstrate a fairly well
fitting model. SRMR is sensitive to sample sizd &nds to produce lower values in models
based on large sample sizes (Hooper et al.). Tilrert SRMR results are encouraging given

the use of small sample sizes. Similarly, the aggefindings for CFl and GFI provide strong

evidence for a good fit.
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The modification indices for the CFA (n=254) shaoWkat item 15 was in fact measuring
the emotion dimension and not the intended coexaffimension. The fact that this
modification did not appear in the previous CFAZ04), because item 15 (.593) loaded on the
core affect dimension in the exploratory factorlgsia (EFA), and because theoretically item 15
was developed to measure core affect, no adjussmweaste made to the existing 13-item model.
Overall, the findings produced by the multi-groupACprovide strong evidence for a well fitting
13-item, three-factor model capable of measurirgetimotional reactions of people to outdoor
recreation conflict situations. The items that magehis final, 13-item, three-factor model are
reported in Table 33.

6.6 Scale Dimension Reliability

A series of Cronbach’s alpha reliability tests &veonducted using the full sample
(n=422) to determine the reliability of each of theee individual factors. Nunnally (1978)
noted that reliabilities of .70 or higher sufficéen working with “hypothesized measures of a
construct...” which under the present circumstameespresented by the scale’s 13 items as a
measure of people’s emotional reactions to outdecneation conflict. Furthermore, this is the
first known study of its kind that has attemptediévelop an emotions-based outdoor recreation
conflict scale. Reliability analysis of the ematidimension yielded a score of .84 well above
the accepted reliability value of .70. Item-tattdtistics suggested that removal of item 9 (“l was
frustrated with several other trail users”) wouldnease this dimensions reliability to .85. Item 9
was not removed from the emotion dimension becthesprevious exploratory
(unspecified=.627; three-factor=.667) and confimmafactor analyses proved item 9 to be
measuring the emotion dimension. Additionally, omal of item 9 offered only a minor

improvement in dimension reliability.
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Final 13-Item Three-Factor Scale
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Emotion

Appraisal

Core Affect

9. | was frustrated with severall4. | was annoyed because 1. My recreation experience

other people on the trail

24. | felt annoyed by other
trail users around me

25. | was upset because |
encountered too many other
users

26. | wasn't able to enjoy my 21. | felt distressed by the
leisure experience as much adisrespectful behaviour of

other trail users were

damaging/disrespecting the

natural environment

today became very unpleasant

17. 1 became annoyed becausg. | felt tense (as opposed to
of the reckless and careless calm and relaxed) during my
behaviour of other trail users outdoor recreation experience
20. | became angry because 8. | experienced a change

other trail users were not
obeying appropriate trail
etiquette

| hoped/wanted because of another trail users

encounter with another group
of trail users

from feeling happy to feeling
unhappy during my
involvement in my outdoor
recreation experience

11. My mood changed from
feeling relaxed to feeling
anxious

15. | became nervous while
engaged in my outdoor
recreation experience

The appraisal dimension produced a very highbiiig of .86. Removal of any of the

four items did not produce an improvement to dinmamseliability. The reliability for the core

affect dimension was lower at .717, but still abtwe cutoff value of .7 for hypothesized

measures of a construct. The reliability of thimehsion would not be improved with the

removal of any of the five scale items.

6.7 Assessing Predictive Validity

The previous findings offered empirical evidenoethe construct validity (“empirical

assessment of the extent to which empirical indisateasure the construct,” O’Leary-Kelly &

Vokurka, 1998, p. 389) of the proposed outdoore&iion conflict measures. Such validation

also confirmed the unidimensionality of the thraetbr conflict scale, which involved
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“establishing that a set of empirical indicatorates to one and only one construct” and also the
scales reliability (O’Leary-Kelly & Vokurka, 1999, 390). Additional empirical evidence is
needed however to ascertain the predictive valwfitye proposed conflict measures, or how
well the conflict scale is able to actually predicturrences of conflict. “Predictive validity is
assessed by examining the future standing onexiortvariable as predicted from the present
standing on a measure of interest” (Bohrnstedt12p03208). Assessment of the scales’
predictive validity involved the use of correlatimegression, and Chi-Square analysis.

Correlation coefficients were first calculatedveee¢n each of the three conflict scale
dimensions. Each of the three dimensions wasfgigntly correlated (<0.00) with positive
medium size correlations (i.e., .3 to .4; Coh&88). The largest correlation was between the
emotion dimension and the appraisal dimension §.4T%is indicates that the more people agree
with the emotion statements the more they agree thé appraisal statements regarding conflict
and their experience. Similar findings were pragibetween emotion and core affect (.290)
and core affect and appraisal (.264).

To assess the predictive validity of the thredesdanensions, multiple correlations were
calculated between each of the dimensions andblasigreviously identified to be associated
with user conflict (i.e., activity, gender, whovedling with, knowledge of activity, importance
of Jasper National Park, importance of Jaspesstraatcreation satisfaction, attachment, being
easily disturbed, are you a Jasper resident, edacabnflict, disrespectful behaviours, goal
interference, and knowledge of trail network).

Differences between hikers/walkers and mountaersiwas of particular interest. The
emotion dimension was the only dimension signifiacorrelated with activity choice (r=-.188,

p=.000) suggesting that hikers/walkers are momdyliko agree with the emotion statements and
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therefore indicating that they have experiencedlimbn Previous research (Moore, Scott, &
Graefe, 1998) has found that hikers/walkers areersasceptible to conflict particularly when
compared with other activities that are regardebeaisg more technologically and/or
environmentally dominant as is mountain biking (Bufolland, & McEwen, 1983). The
amount/level of knowledge an individual has aboogdain activity has also been found to
influence reactions to other users. Researcheimtbas of serious leisure and recreation
specialization suggest that people who are moreuseor specialized with their chosen activity
are more likely to report greater levels of confliYaske et al. (2004) found this in their study o
skiers and snowboarders. Stenseng, Rise, and Rfi) reported that people who exhibited
‘obsessive passion’ for their chosen activity agperienced “...negative thoughts and emotions
when prevented from doing their activity” (p. 5 ertain types of encounters with other users
may prevent someone from participating (as intehdetheir activity resulting in conflict. The
correlations suggest that the core affect dimensioregatively but significantly correlated with
knowledge/expertise about activity (r=-.161, p=)0Mhterestingly, this suggests that as
knowledge/expertise decreases responses to cert affms are likely to increase (i.e., a person
is more likely to agree that they have experiennegative change to their feelings). Although
unforeseen, this type of finding is not uncommaihapa and Graefe (2003) found that less
skilled snowboarders and skiers reported/expertenuare conflict and were less tolerant of
unacceptable behaviours. Emotion (r=.027, p=.888)appraisal (r=.040, p=.419) were both
insignificant for activity knowledge/expertise. #wledge/expertise about the Jasper tralil
network produced similar findings for the core affdimension (r=-.096, p=.049), but resulted

in a positive, but small correlation with the appahdimension (r=.133, p=.006).
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Recreation satisfaction has become a primary fotositdoor recreation providers
(Fletcher & Fletcher, 2003; Manning, 2003). Bealije to ensure that people have a satisfying
recreation experience can help reduce and evemelienoccurrences of conflict. Results show
a small but significant correlation between eacthefthree dimensions and the question, “I am
satisfied with my recreation experience” (emotisnx49, p=.002; appraisal r=-.121, p=.013;
core affect r=-.194, p=.000). Essentially, ass$atition decreases responses to each of the three
dimensions is likely to increase suggesting thappehave experienced conflict in the form of a
negative change to the emotions in response tadfens of others.

Two questions asked responded about the importamté¢heir attachments to the trail
network around the town of Jasper. It might beeetgd that the more important and the more
attachment to the trails a person is the moreylikel or she would report experiencing conflict.
Emotion and core affect dimensions were not sigaift for importance, however appraisal had a
small negative correlation (r=-.102, p=.036), whitlgygests the lower the importance the more
likely people are going to agree with the apprassalements and therefore report some level of
conflict. Similar findings were found for peopleitachment to the trail network. Appraisal
was insignificant and emotion (r=-.102, p=.036) anck affect (r=-.106, p=.031) produced
small negative correlations. This surprising fimgimay be the result of the sample being largely
made up of first time international visitors whowla be expected to have very low attachment
to the trail network. Interestingly, attachmentisper National Park produced a small but
positive correlation with the emotion dimension.{26, p=.010). This supports much of the
place attachment literature (e.g., Warzecha & Lig@¥)1), which says that people with strong
attachments to places are likely to be more serditi the type and quality of experience that

they have while at that particular place.
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Several questions asked specifically about expeing conflict or other specific
behaviours while on the trails. For instance,ipgrants were asked, “| am easily disturbed or
irritated by the actions of others”. The emotiamension produced a medium correlation
(r=.371, p=.000), appraisal a small correlation182, p=.000) and core affect had no
correlation (r=.090, p=.065). Conflict is very atuassociated with the actions/behaviours of
others and therefore evidence for predictive validf the emotion and appraisal dimensions is
shown. The higher people report themselves bastgrted/irritated by others the more likely
they are to agree with the statements of the emaitnal appraisal dimensions. Participants were
also asked, “My recreation experience is ruinedmihexperience a negative emotion”. One
would expect a positive correlation between thisgion and each of the three dimensions and
that is exactly what was found (emotion r=.131089; appraisal r=.112, p=.025; core affect
r=.103, p=.041). The stronger people agree tingtgative emotion ruins their experience the
stronger they will also agree with each of theehdenensions. This not only provides some
additional evidence for the predictive validitytbe three dimensions but also supports this
study’s theoretical notion that conflict is the ekpncing of a negative emotion. Participants
reported on the effect of excessive noise and speeful behaviour on their trail experience.
No correlations were found between disrespectfoblbmur and the three dimensions. This is
somewhat surprising because previously it was fabatthe vast majority of participants listed
concerns surrounding disrespectful behaviour wheg were asked to define outdoor recreation
conflict. A negative correlation was found betwesessive noise and the emotion dimension
(r=-.156, p=.001) and positive with core affect.089, p=.043), although this correlation is
considered to be very small. The negative colelas interesting because it suggests that as

people report excessive noise to be less of ae,isksay are more likely to agree with the
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statements comprising the emotion dimension, whiggests they have experienced a negative
change in their emotions. It may in fact be that¢ are variables other than noise that influence
conflict. Perhaps most important for assessindiptige validity is how well the three

dimensions correlate with the question, “I haveegignce conflict today while on the trail”.

Each of the three dimensions produced medium pesitirrelations (emotion r=.420, p=.000;
appraisal r=.316, p=000; core affect r=.263, p=)00@0would appear from this that experiencing
conflict is correlated with responses to itemsasfteof the three dimensions.

No correlations were found between being a residedasper and only the emotion
dimension was correlated with level of educatieni01, p=.039). Although the correlation is
very small it still suggests that individuals witlgher levels of education are more likely to
agree with the emotion statements and thereforengatly report experiencing more conflict.

Regression analysis was performed to establispriwictive validity of the proposed
three-dimension conflict scale. An initial regrnesswas performed with the three dimensions as
independent variables and the question, “I havereapced conflict today while on the trail” as
the dependent variable. In regression variablaisaie most distal are entered first and most
proximal last. However, since each of the thremeeatfisions are correlated and considered to be
equally important names of each of the three dimoessvere entered randomly. Table 34

below presents the findings from the first regressi
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Table 34

Regression Analysis Predicting “I have experienoaaflict today while on the trail”

Regressor and predictor variable(s) ‘R AdiF R Sig.
Change

Core Affect .069 .067 .000

Core Affect and Emotion .198 194 129 .000

Core Affect, Emotion, and Appraisal 214 .208 .016 .000

It appears that the emotion dimension is able pda@x the greatest amount of variance in the
dependent variable. Core affect is able to ex@airoximately 7%, however once emotion was
added the explained variance increased to 19%mall Hut significant increase to
approximately 21% was witnessed when the thirdapal dimension was included. To help
explain the missing variance not able to be explaioy the three dimensions a stepwise
regression was performed with the addition of tiWing variables: gender, education, are
you a resident, importance of trails, experien@ngegative emotion, encountering more people
than desirable, witnessing disrespectful behaviotesference with personal goals, satisfaction
with recreation experience, knowledge/expertisé adtivity, activity, attachment to trail
network, attachment to Jasper National Park, edstyrbed/irritated by actions of others, and

excessive noise. Results from this regressiop@sented in Table 35.
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;?gpl)(\ivi?’sse Regression Analysis Predicting “I haveeeigmced conflict today while on the trail”

Regressor and predictor variable(s) ‘R AdiF R Sig.
Change

Emotion 155 153 .000

Emotion and Appraisal .180 175 .025 .001

Emotion, Appraisal, and | am easily disturbed or  .201 194 .021 .002

irritated by the actions of others
Emotion, Appraisal, | am easily disturbed or 215 .206 .014 .013

irritated by the actions of others, and Core Affect

Results reveal that only one construct; “I am gadigturbed or irritated by the actions of others”
is able to explain any additonal variance in theeselent variable. In fact, the stepwise
regression reveals that this additional variabke lietter predictor of conflict than the core affec
dimension. There are two possible explanationshiist Firstly, the additional variable
addresses specifically a potential root cause oflicb(i.e., actions of others) that was
previously identified by participants as both causktheir negative emotions and a component
of conflict in their personal definitions. Secopndhe core affect items only address general
mood changes throughout the recreation experiemt&@ not necessarily relate those changes
to specific “actions of others”. However, the cdative explained variance of these four
variables is identical to the explained variancéhefthree conflict dimensions. | would appear
that when only using the three dimensions that ftassible to capture to explained variance

found in the additional variable, “I am easily didied or irritated by the actions of others”.
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The 23-item a priori model was rejected. Goodiudd indices (i.e., CFl, GFIl, SRMR,
& RMSEA) established problems with the model speatfon. Modification indices produced
as output from the CFA run using LISREL, recommehad@umber of alterations. Many of the
changes did not make sense theoretically (e.g.imgotems 15 and 18 from the core affect
dimension to the emotion and appraisal dimensi&ihA was used to explore the reported
model misspecifications. An unspecified and spedifthree-factor) solution supported the use
of the three theorized dimensions. Some missgatidin was still present, resulting in the
moving of items to different dimensions after cateonsideration of the statistical and
theoretical evidence. Some items (i.e., 3, 4,30616, & 19) were each removed. The
resultant 16-item scale was subject to a CFA. Tésslted in the elimination of three final items
(13, 18, & 23). The final 13-item scale producdddTesults consistent with a good fitting
model (See Table 27), with excellent dimensioraf®lity. Correlation and regression analyses
were also able to establish the predictive validitjhe scale. Notable are the scales’
correlations with visitor satisfaction, place attaxent, and conflict, which produced the
strongest correlations. Regression further estagd all three dimensions to be the best
predictors of conflict above and beyond other donfelated variables. The significance of
these findings is discussed in the discussion andlasion.

Moving away from scale development and statisaeellysis, the next chapter examines
various topics and issues surrounding knowledgeedignation based on the interviews

conducted with Jasper National Park managementpees
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CHAPTER SEVEN
Qualitative Assessment: Conflict Research Utilizatin Jasper National Park
7.1 Introduction

Lewis (2007), in her paper examining the roleaésce in U.S. park service decision-
making emphasized a major dichotomy occurring betwbe amount of biological and physical
science research and the amount of social scieseairch being conducted. Her research
revealed that there were “at least” 211 scientlsiag research in Yellowstone based on the
number of research permits issued in 2006. OmbBethesearch permits, or 1.4%, however were
issued for social science research. Social sciepeg “...seems to be largely missing from the
national parks, especially as it relates to valaseld issues involving natural resources” (p. 38).
Lewis considers social science to be our biggesefge stall” and something that cannot be left
unaddressed.

Increasing the amount of research, however, appgedre only part of the problem. For
instance, much of the information on which Parked® managers rely comes directly from
research; particularly research conducted by urigiits and individuals not directly affiliated
with Canada’s parks system. Therefore, these nesisagore often than not are required to
manage complex social science issues such as eoutweation conflict with information
unfamiliar to them from research conducted by oth@ividuals. Additionally, findings from
research are often difficult for managers to diseapply because “research problems are
defined too narrowly and abstractly to have mugbliegtion” (Manning, 1999, p. 293). As a
result, “awareness of new approaches and technapessnot necessarily [guarantee] transfer to

active use of new management practices” (Wrigh®320. 2).
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While recommendations abound about how to impkmnavledge transfer between
researchers and managers and how to increasectirpanation of the social sciences into
resource management; the level of conflict undedstey and social science integration remains
relatively unknown throughout Canada’s nationakparAs researchers and natural resource
managers, we simply do not know the current sths®aal science and more precisely conflict
knowledge dissemination. The purpose of this ¢atale study was to provide insight into the
knowledge transfer process occurring between resees and Parks Canada Agency officials,
particularly management personnel working diretlyasper National Park. Specific attention
was given to addressing questions related to: (&) types of social science research is used to
inform management decisions? (b) is outdoor recne&onflict research consulted? (c) how is
this research information utilized? (d) Is reshandormation, including conflict research useful
and usable? and (e) what are the barriers topocating social science research into
management decisions?

Participants were also questioned about the custatis of their working relationship(s)
with academics. Specifically: (a) do they haveaking relationship with academics? (b) what
are the positives and negatives associated withetagonship? and (c) What can be done to
improve the working relationship between acaderarg$ park managers?

Finally, participants were asked to evaluate aaretedocument presenting new conflict
research findings based on the importance of theareh, its usefulness/usability, barriers to
use/adoption, and general quality of the docuntsatfi
7.2 Methodology

The following provides an analysis and interpiietabf the current state of social science

research incorporation, particularly outdoor rettagaconflict, occurring in Canada’s national
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parks. The study utilized a qualitative surveyesesh design, employing one-on-one interviews
using the combined interview guide and standardiaadat (i.e., semi-structured). The use of
gualitative interviews was most appropriate becéusermitted the retrieval of in-depth
information related to participants’, “...experies¢ perceptions, opinions, feelings, and
knowledge” concerning the use of social scienceareh in Canada’s national parks (Patton,
2002, p. 4). The use of a semi-structured interw@s also believed to be the most rigorous
means of obtaining the greatest amount of inforomati‘This combined strategy [or semi-
structured approach] offers the interviewer flelipin probing and in determining when it is
appropriate to explore certain subjects in gredégth, or even to pose questions about new
areas of inquiry that were not originally anticepdit (Patton, p. 347).

Despite the apparent importance of qualitativeaedebeing guided by a theoretical
framework (e.g., grounded theory, phenomenolodyagraphy, heuristic, case study), Patton
(2002) feels that it is not always necessary. medgrally, not all research questions are, or need
to be theory based. Patton says, that “it is eoeasary, in my opinion, to swear vows of
allegiance to any single epistemological perspediivuse qualitative methods” (2002, p. 136).
The current qualitative approach simply allowedegaties or dimensions to emerge from the
analysis of open-ended questioning as an incraasgerstanding of the phenomenon under
investigation was achieved. This methodology pt#eudisimultaneous collection and analysis of
the data, along with two stages of data codingthadnclusion of memo writing (Charmaz,
2000). The two stages of line-by-line coding aeldstive or focused coding permitted an initial
line-by-line coding of the data before progressmfpcused coding and the sorting of large
amounts of data into manageable themes that pethitie explanation of the topic under

investigation. The memo writing permitted gream¢erpretation of the data. As Charmaz



244

(2000) stated, memo writing, “...helps to spark dumking and encourages us to look at our
data and codes in new ways” (p. 517).
7.3 Researcher-as-Instrument

The credibility of qualitative methods is a retiea of the researcher as the instrument of
data collection (Patton, 2002). Patton has sugddbtt the credibility of the qualitative
methods, “...hinges to a great extent on the slalippetence, and rigor of the person doing
fieldwork — as well as things going on in a persdife that might prove a distraction” (2002, p.
14). Patton further suggests that some informattmwut the researcher should be included in
any qualitative report and offered the followingegtions as a guide. “What experience,
training, and perspective does the researcher boitige field?”, “How did the researcher gain
access to the study site?”, “What prior knowledgktle researcher bring to the researcher topic
and study site?”, “What personal connections dbesdsearcher have to the people, program, or
topic studied?” (Patton, 2002, p. 566). In essdtaiton says that it is best “...to report any
personal and professional information that may hedfexted data collection, analysis, and
interpretation” (2002, p. 566). Reflexivity thuedmmes critical in the process of reflecting
“...on the self as researcher” (Lincoln & Guba, 2000183).

Although my experience as a researcher and gradtiadent conducting qualitative
research is limited, | have however, previouslyrbpevided with training on conducting one-
on-one interviews. | have also been involved wesa& other qualitative based studies, including
a more recent qualitative study involving the inmpéntation of the grounded theory
methodology. As a researcher studying in the aséastdoor recreation and recreation conflict
| bring to each of the interviews strong theordticeowledge of the area. | also possess my own

interpretations and understandings of the field @edhaps, with that bring my own biases
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related to what research park managers shoulddogparating into their management decisions.
As a researcher | bring to my research both a oactstist and constructionist view of the
world. First, from the constructivist paradigmttieach person makes sense of the world in their
own way resulting in the existence of multiple read, all of which are correct. From the
constructionist perspective | also believe that“oealities” are molded by society and a pre-
existing worldview (Patton, 2002). My approachrdésearch is, as Lincoln and Guba (2000)
have also acknowledged, “...that of the constructibcamp, loosely defined” (p. 167). My
approach also fosters the constructivist aim “...talnaterpretive understanding of subjects’
meanings” (Charmaz, 2000, p. 510). This mergingespectives is not uncommon as Lincoln
and Guba recognized the continual shifting of prradtic boundaries.
7.4 Methods
7.4.1 Participants

Participants were recruited using a purposefulpiaug technique. Also known as
purposive or judgmental sampling, this techniquesisd when selection of a sample is made on
the basis of “...knowledge of the population, itsedmts, and the nature of your research aims:
in short, based on your judgment and the purposieeo$tudy” (Babbie, 1992, p. 230). This
particular approach was appropriate for this s@aslyhe focus was on sampling Parks Canada
staff, who, in some manner or another were involvet or were responsible for management
decisions. Purposeful sampling also relies ors#tection of information-rich cases (Patton,
2002). According to Patton, “Studying informatiooh cases yields insights and in-depth
understanding rather than empirical generalizati(2@02, p. 230). Sampling of Parks Canada

management staff was believed to be the most eféenteans of retrieving rich, in-depth
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information regarding the use and implementatioreséarch information as it is used to inform
management decisions.

A number of Parks Canada staff working for/in gadyational Park who had previously
assisted with the development of my questionnaas mcluded on the list of potential interview
candidates. A list of additional potential intexwi participants was created based on discussions
with Dr. Elizabeth Halpenny at the University ofo&rta. At the recommendation of Dr.
Halpenny, several people who worked at the Parke@ahead office in Ottawa, Ontario were
included as possible contacts. This was done #eeibelief that these individuals would be able
to provide even more in-depth information regardiegearch use/adoption.

Ethics approval was received through the Facuttidzhysical Education and Recreation
(PER) and Agricultural, Life, and Environmental &wtes (ALES) review board at the
University of Alberta prior to contacting any potiahcandidates. Each candidate was
subsequently emailed a detailed letter of infororagxplaining the study purpose and why | was
requesting their involvement. It is important methat it was required that participants be
involved in some manner with the decision-makingafk management decisions. This meant
that most participants were of senior status @r rosition of considerable responsibility. Aside
from this, no other stipulations were put in pléeeestrict participation. A total of 10
individuals were contacted with five agreeing taotiggpate (male = 3; female = 2; Table 36) and
are here referred to as Parks Canada Informanty. (F@o of the PCI's (i.e., PCI 1 & PCI 2)
worked out of the Parks Canada head office in Git&@ntario. There focus was in the areas of
acceptable activities and visitor experience angly$he remaining three worked directly out of
Jasper National Park (JNP). PCI 3 worked on tratiwork planning and visitor experiences,

PCI 4 worked on broader land use planning and P&l &ctivity coordination in JNP.
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Table 36
Parks Canada Informant Details
Parks Canada Informant Location Area(s) of Expertis
PCI1 PC Head Office, Ottawa, ON  Introducing newdees and
evaluating acceptability for
parks
PCI 2 PC Head Office, Ottawa, ON  Visitor experiergaluation
and trail design

PCI 3 JNP, Alberta, Canada Trail network

development/improvements
and visitor experiences

PCl 4 JNP, Alberta, Canada Land use planning and
management
PCI5 JNP, Alberta, Canada Land use and activity

coordination

7.4.2 Data Collection

It should be noted that because two of the inésvees were located in Ottawa, Ontario
while | was located in Edmonton, Alberta, two of ihterviews were conducted via telephone.
The remaining three interviews were conducted nsg@eover a two day visit to Jasper National
Park. Data were collected by means of a semi4stred interview utilizing an interview guide.
In a semi-structured interview the researcher vadl@ prescribed set of questions, but also
incorporates “individually tailored questions ta gharification or probe a person’s reasoning”
(Leedy & Ormrod, 2001, p. 196). According to Pat{2002), an interview guide can be more or
less detailed and “...lists the questions or isshatdre to be explored in the course of an
interview” (p. 343). The specificity of the guidell depend on the ability of the interviewer to
identify important issues in advance of conductimginterview (Patton). For the present study
the interview guide provided more detail to theemtewer, in that the guide specified some very
specific questions and pertinent probing questiorise covered throughout the course of the

interview. The possibility of including other gaiesis or probes was encouraged, but left up to
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the discretion of the interviewer depending on hb&vinterview was progressing and whether
additional topics arose worthy of investigatiorheTguide also outlined questions/topics in a
particular sequence that allowed for a smoothegnession from question to question. This
approach helped ensure that no pertinent topicstiques were forgotten or left unaddressed.
Prior to formally commencing the interview eachtiggpants was reminded of the
purpose of the interview, including how their respes were going to be used. Participants were
also provided with another copy of the informatietter for their records. No formal consent
form was used, as patrticipants were simply askegtoally provide consent that was recorded.
All interviews lasted approximately 60 minutes amcluded three separate categories of
guestions. The first related to their use of anadenformation in general, how they used it,
why they used it. Specific questions pertainingutdoor recreation conflict research and its use
were also addressed. Attention was paid to thiimsss and usability of current conflict
research, along with barriers to its adoption. §inas also spent discussing issues related to the
presentation of research information, specificphys/cons of how current research is presented
versus how they would like to see future researeBgnted. The second category addressed
participants’ relationship with academics, speaeificresearchers outside of Parks Canada.
They were asked if they believed those relatiorshipre important, whether they were effective
relationships, as well as how they felt about thimunication process; specifically were there
any concerns or recommendations for improving thmaraunication process between
researchers and managers. The third category askedpants to provide feedback on the
executive summary that they had been given. MpeeiBcally, once participants had agreed to
participate in the interview they were sent an eggge document three weeks prior to their

interview date. The document detailed the findifigen my initial quantitative study involving
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visitors to Jasper National Park. The intent waslicit feedback regarding the usefulness of the
new research findings, its potential future apiility to assisting management decisions, and
the overall layout or presentation of the document.

A small unobtrusive tape recorder was used asasef ensuring that all responses
were recorded verbatim. The tape recorder wagg@lan a table in-between the participant and
the interviewer. A quiet location was selectedetduce ambient noise, which may have
otherwise reduced the quality of the recordingleplkone interviews were also tape recorded
using an adapter that permited clear, detailedrdiog over the phone.

Each participant was thanked upon completion efiniterview and encouraged to
contact me (the interviewer) or my doctoral advigar. Gordon Walker) if they had any
guestions or concerns regarding the study or thealvement.

7.4.3 Data Analysis

According to Patton (2002), “Raw field notes amabatim transcripts constitute the
undigested complexity of reality” and that makirgse of potentially large amounts of raw data
can involve a rather lengthy data analysis pro(es463). For the purposes of the present study,
analysis began with the creation of verbatim traps The next steps of analysis reflected
those associated with an inductive approach. RP&2002) says that, “Inductive analysis
involves discovering patterns, themes, and categamione’s data” (p. 453). This stage of the
analysis process involved the implementation ad-ly-line coding wherein each line of data
was examined and initial codes given to help dedimg actions or events (also called units of
meaning) within the lines (Charmaz, 2000). Thiscess also involved asking questions such as,
“what is going on here?” and “what is this dataadbut?” which helped to build an

understanding of the data and subsequent buildimgt@l codes (Corbin & Holt, 2005, p. 50).
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Line-by-line coding was also an important step beedt helped to maintain an inductive
approach to data analysis.

The next step involved the use of axial codingicWhiepresents another step in the
process of data reduction, whereby initial codesatrered during line-by-line coding are
grouped as concepts under broader categories (C&rHiolt, 2005). The process of taking
codes and grouping them together as concepts metheas quite lengthy and involved careful
analysis and interpretation of the data in ordedémtify commonalities. The identification of
commonalities permitted the grouping of themesthedefinement of categories. For example,
during some of my initial analysis, one of my cadesefulness and applicability”, was sub-
divided to represent what was later recognizeavasctosely related but distinct themes:
“applicability” and “relevance”.

Finally, memo writing was incorporated as a mearsgtrengthening the analysis
throughout the entire analytical process. Memesnaaitten records that contain thoughts and
interpretations related to the data analysis ptes can researchers by allowing them to keep
“...track of ever-evolving concepts and more and moneptex ideas” (Corbin & Holt, 2005, p.
51). According to Charmaz (2000) memo writing, ‘pasks our thinking and encourages us to
look at our data and codes in new ways” (p. 5TTHe following represents an example of a
memo that | wrote regarding my thoughts on thegartion of information:

It seems to be that research information needs tdarly presented in a

straightforward, easy to understand fashion. Tatg&Cl 4 it needs to be “easily

consumable”. Research calls this “thin slicingilyopresenting what is needed. This
makes me think that research is like fast foodthviist food, consumers are not
presented a lengthy document to explain the latasgfer or why they should have it;
they are presented with a clear picture that teden. Similarly, park managers don’t
want and don’t have the time to read lengthy documehey want graphs,
straightforward summaries that provide them witloathe relevant information. Think

of a poster that presents everything, the sametlatythe menu board at the local
McDonald’s displays all information clearly.
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7.5 Findings

Because of the semi-structured nature of thevr@ess conducted with the five Parks
Canada management staff, and the a priori developaiepecific questions pertaining to three
areas of inquiry (i.e., use of information, relasbip with academics, and executive summary),
study results are reported in three separate ssctio
7.5.1 Outdoor Recreation Conflict Information

For the purposes of coding and analysis, thedfrgpestioning related to use of
information was re-labelled, “Outdoor Recreatiom@iot Information”. Comments and
categories included under this heading were bathiip to conflict research (e.g., is it being
used, how, in what manner, what information gapstexand more generally related to social
science. Utilizing the coding techniques of Coraimd Holt (2005) and Charmaz (2000), as
previously discussed, nine initial categories wdematified. After continued analysis and
refinement of the nine categories and coding, fiefarmation categories emerged: Information
Gaps, Access (which was found to be composed oftwedimensions: Information &
Barriers), Information Use (which was composedhoé¢ sub-dimensions: Types, How, &
Why), and, finally, How Information is Presented.

7.5.2 “Information Gaps”

“Information Gaps” reflected comments by particifsaof areas where they believed
information was either missing or lacking entireNot surprisingly, comments were centered on
social science issues that were of immediate ralmvéo their current management efforts.
Comments here were also specific to conflict redear more generally applied to the social

sciences. Participants’ comments from these twagpsaare shown in Table 37 below.
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Table 37
Participants Comments Regarding Information Gaps

Information Gaps

Conflict Social Sciences

“currently we don’t have any solid PC [Parks “...social science is pretty new in PC [Parks
Canada] resource for how to deal with conflicCanada], I'm not sure how many years...maybe

on a trail yet that's something that we're 10 years at the most and it’s truly still ramping

working toward...” (PCI 2) up...SO our capacity is is increasing and we’re
more interested than we were in the past” (PCI
3)

“The other thing that would be somewhat  “...we also have social indicators now

interesting to get a better understanding of i< too...right now there is a big gap there that
the actual conflict between amongst similar we’re we’re all sort of struggling to try and fill
user groups so in terms of mountain biking tl so that we’re measuring the right things we’re
difference between cross-country mountain reporting on the right things we understand
biking vs downhill mountain biking, vs dirt ~ what’s happening and what's affecting visitor
jumping vs free riding...we’re trying to get a experience” (PCI 3)

better understanding of one, what each grou

looking for and two, what the impacts are an

guess what the potential conflicts issues cou

be so that's something else that would be

useful to us” (PCI 2)

“...what we need to sort out is...the social “...there’s a lot of times | find myself even
factors of conflict when it is occurring and  lately, asking myself oh | wonder what they’re
where itis” (PCI 4) doing in some of the remote US states, or

central America you know in one of their large
scale national parks” (PCI 5)
“...that’s part of the challenge, again, we're ¢ “...you know on our side uh, most of it has
the body of research that describes conflict f been focused on the environmental and the
us and we can understand its asymmetry an ecological side, aspects that were we have a
all sorts of things...but when it comes to harc really close tie, the social science sort of things
measures of acting on the ground that’s whe the social analysis is probably is is weaker for
it gets pretty difficult” (PCI 4) sure...” (PCI 5)

Although the significance of these findings will hscussed at greater length in the
discussion and conclusion sections two commentaranted here. First, it comes as no
surprise that participants raised concerns abeulisitk of useable conflict specific research.

Much of early management research identified higffilgctive strategies for managing visitors,
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but was unfortunately not very effective at dealinggctly with user conflicts. Parks Canada
operates through the use of its Guiding Principled Operational Policies. Of particular
relevance to the issue of outdoor recreation odriflithe guiding principle concerned with
appropriate visitor activities. The managementisitor activities under the guiding principles
stipulates the use of the Visitor Activities Managt Process (VAMP) as well as a number of
direct and indirect management strategies, sudomisg, rationing of use limits and education
and information (Parks Canada, 2006). These wapiekar to be “band-aid” solutions that
would not be capable of addressing, “...the sdazbrs of conflict when it is occurring and
where it is” (PCI 4), and despite these availabémagement strategies, one participant was
guoted as saying, “currently we don’'t have anysBIC [Parks Canada] resource for how to deal
with conflict on a trail yet that’'s something thveg’re working toward...” (PCIl 2). Secondly, it
still remains apparent that social science resdaashs not receiving the level of attention when
compared with ecological issues.

Optimistically, there does appear to be growingrest in the social science issues faced
within Canada’s National Parks. One participans waoted as saying, “...social science is
pretty new in PC [Parks Canada], I'm not sure hoanynyears...maybe 10 years at the most and
it’s truly still ramping up...so our capacity isircreasing and we’re more interested than we
were in the past” (PCI 3). A review of Parks Caaiagnvironmental management system
(EMS) reveals that they are much more advancegeiin approaches to ecological integrity. The
EMS “covers issue identification, the setting offpemance measures and targets, the
assignment of responsibilities and procedurestréuking of progress towards targets, and the

review of an organization’s environmental managergeals” (2006). In contrast, regarding
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social indicators, one participant said, “...rigbtv there is a big gap there that we're we're all
sort of struggling to try and fill so that we’re a®iring the right things...” (PCI 3).
7.5.3 Access

Initial analysis had identified two separate “a@&x’ecategories. One category was called,
Information Accesgshe otherBarriers to Access Further analysis revealed a much closer
relationship. For example, there is not a cleaisthn between how participants access
information and the barriers they face in the psscdit is for this reason that these two previous
categories have been subsumed into one new categallyd Accessthat contains two sub-
dimensionsinformationandBarriers. For instance, comments regarding access tonmaton
also allude to that approach being implementedr&mamme certain barriers. As one example, a
participant was quoted as referring to time as ppnkarrier to accessing information. They
said, “It's a matter of time balance really you \niv's how much time, literally, | went through
university as well, the literature research andpksgeup with it, it takes a lot of effort...” (PG).
Another participant spoke more generally about s€saying,

Well probably partly it's a function of a bunchtbings, partly it's a function of access

which is kind of lame but it's the case, actually don’t have the same sort of access to

academic journals, it depends on what we substwibghat PC [Parks Canada]

subscribes to so | find personally find that | nmay have all of the information

there...(PCI 3).
Separate participant comments regarding accessaioniation help to illustrate how such
barriers are overcome. “We just hire the compéaay did the literature review, so that we can
see all the aspects of the impact on the envirohar@hthe social impacts and stuff like that”
(PCI1). Another participant said,

Well it would also often go to contract, like | judid a contract with someone...outsource

to third party | want a literature review on topiand then you know you’re getting um

the most recent material you know this is, thesetlag people that are going to have
access to the full suite of academic journals éfed have experience in synthesizing the
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information...that's probably more likely the waywould go vs sort of monitoring key
journals to see what’s coming up. (PCI 3)

Unfortunately, outsourcing every time new literatig required is not possible and this same
participant said, “Yeah, yeah, managers have tihdbvs having someone that you could say
get me all the literature on x, y, and z...” (PEI Another participant said, “...but if it's for a
new activity we're going to start with what we haaed then we’re going to look into the
literature what is, what else can we use, whatisgodone say in the US parks, what’s being in
the umm, in the Australia, what's being done elseneh(PCI 1).

Gaining access and therefore overcoming barmeastess also appears to be handled by
various social scientists that work for Parks Canalth response to accessing academic
information one participant said that, “...it's ®inf a capacity issue so | mean when you have
when you have social science function in your oizgtion that just increases your capacity to
access that kind of information and better usedhyfor sure” (PCI 3). Similarly, “We have our
own social science we have our own social scienacgram, we kind of rely on those specialists
to do the pure consultation with adjacent land aw@ad international, umm, you know so if we
have specific questions...” (PCI 5). The rolehs social scientist appears to be quite large,
especially in terms of retrieving and providing tiecessary information for managers to help
inform management decisions.

...their role would largely be creating, would laisgbe conducting these studies vs sort

of management so we would sort of identify heretleequestions we need answered, we

need to know if there is conflict on trails we neéedknow umm who’s using the trails

we need to know...what are the social science facoenjoyment or are people being

displaced that kind of thing and then that’s wihaotretically our social science group
takes those questions and figures the best metbgygltd create the study, basically

carries that out and reports back in a year oryiears or whatever timeline is...(PCI 3)

This demonstrates an investment on the part ofSR@aknada to increase its social science

capacity. Investigation into this very issue if©2dound that, “In the short term, Parks Canada
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will focus on improved social science research @oditoring that is integrated with other
science and decision-making” (Kachi, 2003, p. Based on my current findings; it would
appear that social scientists are proving veryulsefimproving access to social science
information and the collection of relevant socieksice data.

The limitations faced by managers to be able emadtely access research information
were clearly articulated by participants. The nregbrted barrier to access was time, followed

by funding, and then by the pace of decision-making
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Barriers to Accessing Research Information
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Time Funding

Pace of Decision-Making

“...you've got a thousand oth¢ “I think earlier what are some
things to do too, it’s very of the barriers to using or
difficult to find the time to  engaging research and they’
properly inform yourself often they may be funding

right...” (PCI 3) related that’s it's, we we sort
of configure our park budget:
on an annual basis and that’
your one time window usuall
to get a project funded and
there’s a lot of competing
priorities and you know
sometimes road fallen apart «
whatever that take
precedence...our funding cyc
is is potentially a barrier” (PC
4)

“Another one is decision-
making timing, and sometimes
the time frame to resolve a

decision which is a really
unfortunate, but it may be a
month time frame and you
cannot often get out and get
study that’s going to help yol
inform that decision that’s
chronic problem...the pace @
decision-making doesn’t
accommodate that that need)..
(PCI 4)

a

S

—h

“... mean that would be nice |

would like to do that (laugh) |

will never have the time to do
it...” (PCI 3)

“...they [managers] don't
usually have the time to delv
too deeply into a lot of
things...” (PCI 3)

“..for me getting, they're
interesting if I have time, um,
on a personal professional
level from the application of
what | do yeah, it's not, just
time wise it's not something |
can use all of the time” (PCI
5)

7.5.4 Information Use

This section contains a large amount of infornratiglated to how, why, and the types of
information used by Parks Canada. These sub-diovenwere each initially individually

isolated categories believed to capture commenfabycipants regarding (a) the types of
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information used by managers, (b) how informati@sactually used, and (c) why academic
information was used. Closer examination found tivase isolated comments were in fact
telling a story of sorts regarding the making dbrmed management decisions. An example of
such a story will be provided at the end of thistis&. Some examples of the types of
information, how and why it is used, will begin tbection.

Not surprisingly, participants identified seveddferent types of information that they
used. One example was pieces of information delteand filed by various national parks and
Parks Canada Agency over the years. One particgaaah, “in terms of resources that we have
um we have a little bit of resources that are awdd, stuff that's been documented by parks
through studies and different guidelines that Hasen created” (PCI 2). This same participant
went on to identify a number of specific documehtsive have our national trail manual, which
is currently being updated...we also provide afaither resources um in terms of tralil
classification, trail monitoring guidelines...” (P€). When asked about the use of research,
specifically incorporating theories and models idézision-making one participant said,

Well it would be both if it's let’'s say for monitmg if there are different models and if

there’s something more specific for a special @gtior a special event or whatever like

I’'m talking for our division then for sure we’re igg to be looking for that, but then if

there’s just information cause we need more inféiona.on that we’re going to use it

also...we kind of look for both depending on whygatet of activity (PCI 1)

In response to the same line of questioning angthdicipant had this to say: “Yeah, and we do
look to all of that. We've got a series of peopée [social scientists] who kind of look at
research from a different perspective when devatpport of background documentation, what
we’re looking for is is specific theories, specifiethodology” (PCI 2).

Despite participant recognition of the important@and implementation of academic

research they are also quick to point out occasmren more practical information is needed.
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For example, when asked about using theoreticaluggpractical information one participant

said,

...well probably intuitively like the highly thedieal is often just not very accessible by
anybody unless you're really well well versed iattparticular field so | maybe that’s
well that's my opinion for sure and | think we’ris@a looking for things that are more
practical and you're going to spend the time ardeffiort to understand the practical
more | think than you are the highly theoreticatdogse you'll see the link to how you
can apply it in your own context (PCI 3).

This particular participant elaborated further lightighting the importance of having “tools”:

...in terms of usability one of the things thataeea lot in parks right and probably all
federal agencies are this idea of tools...peo@eahavays looking for a tool...national
office develops the trail conflict tool and you ¢athe tool which could just be a survey it
could be a template for survey with questions #natreally going to help you get to the
heart of the matter and that’s the tool with soxy@anation of...we’re doing this a lot
and | see umm and I'm in my current position daanfgir bit of tool development and
people are desperate and hungry for it becausstityjakes their life so much easier and
and they don’t have to figure out a lot of the daghemselves, it's already been
something that’s that’s vetted and makes sensevarks... (PCI 3).

Another participant echoed this sentiment saying:

...having tools ready to go I think is really uddike a conflict is something we’re going
to be needing to measure down the road...and havaig on the shelf that are sort of
ready to go, they may not be a survey instrumenthay may be you know a literature

or a tool, this is how to go about it and how to@nthat research will be really useful...
(PCI 4).

Participants largely reported that this reseanébrimation was used most often to inform
management decisions and to help foster “on thengfbsolutions. For instance,

...we definitely use a lot of the resources thateatisting and if a resource is well done

and understandable we’ll actually just adopt tleatusinent or that piece of resource. In

terms of something like conflict um, what we mayl eip doing is is getting a whole

bunch of literature like this and um developing own guidelines out of that... (PCI 2).

In terms of informing management decisions, it wesle clear by one participant: “...we may be

seeing summaries or or products or synthesesdlahss is what we know about all of these
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aspects and here’s a possible course of actiorser af options and then we as managers discuss
that and may require more information or analysig,proceed to decision making” (PCI 4).

Why academic information was used in the firstplavas summarized nicely by one
participant saying, “we’re trying to | guess update management approaches to those to better
resolve ecological problems and visitor experigomodlems and conflict...and doing it
systematically through social science or other apgmes” (PCIl 4). Another participant also
provided excellent justification for the inclusiohacademic information. He said, “...people
want to know that their fees are being paid foe.do report back to [the people], it's called the
state of the parks report every five years, théasscience is evolving as a program of doing
that for years” (PCI1 5). It would also appear thatk managers as well as senior management
are recognizing the positive contributions thaeegsh can make. For instance:

...I think we’re growing to be more and more invesnt based and certainly our senior

management and our organization is continuing ghpus in that way and | think in the

not too distant past we made a lot of investmentsttns based on expert knowledge of
staff, which is an important resource but sometithess done through the lens of what

we think people need...(PCI 4)

Perhaps, however, the best way to understand thieeamnectedness between types of

information used how it's used, and why can be sedigure 15 below.
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Figure 15
Types of Information, and How and Why Used

Type of Information Used
“Oh yes, definitely...we do rely heavily on you kmthe research that’s been done, the
studies that have been done um any documentedport re particular by people who are
recognized in the field...” (PCI 2)

v

How that Information is Used
“we need to do is basically look at all the workatts done sort of in two different phases
one is the initial research, the actual documeattditreated and that document is what
someone like myself...would use to begin to devehybackground information and from

that background information what | would then dbeégjin to develop guidelines for dealing

with conflict...what | would do is take that andskally summarize it in my background
documentation so people can read it, understaaablithen | would develop a guideline
which is even a step below that so that could dgthave a useful document that they

could take in the field and use...” (PCI 2)

v

Example

“...let’'s say a trail crew foreman is in a park asdealizing or is getting a lot of commentg
on conflicts occurring um instead of just ignorthg issue or or trying to reinvent a
solution they can go to a list of resources thaiweeld have created and they can basical
open up the document to the conflict chapter aad tbrough it and in there it would

underline or identify what conflicts are, what tmk for and how potential management
steps that we can use to mitigate conflict andlitlve a guideline and the idea is that

everything that we have created will be interprétg@ach park, so we’re not setting a st
standard, this is how you deal with conflict, wesedting a guideline that says here are
some solutions for conflict...” (PCI 2)

y

ict

v

v

v

Why #1
“we’ve got interest at
multiple scales to
understand people’s
motivations and their
expectations...we can
understand the big
picture...but also the
small picture, the
dynamics of conflict...”
(PCI 4)

Why #2
“...those who we maybe
need to work with may
not be familiar with the
literature...so sort of the
broad literature is helpful
for informing specialists
and park staff on
approaches...” (PCI 4)

Why #3
“...for me to...basically
show up...to a working
group and say this is hoy
we’re going to resolve
that conflict...that's
received quite openly
however we do need to
back everything that we
do so we can’t just make
things up...” (PCI 2)

=~
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The example above is particularly telling of howkpaanagement attempt to utilize
research on a daily basis. Despite the theoratmialre of most research, the end goal for
management is a practical tool to aid with managemecisions. If anything, this should make
researchers acutely aware of the importance ofmgal@search useable. In the field of
recreation and leisure studies, the relevanceisire theories and therefore the transfer from
research knowledge to practice has been pondetededrated (Hemingway & Parr, 2000;
Shaw, 2000). Concerns have risen regarding thaanty of leisure research (Samdahl & Kelly,
1999), inhibiting its applicability in real-worldrcumstances. It would also appear from the
above figure that management incorporate researdhree different reasons. Firstis
justification from a theoretical stance; the bamed to understand human behaviour will often
begin through awareness of the research. Secangrictical justification. The need to ensure
that all staff and people working on particulaussinderstand even the basics of the literature is
vital to the successful management of any issw.sélutions to work “on the ground”, requires
that the research knowledge to be understood.ll¥sitize third justification is from a
community perspective. Implementation of solutitmproblems (e.g., conflict) and the
allocation of resources to solve those problemsofEm be justified through academic research.
Managers can no longer simply implement soluticaseld on what they feel is best or based on
their biases. Recent work has found that resdarotvledge from academic journals receives
infrequent use by practitioners (Xiao, 2006) andlysd is often intuition and personal
experience that are utilized for management andydkecisions (Xiao & Smith, in press). Itis
therefore encouraging to know that the managettsisnstudy are making great efforts to use
research to inform their decisions.

How information is presented plays a crucial faléhe adoption of research.
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7.5.5 How Information is Presented

With reference to the adoption of innovations @eaach ideas Wright (2003) says, “the
research community needs to... spend more effeggmting them to the management
community in a way that makes them easier to adgpté). Comments by participants under
this category concerned how academic informatiar ghould be presented, with specific
concerns regarding the format and layout and ttietifat research isn’t always presented in a
manner that makes it easily consumable by manggacsitioners. The take-home findings
from talking with each of the participants was trestearch needs to be succinct, user friendly,
easy to understand, and transferable. One paitgaid, “so | think it has to be like worded, or
presented like in a short format and easy to utaedsthat’s for sure” (PCI 1). The succinct
nature of the research document is important becpadicipants previously identified time as a
major barrier to research adoption. This exacteamwas echoed by one participant, “I'll often
have executive summaries because you really wamide makers to have access to the
information and their time is pretty tight and §gou can’t convey it really succinctly and
graphically it might not get picked up” (PCI 4).egearch is often very complicated, and, even
worse, research vocabulary can be very difficutiéoipher. As one participant put it,

...If things are for example jargon laden it quickbduces the, the pick-up that sort of

thing and plus people like myself or staff may bekiers of information to members of

the public so having material that really easilgerstood by us and easily translated to

the public to try to get them or working groupstteart of thing is really useful (PCI 4).
The difficult part for researchers is making comxdieeory understandable for somebody outside
of his/her academic field but working on a pradtleael.

...what we particularly look for in the developmenguidelines is theory and

methodology that actually is understandable, likgpresent a document that um is a

little too deep a little too difficult for people understand they won't look at it, um and
particularly with theory if the theory and the medlology are you know difficult to
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understand then people will tend to not dismisssgetaside for something a little more

um realistic in scope | suppose (PCI 2).

The dismissal or avoidance of research was alsdiomed by another participant. He said,
“Yeah, that's that'’s critical because if it's nathink if it's not easily consumable and
understandable it may not get picked up and ude@1 4). This individual goes on to say that
“...they [consumable/understandable documents] ragkant and it's kind of bang, bang, bang,
bang, and some people never figure that out amdr@sult even good work can be harder to
consume and apply because it’s it's just not comoated effectively...” (PCI 4).

The problem with most research findings can beettdo the different preferences
researchers and managers have for the researadimghow the knowledge is disseminated.
Manning (1999) recognized that most academic rebdaas been basic (i.e., driven by theory or
conducted for the purposes of developing a theasypposed to applied (i.e., conducted to
address broader societal issues), which has inthaiemnagement acceptance and adoption of
research findings. Findings from research arenadtficult for managers to directly apply
because “...research problems are defined too narramd abstractly to have much
application...” (Manning, 1999, p. 293). Based oa thrrent findings, it should be clear that
managers require two things: (1) practical solitmreal-world problems in the form of
“tools”, and (2) that research information be présd in a manner that permits transferability to
the practical realm by being succinct and easynttetstand by a diverse audience.

However, effective use of academic informationas anly dependent on what has been
published, whether or not Parks Canada has acassyhether or not the research is
consumable but, as will be outlined next, on thekimgy relationships that are developed and

maintained between researchers and park manalgelger and Ellis (2009) conducted a
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literature review and identified four features @eetive science-policy integration. Three of the
four had some mention of relationships. Aside fr@search needing to be (a) relevant, (b)
“relationships, partnerships and collaboration neeoe enhanced and maintained” and a (c)
framework to facilitate relationships is requiredorder to develop (d) trust between individuals
and institutions (p. 236-37).
7.6 Relationships with Academics

Developed in the 1970s and 1980s, the two-commtimétory describes the low use of
social sciences research by practitioners (Xiaadtls in press). The fundamental idea behind
this theory is that producers (researchers) ang ({peactitioners) exist in two culturally
different worlds. To use a metaphor, the overcgnoihbridges, gaps, and vehicles is paramount
in this theory. A systems theory on the other hdestribes producers and users of knowledge
as two functionally different social systems, whire concern surrounds how interaction and
knowledge transfer can take place (Xiao & SmitHemingway and Parr (2000) believe that
“Leisure research and leisure practice are indepanalofessional paradigms between which a
relation must be constructed” to ensure interacdiiod the transfer of knowledge (p. 139). Itis
for this very reason that participants were askemhatheir working relationships with
researchers. Preliminary analysis of participasponses related to their working relationships
with academics identified six separate themes. ti@oed analysis revealed that only three
categories of responses existed (i.e., Relatioss@ipmmunication, and Barriers/Challenges),

each containing several different themes.
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7.6.1 Relationships

Participants commented quite extensively regartheg working relationship with
academics. Their responses stressed three difi@teibutes namelymportance quality, and
building/maintaining relationshipsRegarding the importance of their relationship®,
participants said, “I think it's important and wg to develop that like last time we did an
assessment we had a student from Simon Frasieetsity..it's not all the time that’s for sure
but, um, that’s something that we encourage” (PCaid “So | think it's something that’s really
valuable...and | think it's something that we’réeirested in doing more and more...” (PCI 3).

Participants were also asked to reflect upon tleeteveness or their perceived quality of
the relationship. It was also apparent that padrts were each responding quite differently
based on their personal experience/involvement.irfistance, “Well | would say yes and as |
say...I'm not directly dealing with those acadenbas uh for the times that | had to work with
them it was good” (PCI 1). Meanwhile, “...everylp& going to be a little different, the
mountain parks, Jasper, Banff, they um...therelvalh better relationship between someone like
yourself and that park, it's because you’re usimase parks for studies...” (PCI 2). Finally,
another participant said, “...they [academics] didzally play a very a highly academic role, um
though a couple of the individuals that sat on Hteisory group]...were able to review some of
our science for us, some were able to sort of halipdate some of our finding so that'’s really
really useful...” (PCI 3).

Building/Maintaining relationships is quite impant to managers. It would also appear
that not only are managers interested in buildienqy relationships, but that they also rely quite
heavily on already developed relationships. A qubat clearly illustrates this point came from

one participant, who said,
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...I think a lot of managers will have or...whoragwut will have certain key contacts
that they go back to time and time again becausgkhow they have a bit of a working
relationship if you know that the academic persaghty will sort of build up some
familiarity with the park in our case and whatewar issues are so that becomes really
valuable and we’ll have a better understandingnefresearch they are doing and what
information they can provide so it's sort of | tkiit's largely a relationship thing (PCI
3).

Another participant described their relationshipsilarly saying, “...at any given time | usually
have a a sort of an ongoing network of peopledrantt with from time to time who may be in
the grizzly bear field, the caribou field, uh cuéilresources management and historian
people...” (PCI 4). Developing new relationshipsiliso vital for managers. As one participant
put it, “...the other thing you know | tried to doattend conferences...you attend conferences
where you can actually link with academics and it what they're doing and we’re always
interested in getting people to you know have sttglapply their research...” (PClI 3).
Similarly, “...a lot of networking occurs and lotgrm relationships and connections stem from
there [conferences]” (PCIl 4). Yet another paraigipsaid, “...again its opportunistic, like | met
[Penelope] at a SAMPAA conference and had somespondence and would like to do more
work with people like her and yourself” (PCI 4) h& unfortunate part is that one of the
participants felt that they had to be the one titaite contact otherwise relationships wouldn’t
develop: “Totally. Yeah, | think it is yeah, yo@\got to be interested to do, otherwise it won’t
happen...generally” (PCI 3).
7.6.2 Communication

While discussion their working relationship witbealemics, several of the managers
made comments regarding communication. Speciicpérticipants made comments about the

origin of the information they received, tpeocesdor how things are communicated, and

finally comments concerning waysitaprovethe communication process.
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The origin of the information appears to emanaiefthree different areas. For
example, (a), “...to be honest most of the inforarathat | get gets passed down to me or over to
from the social science department...” (PCl 2} @) “...like for this last literature review we
had to hire a company to do that cause we don laaeess...” (PCI 1). Another said that the
origin depends: “Well our social science staff ma@lly really busy they can’t do that but
sometimes we have to go like hire a company likgite a contract for people to look for that”
(PCI1). Finally, (c)
...the other way that we do get stuff is is likehaiegard to trail information is | do have
a National working group so | have people all abercountry um you know from parks
out East, parks out West, parks in the middle ahdtwhey’ll do is is if a discussion
comes up around something like let’'s say conflit ket's say Jasper’s been working
closely with you, somebody may actually send mea ylmeument and say here’s
something that’s been done in our park um a Igteaiple use the parks for research, it's
really fortunate that we can actually use thatrimiation (PCI 2).
Interestingly, none of the participants directlynhiened academics (e.g., university researchers)
as the origin of information that they use. Noweétks, they are able to access relevant academic
information through their developing social sciepcegram, outsourcing, as well as through
inter-communication between parks (e.g., Nationalking group). It may be that academics
are serving more of a consulting role once a paeraesearch project is underway. More
analysis of this dynamic is provided in the diseussection. These findings were however
supported by comments from participants regardiegcommunication process.
One participant was quoted as saying, “...ourad@dientists are the practitioners for
theoretical stuff that comes out of the univerdityg academic side”. They elaborated further by
saying, “...they have to take theories they ganftbe academics too and put it into practice to

gather the information and summarize it and givepart, then they’'ve got to give the next

step...is to you know to us in a way that it allavgsto answer those questions or ask more
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guestions” (PCI 5). Although contact between acade and managers does occur, it seems
limited, and more likely to occur between otheffst@embers working with Parks Canada. One
manager, with regard to communicating with acadsrs&d, “...yeah we do, it it may not | may
not see quite as much of that, | get some conli&etshat, but sometimes that occurs at the level
of say our biologists or park planners that uhretevorking more intensely...” (PCl 4). This is
interesting because current knowledge managenterdtlire does not recognize the inclusion of
intermediaries working between academics and masaglose job it is to network, collect,
decipher, and forward useable findings onto marsager

Several participants reported a strong desire fiwone the communication process,
offering potential solutions while also providingnse perspective. One participant said, “Yeah,
| think it’s | think it's like | said it's comingyvell in parks, | speak for myself more than
anybody...it's a learning experience you knowji'st it's a part that we’re not really familiar
with as much as holistically in parks, we're geaitlvetter as the years...” (PCI 4). This same
participant also said that to, “...develop mor@ebcabulary and a bit of a just a core
understanding of those key principles [researcguage]” would go a long way to helping to
improve the communication process. The concem Several of the managers was that the
communication process often took too long. Th&udibn of innovations theory (Wright, 2003)
recognizes the time element involved in the adopbdibnew knowledge and concepts into actual
practices. The “time lag” between the introductidran innovation (or idea, practice) and its
complete integration into practice varies becadsheomulti-stage adoption process. Concern
by managers over the length of time required teatiffely communicate and adopt new
information is warranted given that they clearlgntified time as a barrier to using new

knowledge. One participant said, “...is there & veastreamline that so it doesn’t take you so
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long...is there a way of streamlining that prodessh the social to the practitioners..” (PCI 5).
Although Wright said that the research communitgdseto “...spend more effort presenting
them [research] to the management community inyathat makes them easier to adopt” (p. 6),
one of the managers offered another possible solutHe said,
...part of that common understanding that you gagr time allows you to ask questions
that are in a way probably more meaningful to thaead scientists and to the academic,
you know it feeds back that way you know so if bmore, if | have a better
understanding of some of these principles, moagstand appraisals, if | have a just a
general understanding of what those really are tlvam ask those questions...it would
help streamline that process... (PCI 5).
It would seem, based on findings from this prestudy, that managers recognize that they need
to become more familiar and knowledgeable regartesgarch vocabulary. The responsibility
should not solely be on the researcher to ensatehts/her research is understandable and
jargon free. An increased vocabulary and undergstgnah behalf of managers, would also
greatly improve the adoption of new informationheTpoint was summarized nicely by a
respondent who said: “...it's just having a baswageness of what some of the theory, the
general theories, whether they be conflict manage¢mmeuser expectations or whatever, just
have some of those common theories so you're @lkirthe same language...l would expect our
scientists would have it, but we wouldn’'t as mamage the park...” (PCI 5).
Participants identified three primary barriercballenges to building relationships: time,
budget and relevance of conferences. Barrieraat) €an occur at any stage and may include a
lack of awareness, lack of interest, lack of nemgsmformation to understand the knowledge

and may even occur during implementation (Wrigh03. Table 39 provides a list of

participant comments regarding their perceivedibato relationship building.
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Table 39
Barriers to Relationship Building

Time Budget Relevance of Conferences
“...I's sometimes it’s just time “...yeah there’s budget  “...I think it's just opportunity,

capacity opportunities those realities, budget and travel so again conferences are good,
kinds of things are the  restrictions so there’s certain we, one of the criticisms that |
barriers” — T/JD-16 alot...”— TIAD-17 hear a lot and it's probably
valid is that managers often
don’t go to conferences...” —

T/ID-17
“...in our bigger scale of time  “...it's not because of say  “..there are avenues like uh
and resources | don’t see us relevance or purpose, conferences that we attend as
getting more involved in that  sometimes it's umm just much as possible...there’s
side of things...well well what’s going on or funding  chronic criticism that those

closer relationship in the  like we would love to be able conferences that that it was
analysis and reporting and to fund more research and we often scientists and technical
stuff’ — T/B-18 could get a lot more going on  people attending and the
but if you just don’t have the whole purpose of that
money to catalyze research  conference was to engage
you’re just not going to have management and scientists
those conversations and and there weren’'t enough
discussions because you can’t managers going, so they're
get started...” — T/S-9 always trying to crack that nut,
how to make it more relevant
or how to you know keep the
dialogue going...” — T/S-9
“so they can go through anc “...part of that is just funding
do their survey and they’ll ge and opportunity so um, with
gualitative and quantitative  those challenges again of
data and we’ll gather that all funding sometimes our first
up and get it back to me and level of opportunity is just to
might tell me some of the roc  do something in house like
causes, but then I've got to  with our social scientists or

still interpret that (laugh) into depending on our
some sort of meaningful  circumstances you know corr
action...” — T/B-18 up with seed funding and

work with the university to dc
something broader” — T/S-9

It would appear that given more time, money andoofemity, managers would be happy and

willing to network and build more working relatidnps with academics.
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7.7 Executive Summary

Study number one proposed and validated a muttedsional, multi-item emotions-
based outdoor recreation conflict scale. In lightoncerns raised about the usefulness and
usability of highly theoretical research, the catrqualitative inquiry was also intended to help
evaluate the usefulness and usability of the pregpesale by Parks Canada management staff.
Jasper National Park managers were provided witkanutive summary of my research
findings. Managers were asked to comment on thbility/usefulness/applicability of the
proposed theory, while also being asked to ideraiify barriers or limitations associated with the
scale. By including this additional line of questing, valuable information was retrieved that
not only will aid in the general improvement of kvledge transfer, but more importantly, will
help refine the development of the proposed scated potential “tool”. Such research findings
are important because, “...although broad manageawghénces are exposed to scientific
information through a variety of avenues, awaremésew approaches and techniques does not
necessarily transfer to active use of new managepraatices” (Wright, 2003, p. 2). Analysis
of feedback regarding the executive summary redesileseparate categories:
Misunderstanding/Confusion; Applicability; RelevanQuality of Document; Potential
Benefits; and Barriers/Concern
7.7.1 Misunderstanding/Confusion

This theme reflects comments by participants abontusion over contents of the
document itself. This may have been somethindeelt layout, or how | achieved my results,
or they weren’t sure of the process | followeddgvarticular aspect of my research. It should be
noted that not all participants reported confusamly two participants provided such feedback.

The first individual was uncertain about how | deyped my scale items. She said in the
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interview, “How are you, how do you ask those guest..the statements, like how do you get to
those, like what questions do you ask to get thioisgs...did they have to say that they were
frustrated with several other people...?” (PCl t)was clear at this point in the interview that
she was unclear about where those statements camend their purpose. A short
discussion/explanation helped to clarify. The secmdividual seemed to report getting lost
requiring them to re-read portions in order toyfwlhderstand. Much of the problem may have
been associated with the use of research or dutetietiminology. His comments included:
“where | actually start to get a little bit lost tand | had to re-read it a few times was when we
got into the scale evaluation...”, “I'll have torad that | had to read through it twice um just
because there’s a lot of references...this is whea@ really see the social science...”, andhis.t
is very heavy science methodology which is wondestiuff which is great stuff but | actually
had to stop a couple of times and re-read secjimtgo fully understand it” (PCI 2). These
findings support previous comments by participanés they prefer research that is easy to
understand and free of jargon or highly technieahinology. Conversely, improved managerial
understanding of the scientific vocabulary wouldéralso greatly improved the comprehension
of the document.
7.7.2 Applicability

Importantly, managers saw evidence of the propesalk being applicable to their
management needs. Comments here reflected whel@gamts saw or how they saw
themselves actually applying the scale. Generpdiyticipants felt the specificity of the scale
made it more applicable to only certain situatioRer example, “..if it's for a generic survey
yeah | think it's too much...but if we're usingdt to see what the conflicts are between the users

then it's great...” (PCl 1). This person went orekplain that,
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| wouldn’t feel like a visitor would need this bitlen if we implement a new activity then

we want like other people around...say we let peé&jie surf, we want to see people on

the beach, people canoeing, like other people lamétite surfer wants to see how they

can deal with space together...so that's a placgevhreally see this (PCI 1).
Someone else said, “...on an individual case baswgould be a useful tool...on a bigger scale if
| looked at the overall conflicts umm, it may bbitoo specific for those from what | see right
now” (PCI 5). It seems clear that managers didseetthe scale as being appropriate for general
use, but rather when specific answers are needgddiag the interactions of particular groups
of people or activities. Another participant sawompletely different use for the document.
Namely, “...what | would do is take that and bakycsummarize it in my background
documentation so people can read it, understaaddtthen | would develop a guideline which
is even a step below that so that people couldafigtiave a useful document that they could use
in the field” (PCI 2).
7.7.3 Relevance

Feedback here reflected comments by participhatsiey thought | was doing excellent
work, that they saw a place for my research initeeature and in their management efforts, that
my work was overall very interesting to them aneirthvork, and generally that they saw
importance and value in the type of informationt th@ad retrieved. This is critical because in
the field of recreation and leisure studies, thevance of leisure theories and therefore the
transfer from research knowledge to practice has lpendered and debated (Hemingway &
Parr, 2000; Shaw, 2000). Concerns have risendaggathe insularity of leisure research
(Samdahl & Kelly, 1999), inhibiting its applicaltitiin real-world circumstances outside the

confines of the field. The following comments hélpstrate the relevancy of my current

research for parks managers:
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“It definitely is something that’s of interest tcenand the reason that I'm particularly
interested in this view of conflict um is becausere is a little bit of work being put
towards...the emotional aspect of trail designtaaits, not necessarily from a sustainable
construction perspective but from the perspectiib® human perception of the trail”
(PCI 2).
“..where your information has started to hit dditbit on um aligns itself a little bit
with...the whole idea...conflict may not actualky & direct confrontation but it might be a
hiker who sees a widened trail that’s full of hone®ves that have created quite a bit of
damage to that well that suddenly creates thatiemadtconflict or that emotional
controversy” (PCI 2).
“I think that where you are trying to go is greldd, like to see more of it in terms of the
sort of the human perception of trails um, so tisei@ more research that needs to be
done in terms of conflict | would like to see maverk being done along the lines of
what you're exploring right now” (PCI 2).
If anything, it seems that my research is providingew welcomed perspective on how to view
and understand conflict. In fact, Schneider (20®@8eognized the need for an improved
understanding of outdoor recreation conflict.
7.7.4 Quality of Document
Participants also made general comments aboujuhléy of the document. These were
not comments concerning applicability or relevarg,more that they were pleased that | had
included something, or that they liked the mannewlfnich | presented something. For instance,
one participant said, “The overall layout of thedment is great, like executive summary with
the conclusion...things that I look for right dfiet bat are the executive summary and then I'll go
to the references” (PCl 2). Another said, “...sthwhe introduction and background | think was
well written, got my attention right away and tisadround the occurrence of conflict in parks in
increasing and that made me want to read your pdp@CI 4). They also appreciated that |

had included several key park visitor charactess{iThat’s quite useful” - PCI 4). Participants

also liked the wording of my scale items (I likéiHe the way they’re worded” — PCI 4) and that
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| had also included positive items along with tlegative statements (“That’s good to know that
you did have the positive side of it...” — PCI 2).
7.7.5 Potential Benefits
These comments were initially thought to be reldteelevance but were separated
because it was believed that they were highlighpioigntial benefits beyond the scale simply
being relevant. One particular participant sumaeatithe benefits quite well:
...benefits for sure, | can really see some benefithen we really begin to evaluate
conflict quite often what we’ll do is go back teetlvay we’ve always done things and
quite often the way we’ve always done things iwvésl go to the sort of worst case
scenario right off the bat so we’ll actually go emds enforcement or closure...what your
document is doing is actually starting to createew perspective that may actually create
new management solutions for dealing with con#lietl solutions that aren’t necessarily
um uh harsh solutions...what you've tried to dcehsrgive us a better idea of what
people are doing, what's really happening and wiege issues are occurring um
sometimes the management, the solutions that we may actually cause a greater
emotional conflict or emotional impact on the trafPCI 2).
7.7.6 Barriers/Concerns
Participant comments here reflect insights thatsitale/model is impaired by certain
aspects of its design/creation, therefore presguatipotential barrier to its future use. One
criticism has been that conference presentatiodseargthy publications only promote
awareness of new approaches and do not lend theesgelimmediate application. According
to participant comments this is what may be ocogrhiere. Three comments by one of the
participants really help in bringing this issuehe forefront: (1) “...if | were to present the
document that you created to our field units arkdthhem to use it in the field they wouldn’t use
it, it's a little too too in depth a little too delked, it's a little too deep | guess...”; (2) ‘A make
an assumption that your planning that...all peaplelved with recreation on public lands will

have an issue with conflict and this is who yougéa audience will be and if that's the case then

what you’ve created is a little too in depth forrsmne to actually go into the field and use right
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now”; and (3) “...it's good information but it's hproviding me with the um the best methods to
take it to my, the field units and say here usg thind let's actually use this modelling
method...and start to gather more information” (RXCI Another participant was concerned that
the negativity of the statements would be a barsaying, “No it's clear, but for me it's really
negative...it's really comprehensive, it's easymalerstand, questions are easy but...I think it's a
lot” (PCI 1). It seems likely that my document Ipemoted awareness of new information and
information that participants themselves said walsable. Unfortunately, it also seems that in
its current state it would not be applicable orlsa Much of the reason may be because it is not
presented in a way that makes it easily consunaideunderstandable. Resource managers
often require a level of understanding of a newaggh that can only be achieved through
specialized training or handbooks in order forithplementation of new approaches to be
effective and successful (Wright, 2003). This dt@lso serve to re-emphasize the importance
of ensuring the readability and transferabilitye$earch.
7.7.7 Conclusion

The data presented here support the general thesighere exists a gap between the
social science research that exists, in particelsearch related to outdoor recreation conflict,
and its actual usage. Managers commented spdigifiegarding a lack of important conflict
information (e.g., standards of quality for cortfiic the park) and the current social science
limitations because of its infancy throughout tla¢éional park system. A surprising finding was
that managers acknowledged that they typically hvavg little contact with academics/research
not affiliated with Parks Canada. Academics maygdesulted later for clarification specifically
if they are a noted expert in the particular fiefdnterest. Managers also acknowledged that

they have a group of academics that they will aciread that they (managers) consider
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relationships with academics important and wortihdng and maintaining. Managers also
recognize the barriers (i.e., time, budget, anelviaaice of conferences) inhibiting the
improvement of current and future relationshipste€t communication of new research
findings most often came from social scientistskigg for Parks Canada, whereas
communication with outside academics was largalycémsultation to confirm park research
findings. This communication structure suggesas Barks Canada social scientists work as
intermediaries in the research communication pogkose role is largely designed around the
retrieval, synthesis, and presentation of rese@rgark managers. Managers also stressed the
importance of “streamlining” the communication pges so that relevant research could be more
easily communicated in a shorter time-frame. Aligio managers demonstrated a strong interest
in engaging the scientific literature on their owey were plagued by lack of personal time,
budget constraints, and restrictions resulting ftbenfast pace of decision-making in the park.
Additionally, evidence shows that most researclttinaes to be presented in a manner
that is still largely problematic for parks managty understand and apply effectively. Most
comments by managers emphasize the need for rededre presented in a way that is
understandable, succinct, making research consenaall transferable. The key word for all
managers was “tools”. They needed information tloald be taken and easily transformed into
a tool that would allow them to specifically addresnflict-related problems. It was for this
reason that managers were asked to comment onausetical conflict research. Overall, my
research was very positively received and consitierée very relevant in terms of what
managers wanted. They most appreciated the farct was examining conflict from a new and
different perspective. Although they could seeaifatapplicability of my scale as a potential

“tool”, the document that they were presented satfédrom a lack of immediate



279

“consumability”. This was largely because the doent was found to be too technical and, as a
result of this, methods for applying the scale wesecompletely understood.

In conclusion, park managers seem eager to embuaient and future social science
and conflict-related research; in fact they opexdignowledged the need for more of it.
However, it is important that research producersésitive to managers’ time restrictions and
how information is best presented to them.

7.7.8 Validity and Limitations

In an effort to improve the validity of my reseaffaidings | incorporated a number of
specific techniques. One way to improve the validf qualitative research is to “...collect
extensive amounts of rich data” (Charmaz, 20061@). One of the approaches typically
involved in qualitative research (although it iseof more closely associated with a grounded
theory methodology) is an approach called theaaksampling. “Theoretical sampling refers to
data gathering directed by emerging concepts...”l§{Daf Holt, 2005, p. 51). By incorporating
theoretical sampling, | would have: (a) increageddttime | would have spent in the field
collecting data, and (b) been able to develop epde understanding of the emerging concepts
by interviewing key informants who may possessigusknowledge of my area under
investigation. In essence theoretical samplingld/bave been used to develop my “...emerging
categories and to make them more definitive antulig€harmaz, 2000, p. 519).
Unfortunately, the ability to remain longer in theld involved with data collection was
restricted because of time and budgetary conssraint

Because of this | was not able to incorporate nexrchecking (Patton, 2002) or what
Leedy and Ormrod (2001) call, respondent validatibeedy and Ormrod state that “The

researcher takes his or her conclusions back tpaheipants in the study and ask quite simply,
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Do you agree with my conclusions? Do they makeesbased on your own experiences?”
(2001, p. 106). This approach would have beenqudait useful because the intent of my study
was theory development. Having the opportunitydnfy with participants my interpretations
of their responses would have added significamtithe validity of my findings. Member-
checking may have also revealed any gaps in mypirggtions prompting further data analysis
and subsequently could have been used to dirgbtiefudata collection.

In a related technique for improving the validatyd accuracy of the collected data |
would have utilized snowball sampling. The teclmei@llows for the interviewing of additional
individuals as the researcher becomes aware of themaghout the research process. This
technique is especially important when trying thiage saturation within the qualitative data.
Interviews with the current sample of individuald dnearth additional people worthy of contact
for interviewing. This approach was not implemenbecause, of (1) budgetary limitations, (2)
time constraints, and (3) it was believed thatrsditon had been achieved following analysis of
the initial five interviews.

7.8 Results Recap

Several conclusions can be taken from the findprgsented above. Quantitative
evaluation showed that participants do not appebetexperiencing conflict and are reporting
relatively high levels of visitor satisfaction. Bkmportantly, when conflict is perceived, it was
associated with inappropriate/disrespectful behagidi.e., dogs off leash, excessive noise, and
damaging/disrespecting the natural environment)taatcrowding, although still relevant, was
much less of a concern for visitors (i.e., theyndidppear to mind encountering other users).
Qualitative evaluation found that both the caudesegative emotions as well participant

descriptions of conflict contained direct mentidnmappropriate/disrespectful behaviours,
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suggesting that positive and negative emotions tavability to adversely affect a person’s
experience. These finding suggest that (1) ingmpate/disrespectful behaviours appear to be
perceived by visitors as conflict, and (2) thatatege emotions may be the result of
experiencing/witnessing such behaviours. The éshadal validity (i.e., construct & predictive)
and reliability of the finalized 13-item emotionaded conflict scale is perhaps most significant,
because it provides a potential means of evalugpireglicting, and better understanding visitor
emotional reactions to conflict experiences, palady those triggered by inappropriate
behaviours. Notable were the scales’ correlatwitis visitor satisfaction, place attachment, and
conflict. Regression further established all thee®tions dimensions to be the best predictors
of conflict above and beyond other conflict relatagiables. Finally, these findings were agreed
to be important and valuable by Parks Canada masnaglehough immediate applicability was
impaired by the depth (i.e., the findings were pread in far too much detail and needed to be
simplified) and technical (i.e., wording used thghaut contained too much academic jargon)
presentation of the document. These were alsorglet@ncerns regarding all academic research
and not simply my executive summary. Managerséeaagss to learn more about the causes of
outdoor recreation conflict, to maintain current @evelop new relationships, to develop in
themselves a stronger scientific language capaanty,interest in streamlining the academic-
manager communication process are encouraginddrdld of recreation and leisure studies.
Understanding and improving the current knowledgesfer process will also require
consideration of the role of “intermediaries” (j.social scientists, National Working Group,

park planners, etc).
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CHAPTER EIGHT
Discussion
8.1 Introduction

Interest in outdoor recreation conflict was spurhedhe 1960’s because of increased
participation rates and diversity in the types @freational activities available. Consequently,
recreation conflict has become one of the most comiyet difficult challenges with which
managers must contend (Hammitt & Schneider, 2000)/ell documented research from the
1980’s (i.e., Bury, Holland, & McEwen, 1983; Jacé&b Schreyer, 1980; Lindsay, 1980)
continues to be the foundation of current reseattgmpting to provide greater understanding of
outdoor recreation conflict as well as to deviséutsans appropriate for application in our
National and wilderness parks. Contemporary exatiuins of outdoor recreation conflict have
focused on the root causes, variables, and undgrfgictors that cause conflict (Confer, Thapa,
& Mendelsohn, 2005), however demand has increasedmiore theoretical approaches to
understanding conflict and why it occurs (Mannith§99). Based on this demand, the first two
purposes of this dissertation were: (1) to evalumteew and expanded model of outdoor
recreation conflict and (2 to develop and validdte reliability of a multi-item, multi-
dimensional conflict scale.

However, the basic nature of most theoretical mebehas been cited for its limitations
when attempting application in real-world scenaridfieory is understood to represent a system
of interconnected ideas that organize knowledgeualloe social world (Neuman, 2000).
Manning (1999) recognized that most academic rebdaas been basic (i.e., driven by theory or
conducted for the purposes of developing a theasyppposed to applied (i.e., conducted to

address broader societal issues), which has inthan@agement acceptance and adoption of
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research findings. Theory, however, always guidese applied research, it is just that theory
can sometimes be less apparent in applied res@dsmiman). Theories can be very complex.
Problems with application arise because managers witen than not are required to cope or
deal with complex social science issues, such &oou recreation conflict, with information
unfamiliar to them. Barriers to incorporating stiBc knowledge into land management cited
by researchers and managers are explained in decotipvays. One criticism has been, for
example, that conference presentations and lenmibications only promote awareness of new
approaches and do not lend themselves to immedpikcation. The principle of parsimony
(simpler is better) suggests that the simpler, ¢éessplex theory is the better one when multiple,
equally convincing theories are presented (Neumaiherefore, problems with application may
be because theory is too complicated and not coruaiaa in an appropriate fashion to promote
understanding. The desire to reveal the true reagar the concerns surrounding theory and
theoretical knowledge and to develop an understgnoli how to improve theoretical knowledge
transfer constituted the motivation behind the usmn of a qualitative investigation of the
knowledge transfer process being employed in Casadsional parks. Based on the above,
therefore, the third purpose of this dissertati@swo investigate the outdoor recreation conflict
knowledge transfer process within Canada’s natipagts.

The remainder of this chapter is divided into fstéh-sections. The first sub-section (i.e.,
8.2) broadly describes participants’ experienced msights and provides context for what
follows. The second sub-section (i.e., 8.3) disesgmotion, namely the causes and influence of
positive and negative emotions on participants’ragatton experience. Information here
subtantiates the importance of including emotionpart of a new conflict understanding, and

thus addresses the first purpose of this reseaii¢te third sub-section (i.e, 8.4) addresses the
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second purpose of this study through a discusdidimeoproposed scales’ validity and reliability.
The fourth sub-section (i.e., 8.5 to 8.9) presentsief discussion of relevant conflict variables.
The discussions serve to reinforce the importariagdain conflict variables and the necessity
for them to be given consideration whenever remeatonflict is being studied. And the final
subsection (8.10) addresses the third purpose isfdtudy (i.e., to investigate the outdoor
recreation knowledge transfer process).
8.2 Participant Experiences and Insights

In this study, international travelers comprise@ro®0% of all participants. All told, 22
countries were represented with the top three cmgrthe United States of America, followed
by England, and then Germany. Participants wese ah average older and mostly male.
Lehto, O’Leary, and Lee (2001) noted older peogld@ng more active travelers than 10 years
ago. It is also generally accepted that middledaged older adults tend to have more
discretionary income because of retirement andgoempty-nesters (i.e., children no longer
living at home) permitting more time for travel.olins and Tisdell (2002), in their analysis of
Australian travel data from 1998, found that maleminated travel by Australian residents in all
age categories except for one (15-24).
8.2.1 Place Attachment

What makes the large number of international texgelinteresting relates to their
reported levels of attachment. Place attachmenbbkan well researched (e.g., Kyle, Graefe, &
Manning, 2005; Low & Altman, 1992; Proshansky, 19&8d Williams & Roggenbuck, 1989)
and has garnered attention as a potentially imporariable for helping to explain conflict
occurrences (Manning, 1999). Results showed thdicgpants considered Jasper National Park

to be very important (46.5%) and important (22.886dheir overall trip. Although this may not
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be too surprising because it would be a safe assamfhat international travelers wishing to
specifically see and spend time in Jasper NatiBaak (JNP) would place a high importance on
the park. However, the majority of participantpeessed some level of attachment to the park
itself.  Although participants were asked if thegltfan attachment to JNP, additional
investigation into the specifics of the attachmanthe strength of attachment were not examined
in any additional detail. Given the high importargaced on JNP and high reported levels of
attachment, recent work has suggested that it ssiple@ to have an emotional response to a
particular place just because it is beautiful (Stoak, Harris, & Sanyal, 2008). Similarly, these
researchers found no difference between first anerepeat visitors when it came to developing
an emotional connection to a place and the placanimgs they developed based on physical
setting. Such a relationship would seem plausibtbée current investigation as a large majority
of participants considered the experiencing of agdan mountain national park to be either
important or very important, and were also highlgtivated to enjoy the scenery and to be close
to nature. Smaldone et al. also found eviden®itgest that “newcomers” to a place foster an
attachment based on environmental features, whahlagically be the case here, especially for
the international visitors.

The reported level of attachment may also be mimsely linked to its functional value
or “place dependence” (i.e., a particular placeflmn is important because of its functional
importance or value to the recreation experienddpore and Graefe (1994) have found that
place dependence can develop faster than moresenttachments linked to place identity (i.e.,
“the emotional and symbolic meanings recreationadesribe to recreation settings” Kyle &
Chick, 2007, p. 209). Kyle et al. summarize thislinby saying, “...that a place can be

considered important to an individual because ®ffunhctional value. In the context of many
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recreational settings, users of specific resouceesalso be dependent on them because of their
unique ability to facilitate desired experience20@5, p. 155). This may also be the case here.
As proof there was considerable disagreement regatte substitutability of another location
capable of satisfying desired recreational needslanning referred to this as resource
substitution. Only 8.5% of participants strongtyreed that they could easily substitute another
location for JNP. The largest group of 21% wastméusuggesting that they were unsure
whether or not they could find a suitable replaceimé@&mong these individuals, recreation goals
may have been a factor. For example, approximde®s of participants were international
travelers and 59% of participants were motivateg {iery important) to experience a Canadian
mountain national park. Canada does have othelasiparks (e.g., Banff National Park), and if
participants had not had the opportunity to visibtaer park, it would not be inconceivable for
some of these participants to be unsure aboutitocaubstitutability. Stedman (2003) found
that landscape attributes did contribute to pesghkace meanings related to place attachment; it
may be particular landscape attributes (i.e., atarestics) that give a place its inherent appeal
both functionally (i.e., place dependence) and deeper emotional connections (i.e., place
identity).

One of the problems with how place attachment reditionally been conceptualized is
that deeper meaning and attachment has requireshduring relationship or connection and a
prolonged involvement with the place (Relph, 19V6an, 1977; Schroeder, 1991). Smaldone et
al., (2008) did find in their study of the role tfne in place attachment development, that for
non-residents (visitors), “there appeared to beeatationship between the amount of time they
had spent in the park, and being able to identig discuss a special place within the park”

(2008, p. 496). Itis however, possible that tinersyth of the attachment changes over time (i.e.,
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with prolonged engagement) and may evolve into eleapeanings associated with higher levels
of place identity whereby an individual begins tss@ciate whom they are with particular
attributes of a place. The role of long-term versmmediate attraction (See Kitayama &
Markus, 1994) may have also been variables aatiragtount for the higher than expected levels
of attachment in the current study. Kitayama anarkds’s perspective suggests a temporal
component to the development of place attachm@fitat they were differentiating between was
immediate attraction (which may help account faghler than expected levels of attachment for
first time users/visitors to an area) and long-tesanial ties (that help explain the higher level
emotional place identify bonds that form with rejgelausage over a given period of time). This
perspective as well as that of place dependenseisglace identity, “suggest that every person-
place bond has its locus within an ever-changimgptaral scale that provides a critical context
affecting that bond” (Smaldone, Harris, & Sanyad0&, p. 500). From these perspectives,
“Time should be viewed as a necessary but notceifii factor contributing to place attachment”
(p. 500).
8.2.2 Crowding

Crowding has also become an important variableotsider when conducting research
on outdoor recreation conflict. Crowding has tgtiy been reported as a problem in many
wilderness areas and theoretically explained basethe premise that individuals are seeking
solitude while recreating in the wilderness (Mamnid999). Findings from the present study
indicate however that only approximately a quaofgparticipants encountered more people than
they felt was desirable. Similarly, only 15% sthdt they were motivated to avoid encounters
with other trail users. Therefore, at least witlie present study, meeting people does not

appear to be a concern for visitors. At least otiner study has had a similar result, with Pan
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and Ryan’s (2007) study of the motivations behimitation to mountain areas suggesting that
people may not be motivated specifically to avoedgle, but are instead motivated to avoid the
hustle and bustle of daily life.
8.2.3 Disturbance

Research (e.g., Arnberger, Haider, Eder, & Muh@d,0 that has posited that there is a
need for outdoor recreationists to be away froneiofieople was also weakened in the current
investigation by the fact that the majority of peigants reported that they were not easily
disturbed by other people around them. Almostettpearters disagreed to some degree that
they were easily disturbed. For comparative pugpp&alisch and Klaphake (2007) found that
only 6.8% of visitors to a German national park engnced some level of disturbance.
However, it must be noted that this opinion didywbetween activity groups in my study with
hikers reporting the most disturbance. Carothéaske, and Donnelly (2001) found that hikers
reported greater cases of unacceptable behavioen wiountain bikers were the user group in
guestion, but reported the fewest instances whatuatng other hikers. In addition, Reis and
Higham (2009) found that “reports of conflict wehe exception rather than the rule” and that
there was a higher level of acceptance betweerersiahd hikers (p. 104). Finally, results from
Tumes (2007) suggest that walkers don’t mind comimg contact with mountain bikers,
provided mountain biker behaviour is perceived ¢cabpropriate (i.e., not riding on designated

walking-only trails).

This finding, when combined with the above thabgle do not appear to avoid
encounters and that people seem to rarely encotadenany other people suggests a relatively
high level of tolerance. Reis and Higham (200@)nfb a high level of tolerance and acceptance

to exist between hikers and sport hunters. This &w@n more remarkable given the anticipated
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and actual value based differences between thegtewps. In her study of recreation group
interactions and conflict at Mt. St. Helens, Gild@®04) found that visitors “...expressed an
unexpectedly high level of tolerance for other gr&u(p. 11). Such high levels of tolerance may

have existed within the present study’s sample.

It is also possible that another explanation existsthe lack of crowding concerns
among participants of the present study. It iselyidcecognized that “Crowding norms are
generally defined as visitor-based standards thdividuals and groups use for evaluating
behaviour and social conditions” (Arnberger & Ma@A08, p. 561). It is possible that different
European normative standards are at least somawbpbnsible—an important consideration
given the large number of European participanthimstudy. Close examination also found that
the differing visitation numbers between natioralks in Canada and the United States may also
have played a role. Canada appears to have elatowv levels of visitation, especially when
the size of the park is taken into consideratioemvbompared to examples from Europe and the
United States. Generally, however crowding haspkinmot been viewed as an issue within
European parks. Compelling evidence exists supgpthis notion. For instance since the
1980’s only 16 European crowding studies have mmmmucted and up until 2008 perceived
crowding has not been a topic of visitor or housgsurveys (Arnberger & Mann). “In most
Southern, Eastern - and several Central-Europeantiies...crowding is not recognized as an
issue for forest recreation research and managérgfamberger & Mann, 2008, p. 566). Much
of this is attributable to the diverse landowngosktructure comprising mostly small-scale
private ownership with a few publicly owned piecafsland (Arnberger & Mann). And in
Germany a free access policy has limited the awiéitiaand ability to obtain important visitor

data (Job, 2008).
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Different visitation numbers and sizes of parks rhayever be the simplest and most
compelling reason to explain why crowding percemgiovere so low in the present study. In
Germany for instance there are 14 national parkis an average size of 687 square kilometres
(Job, 2008). The combined size of all 14 Germé&ional parks is smaller than Jasper National
Park. The largest park is 4,410 square kilometiegjever 97.7% is water area. The largest
land-based park is 247 square kilometres and thallesh is 57 square kilometres.
Berchtesgaden National Park has a size of 209 sdgkilometres and received 1.1 million
visitors in 2002. German parks are small and thentty’s population is more densely packed.
It may be that Germans coming to Canada have ar€iff experience because of the vastly
larger space. The United Kingdom experiences alaimituation with high visitation and
relatively small park sizes. For example, YorkehDales National Park is 1769 square
kilometres and receives an annual visitation ofrappately 9.5 million visitors (National
Parks, 2010). Peak District National Park is essraller and receives even higher levels of
visitation (1437 square kilometres and 10.1 milesitors annually). The United States suffers
from the same level of excess visitation. The nvastely visited national park is the U.S. is
Great Smokey Mountains with an annual visitatioralofiost 9.5 million people (National Park
Service, 2010). Great Smokey Mountains is alsonallspark at 2072 square kilometres. In
comparison to Canada’s national parks, particuliN? receives relatively little visitation for its
overall size. JNP is 11,228 square kilometresniggantly bigger than any of the above
mentioned parks and received only 2,054,877 vsitbroughout 2007-2008 (Parks Canada,

2008).

The expectation that visitors to parks in the UdK.Germany are experiencing some

amount of crowding seems likely and it is unfortientnat appropriate research and information
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has not been collected. Low crowding perceptiodNi® in the present study may be connected
to standards of quality that international visita®velop in their own countries and bring to
Canada while visiting. Visitor usage is much geeanternationally and therefore visiting
Canada may result in the exceeding of previoushabdished crowding standards causing
international visitors to perceive or experienggngicantly less crowding. Some of the most
important findings however, were discovered wheRings participants about the specific
behaviours of other visitors.
8.2.4 Unacceptable Conflict Behaviours

Because “user conflicts...safety concerns and imgp@ate user behaviour may
negatively affect different user groups...” (Arnder, Haider, Eder, & Muhar, 2010, p. 809), it
was important to understand those behaviours giaact or have the potential to detract from a
person’s recreation experience. Participants encilirrent study were asked to indicate from a
series of behaviours, those that would be moslhyliteedetract from their recreation experience.
Although over 58% of participants said that enceting many other people on the trails would
somewhat detract from their experience, only 10% gavould significantly detract. Analysis
of the previously presented data regarding crowdinggests that people are overall very
tolerant of meeting people. The more significamjem may relate to specific behaviours and
have less to do with number of people encounteratticipants more clearly identified certain
behaviours as being the most problematic and thexemost likely to detract from their
experience. Just over a quarter of participanid saat dogs off leash would significantly
detract, whereas just under a quarter said thabtugeofficial trails, would significantly detract
from their experience. Mann and Absher offerecmalysis of conflict potential and surveyed a

variety of different user groups (i.e., hikers, étk mountain bikers, horse riders, and
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joggers/walkers). They reported that all groupgenidied feeling disturbed by unleashed dogs.
Meanwhile Arnberger et al., found that male walkeese impacted the most by unleashed dogs.
Regarding trail use, mountain biker use of desgphatalking-only trails was the greatest cause

of conflict according to Tumes. My findings appeansistent with previous conflict work.

An even higher percentage (37.9%) of respondesetstifted excessive noise as likely to
significantly detract from their experience. Reo@search (Manning, Newman, Fristrup, Stack,
& Pilcher, 2009) has identified “soundscapes” asmdpemportant for managerial focus when it
comes to ensuring a quality wilderness experiendeeir analysis found that “...‘peacefulness’,
‘quiet’, and ‘the sounds of nature’ had a positivdluence on the quality of the visitor
experience, and ‘noisy visitors’, ‘loud talkingnarelated issues substantially detracted from the
guality of the visitor experience” (2009, p. 3)odRive and negative indicators of quality were
also identified. Flowing water, birds calling, awthd blowing in the trees were good indicators
that contributed to the visitor experience, whilsiters talking and boisterous behaviour were
found to be indicators of noise that would detrfacin the visitor experience. Their research
also found that over 15% of participants were mgpuiisitor-caused noise that was louder than

the identified social norm.

Perhaps the most significant finding was that 73%sasticipants identified disrespectful
behaviour as likely to significantly detract frohretr experience. Specific types of disrespectful
behaviour were not identified, however it is poksiio speculate based on previously conducted
research. Mann and Absher (2008) were able tsifyasehaviours based on whether they were
related to infrastructure issues or social value&arbage and vandalism were the two
infrastructure issues with the highest conflictgmital across all of the user groups (i.e., hikers,

bikers, mountain bikers, horse riders, joggers/ek Social values conflicts caused by the
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disturbing behaviour (e.g., riding too fast, toosd, not giving signals) of mountain bikers was
considered disturbing by horse riders and hik@rames (2007) in her qualitative investigation
of conflict found similar results. In her studyalkers didn’t mind coming into contact with
mountain bikers, however problems arose when mauniekers were perceived to be
undertaking inappropriate behaviour. Specific @ns surrounded the speed of mountain bikers
startling walkers and/or causing walkers to havgutmp out of the way’. Tumes was also able
to identify that “inappropriate behaviour” had mweviously been used as a variable to examine
recreation conflict. This is unfortunate in ligbt previous and current research findings that
have all identified inappropriate or disrespectfahaviours as serious concerns for recreationists
with high likelihoods to significantly detract fronaisitor experiences. Similarly, Vaske,
Needham, and Cline (2007), in their study of inéespnal and social values conflicts among
skiers and snowmobilers, found that between ond hatl one third of skiers rated
snowmobilers’ behaviour as being problematic. ©#wrious behavioural concerns included
riding out of control, being rude and discourteopassing too close, and disturbing wildlife.
Although skiers and snowmobilers were not involvadthe present study the inclusion of
inappropriate behaviours as problematic for foffiedent recreational user groups should at least

emphasize the need to begin to regularly includé sinalysis in future research.

8.2.5 Outdoor Recreation Conflict

In the present study 82% and 71% of participantsngty disagreed that they had
experienced ‘conflict today’ and ‘conflict in theagt 30 days’, respectively, while over 97%
reported that they were satisfied with their retogaexperience. Similarly, most participants
across a variety of studies also appear to haverexeed little outdoor recreation conflict and,

overall, were satisfied with their experience. Mamnd Absher (2008) found, for example, that
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23% of their study participants were very satisted an additional 49% were satisfied. Vaske
et al., reported that 36% of skiers, and 81% ofnsnobilers, reported no conflict. Reis and
Higham (2009) stated that:

the potential for conflict, and actual manifestaticof conflict, are overstated. Despite

differences, hunters and hikers seem to sharepeesand their experiences in a manner

that is generally harmonious. In general, few tiggacomments were expressed in
interviews and informal conversations with eithanters or hikers. In fact, both groups
reported more positive than negative experiences(@).

As a means of exploring causes and perceptionsrdlict, participants involved with the
present study were asked, in an open-ended qugesiiprovide their own definition or
understanding of what constituted outdoor recreatmnflict. Qualitative analysis revealed four
separate themes: (1) No Experience/No Conflictj{@ppropriate/Disrespectful Behaviour, (3)
Crowding, and (4) People are Different. The maslely cited understandings of conflict
revolved around inappropriate/disrespectful behavid his is remarkably consistent with
previous research and provides additional supporf@imes (2007) and her suggestion that
inappropriate behaviour should be included as@adéuariable when investigating recreation
conflict. It's also remarkable in the present sttitlt the majority of participants did not
experience any conflict, but displayed tremendarsistency in the identification of
inappropriate behaviours as the source of potecwiadlict occurrences. Participants specifically
identified littering/garbage”, unsafe behavioursi{pughtless or inconsiderate actions”),
damaging the environment or disrespecting the enment, and disturbing and not respecting
wildlife. Crowding was also mentioned by a numbieparticipants. Again it would appear that

although participants may not directly experienanvling, they are aware of crowding as a

potential cause.
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Previous research has found that people are relatiolerant of meeting other people
and that negative experiences/conflict is mordyike arise when meeting people is
accompanied by inappropriate/disrespectful behayvide reasons for conflict occurrences
found by Reis and Higham (2008) were comparabtbedgresent study. Findings were also
consistent between hunters and hikers. Hunteeglligtering, visitor behaviour/activity
showing disregard to resources, unsafe behaviandsyisitor behaviour/activity causing
wildlife disturbance, visitor behaviour/activityusing track damage, and crowding as reasons
for conflict. Hikers felt that littering, visitdnehaviour/activity causing wildlife disturbance and
visitor behaviour/activity showing disregard togesces, crowding and unsafe behaviours, and
visitor behaviour/activity causing track damagehaesr top causes of conflict. Participants
however, actually experienced very little confli®eis and Higham identified what they called a
“mutual awareness of conflict concerns”. It woalghear that a similar situation may be
occurring in the present study. Although partiaisaeported very little conflict, they remain
acutely aware of behaviours/actions and situatibaswould create conflict. Most importantly,
this “mutual awareness” appears to be fairly caastshetween individuals of different users
groups.

Clark, Hendee, and Campbell (2009) offered a cdimgeexplanation for the higher than
expected tolerance of individuals visiting a wildess area. First, they were able to identify that
campers expressed less concern about things suthsasice behaviour when compared to
managers. Their explanation was that, “...a newptag style [has] emerged with associated
behavioural expectations less dependent on direatamental contact, more compatible with
highly developed structures, and increasingly saaaditions” (p. 145). Although the present

sample included others besides campers, they vgers of the local trail network surrounding
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the Town of Jasper. This trail network is connddteseveral campgrounds that would have
been receiving extensive visitation/use throughletsummer months when the data were being
collected. Itis also possible that a portion aftigipants would have been tent or RV camping
in the campgrounds surrounding the trail netwdrkis new “camping style” may therefore be
transferring to those hikers, bikers, walkers tk&t are using more heavily visited trail systems.
In other words, users of trail systems that arsezido inhabited areas (e.g., the Town of Jasper),
or that receive higher amounts of visitation, mayking them with different expectations than
may have been anticipated. In this sense, useniare tolerant of meeting and engaging with
people, but remain alert to the behaviours thdtaailise them to feel or experience conflict with
another group or individual.
8.3 Role of Positive and Negative Emotions on Migixperiences

One of the primary goals of this research wasvestigate the role of emotions,
particularly negative emotions, on the recreationfiict experience. This section specifically
addresses the first purpose of my research thrthegtliscussion of emotions and their role in
the conflict experience. Previous discussion ifiedtseveral behaviours or situations that
would detract from a person’s recreation experientten asked, participants said that
“experiencing a negative emotion” would somewhatats (53%) and strongly detract (21.3%)
from their recreation experience. A closer lookatticipant emotions and the role they might
be playing is necessary and supported by Tumesj2@0o said that, “Understanding the
emotive feelings that result from a conflict expage is important when exploring recreation
conflict” (2007, p. 52). Her comment representgatension of the claim by Hull (1990) “that
mood is a significant, prevalent and relevant pobdd leisure research” (p. 99). Hull used

mood to denote subjective feelings present througeweeryday leisure experiences such as
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relaxation, excitement, awe, and happiness. Alligigted below, subjective feeings are not
always positive (e.g., stress).

Early recreation conflict research that soughttdude emotions focused only on stress
(e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). The relationdiepveen stress and recreation coping was
later expanded by Schneider and Hammitt (1995f¥oBehem Knopp and Tyger (1972) were
aware of the intense emotional reactions that canttiwere being generated between motorised
and non-motorised recreationists. Because emadtieaetions are diverse and can often be
incredibly powerful, inclusion of a greater diveéysof emotions is necessary to improve our
understanding of emotions and their role duringfletirexperiences. Lazarus (1990) believed
that the study of emotions, and not simply stress|d significantly contribute the recreation
conflict understanding. The first study to my krleslge to adopt such an approach and to offer
a more detailed account of the role of emotionsnduronflict is that by Vitterso, Chipeniuk,
Skar, and Vistad (2004). More recently Tumes (20@plemented a qualitative approach to
exploring recreation conflict and her conclusiongeuresearchers to include some measurement
of people’s emotive feelings.

The present study confirmed that (a) visitorsN® Ho experience negative emotions and
that (b) these emotions have the potential to meggtimpact upon a person’s recreation
experience. For instance, participants reportedrtipact of experiencing negative emotions and
whether they would (1) ruin their experience, (@)ge them to stop participating altogether, (3)
change activity, and/or (4) change locations. Mdshis study’s participants were neutral or
disagreed that negative emotions result in anh@fbove reactions. However, changing
locations and ruined experience were the two mgr&tesl upon. Seven point two percent

strongly agreed that they would change locatiority &an additional 40% or so either agreeing or
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somewhat agreeing. However, less than one pestamgly agreed that experiencing a negative
emotion would ruin their experience. Such peragegamay seem low and hence may appear to
provide little support for the inclusion of emot#im the recreation conflict context. However,
these numbers are greater than those for indivsduhb reported experiencing conflict on the
date they completed the questionnaire and ovepdbe30 days. A total of only 6% agreed to
having experienced conflict that day and 7% overgtevious 30 days.

Vitterso et al. (2004) found that people tendedriderestimate the negative effects of
snowmobile noise when asked in a general survaycdnversely noted that the, “emotional
guality was significantly reduced for cross-courgkyers who encountered a single snowmobile
being driven carefully alongside the ski track” 289). Although it is possible that participants
in the current study did not experience much conféir underestimated because of the situation
of being asked to complete a survey, it also sqamsible that having people reflect upon the
emotions that they experienced may provide a moearate depiction of actual experience
qguality. The present study offered a definitiorcohflict as the “experiencing of negative
affect”. The emotions-based conflict scale adntémexd to participants proved to be the best
predictor of conflict even when compared with agiparticipants directly if they had
experienced conflict. Not all conflict situatioasturrences are the same and the diversity of
emotional reactions may provide a better meandasftifying conflicts and why they occurred.
The richness of the data collected by asking ppéits about the negative emotions they
experienced and why is not only more relevant fanagers but also researchers. An
examination of managerial opinions towards emotems the proposed emotions-based conflict

scale is presented beginning in section 8.11.
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8.3.1 Causes of Emotional Reactions

Participants were asked to identify the positivd aagative emotions that they
experienced while recreating on the trails arodmedTtown of Jasper. Overall, participants
reported feeling far more positive than negativegoms. The most widely reported negative
emotions were irritation followed closely by nergoess, then fear, frustration, and disgust.
Additionally, participants qualitatively providedsponses identifying the causes of their
negative emotions. “Other users” were by far tlesinndentified cause of negative emotions.
Participants specifically mentioned crowding, her§#lorses — the smell, droppings, bug up
trails when it rains”), disrespectful behavioum¢bnsiderate behaviour of others”), and litter
and environmental damage (“People not treating peek with respect”).

These reported causes echo the characteristicgedpo participant definitions of
conflict previously discussed. In line with thesearch, previous work has also begun to
identify these concerns, particularly disrespediethaviour as closely related to reported conflict
experiences. Schuster, Hammitt, and Moore (2G06)nstance, approach conflict from the
perspective of experiencing “hassles” as identiédly the experiencing of the emotion stress.
“The most frequent sources of hassles were litigise from other people, damage to the
resources, and too many people at campsites” jp. Bfe only source missing in their study that
was mentioned in the present study was horsesis&Nmm other people” could be attributed as
disrespectful behaviour. Comments by participanthe current study support this notion:
“People who walk and talk loudly and therefore seathe animals away”, and “People acting
disrespectful (noisy, disrespecting signage)”. dldoo, that, Vitterso et al., (2004) found that
the emotional quality of skiers’ experiences dirsin@d related to the noise caused by

snowmobiles. Tumes (2007) in her study of busheralland mountain bikers, found that
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participants used language such as feeling anneyamt disappointment following their conflict
experience. The primary source of conflict in skerdy was the inappropriate behaviour of other
users. Participants in the present study may partiag similar feelings when they identified
irritation, frustration, and disgust as three @& thost experienced negative emotions. The
bushwalkers in Tumes’ study also reported feelmghtened, angry, as well as stressed. These
emotions were largely attributable to the speetth@imountain bikers on the trails.

There is continued evidence to suggest that raorefdrest users are bothered more by
the actions and behaviours of others and far lgsedonumber of people or encounters (Heer,
Rusterholz, & Baur, 2003). Heer et al., found thi&ers reported negative encounters “...with
mountain bikers due to their high speed, lack efrasy, crowding, and safety concerns” (p.
720). Carothers, Vaske, and Donnelly (2001) fotlvad hikers reported more conflict when
based on evaluations of mountain biker behavidnterestingly, mountain bikers reported
higher levels of unacceptable behaviours. Thikedy the result of mountain bikers witnessing
the unacceptable behaviours of other mountain gif@rwhich they disagree.

From her study, Tumes concluded that, “Feeling yangidisappointed after a recreation
experience may result in a person choosing nattam to the place where it happened or may
even choose to not participate in that particidareation experience...” (2007, p. 52). Reports
from the present study found that participants weost likely to change locations as the result
of experiencing negative emotions. Present stadiygipants also reported fear and
nervousness. It is possible that these emotiandiezctly related to specific visitor behaviours
(i.e., mountain bikers passing too quickly or withavarning), however it is also possible that
these emotional reactions are associated withyfieedf activity being participated in. Boniface

(2006) studied women and adventurous activitiesgyaation in the outdoors and discovered
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that, “...several of the women identified feelimfdear when faced with challenges they were
not sure they could overcome” (p. 14). This feas heen associated with physical, social, and
psychological threats (e.g., mountain biking dowdifeicult hill). The fear associated with
overcoming personal challenges may in fact be gpe&rd and positive outcome of certain
types of recreation participation; personal groeah occur after having successfully achieved a
personal goal (Boniface, 2006). The fear relateant unexpected recreation encounter has the
potential to negatively detract from a person’sezignce; differentiating between these two
causes of fear is necessary if future researchhbgtter understand the true nature of recreation
conflict.

The fear and nervousness reported by participaatshave also been linked to issues of
“access”. This category was split into two then{éyUnknowns Regarding Trail/Environment
and (2) Restricted Access. A number of commentg weported regarding trail/environment
unknowns, including “Riding a trail for the firstrte” and “Concern regarding the unknown if on
a new trail”. A lack of knowledge of the trail sgst was relatively common among participants
and was expected in light of the number of finstetivisitors. Only 33% of participants reported
having some level of knowledge of the trail systamd over 48% disagreed that they possessed
knowledge of the trails. Stodolska (1998) conssdesome constraints such as lack of familiarity
(with an area of trail system) to be dynamic or able in that they can be overcome, for
instance, as knowledge of an area or activity growsalker and Virden (2005) found that
outdoor recreation was strongly constrained bychk ¢d information and moderately constrained
by poorly maintained facilities and equipment. Téiger may relate to participant comments
regarding a lack of appropriate trail signage erc¢bnfusion experienced because of missing

signage. Conversely, Stokolska characterisedkadbaccess as a static constraint that remained
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stable over time. Participants in the present steggrted restricted access but also made
specific reference to the cost or fees associat#dusing/visiting the park. Walker and Virden
found that the expense associated with outdooeation participation acted to strongly
constrain participation, but that high admissioesfenoderately constrained participation.
Crompton and Kim (2004), like Stodolska found tt@$t was a constraint that remained stable
over time. Comments from European visitors regay@dmission costs are not surprising when
comparisons are made between North American anobEan parks. As Job (2008) pointed out,
Germany has a free access policy. Although negpecific constraints nor coping with
constraints were examined in the present studyexperiencing of various obstacles while on
vacation can elicit various emotional reactionsr &ample, access is restricted to individuals
who possess concerns over undesirable social comsliti.e., safety concerns), and who may
make use of displacement (e.g., geographical opoeah) as a way of coping (Arnberger et al.,
2010). It seems highly likely that safety concearss potentially linked to emotions such as fear.
It is unclear however whether an emotion (i.e.r)faats as the constraint in the recreation
experience. Emotions according to the emotioteddture (e.g., Russell, 1980; Russell, 2003)
are typically directed at something or someoneerétore someone who is fearful of animals
(see discussion below) will likely feel restrictablout where they would feel safe recreating in
Jasper National Park. This individual is therefgoeng to have to overcome their fear (i.e., the
constraint) in order to expand their recreationsgmbties. In other situations an emotion may
exist but have nothing to do with overcoming a ¢@ist. Suppose for example a person is
restricted from engaging in recreation becauselatlkaof money. This person may be frustrated
or angry that they do not possess enough monespultl be argued that the solution to their

engagement in recreation is not overcoming thastfation or anger, but rather, in finding a
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means to earn more money. The barrier or consirathis case is not the emotion but the
money.

Safety and weather related concerns were thex otported causes of participant
negative emotions. Safety comments reflected egheironmental or animal concerns.
Environmental comments seem more closely relatédetdears associated with participation in
adventurous activities. “Challenges in the outddest emotional, physical, intellectual and
spiritual competence to personal limits seldom erpeed in every day life” (Boniface, 2006, p.
17). The feeling of fear and nervousness througeoch moments is natural and helps explain
the reported emotions by participants. As willdiscussed later, such experiences are also
responsible for one of the key benefits of recagmparticipation in the wilderness: emotional
well-being (Boniface). Negative emotions were dled to the potential for animal encounters
(“Nervousness due to possible encounters with él@l.g., bears”). Research on human-
wildlife encounters is common (e.g., Leong, Deckerester, Curtis, & Wild, 2007) and
produced a theory that suggested that people hageaeptance threshold (Vaske & Needham,
2007). This threshold is situation specific amdited by the severity of human-wildlife contact.
Human-wildlife “...problems can be arranged alorgpatinuum ranging from nuisance
situations (e.g., raccoons dumping trash can®¢tmomic or aesthetic impacts (e.g., deer eating
ornamental plants), to health and safety threas, (eyme disease transmitted by deer)” (p. 84).
In the case of study participants the concern &aith and safety was largely linked to the
potential of encountering a bear while on the tréfaske and Needham point out that the
“Increasing presence of coyotes in [the South SvdouPark and Recreation District of
Colorado]...has resulted in human-wildlife problef@s., frightening residents...)” (2007, p. 81).

The reported feelings of fear and nervousness $itovs to JNP would be expected because of
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the nature of the surrounding area and its proyitoitvast areas of wilderness home to various
species including bears.

Finally, a small group of JNP visitors reported thea as the cause of their negative
emotions. Although not all studies (e.g., Crompgokim, 2004) have included weather as a
recreation constraint variable, research has fougather to affect levels of physical activity and
that the relationship between weather and physaiality was similar for men and women
(Chan, Ryan, & Tudor-Locke, 2006). Chan et alunid that “...the number of steps/day
decreased rapidly for small amounts of rain...” #rat the effect was equal regardless of gender
or BMI (Body Mass Index (p. 5). The warmer the thea became the more steps/day were
reported by individuals. Stodolska classifies Wweatis a mutable constraint, and therefore one
that has a fluctuating effect on people. When fgeapdertake a vacation they often hope for
and expect “good weather” (e.g., sunny, warm). fiégative reactions (i.e., in the form of
negative emotions such as frustration) is expeaitedevidence from the current study suggests
that weather can, at least, to a certain exten¢f@onsible for some of the negative emotions
associated with a recreation experience.

8.3.2 Inappropriate/Disrespectful Behaviour

By and large however, the dominant cause of ppdids’ hegative emotions was “other
users” characterised by the witnessing of inappatg@disrespectful behaviour. Although
additional research is needed to identify what ttuies inappropriate/disrespectful behaviour,
there was nonetheless high consistency betweeartdisther recent work in the types of
behaviours found to be most problematic. Behagisuich as littering, damaging the natural
environment, dogs being off leash, noise, crowdamgl reckless behaviour by mountain bikers

have all consistently been acknowledged and wenedd®o be the dominant causes of participant
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negative emotions in the current study. Tumes{200ged researchers studying outdoor
recreation conflict to include inappropriate beloavs.
8.3.3 Emotions and Recreation Conflict

More importantly, a growing body of literature radesveloped supporting the inclusion of
a broader base of emotions in the study of reaeatnflict. Tumes (2007) herself found that
people reported several different negative emotioli@wing conflict encounters. These
included feeling frightened, angry, stressed, asdppointed. Previously Vitterso et al. (2004)
found that the emotional quality of skiers’ recreatexperience was diminished because of
noise caused by snowmobiles. Although stressrhadgionally been the focus of emotion-based
recreation research (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Sden& Hammitt, 2000), the findings here
and previously force future research to begin ttuithe a broader emotional component. The
value of including emotions in future recreatiosgarch was captured in the thoughts of Lazarus
(1990): “I can think of no other concept in psyaw that is as richly revealing of the way an
individual relates to the physical and social eowment, and to life, as emotions” (p. 12).

Human emotional reactions are thankfully not alsvayonly negative. Recreation
participation elicits numerous pleasurable emotassgvell. Participants visiting JNP
experienced far more positive than negative emstidtiappiness was reported by the greatest
number of people, followed by enjoyment, and refiaxa Five dominant causes of these
positive emotions were identified. These includture/scenery, “getting away”,
activity/exercise, friends, and “other (God)”.
8.3.4 Nature/Scenery Connection

The human connection to nature and fascination witerstanding this bond is not new

(e.g., McCleave, Espiner, & Booth, 2006). Relp®7@) defined “geopiety” as encompassing a
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broad range of emotional attachments that existdert humans and their environment. The
study of place attachment has provided the meahstter understand the human connection to
space, especially natural areas such as parks, lakers, and mountains. Such place bonding
has been found to include feelings, affect, andtems (Kyle & Chick, 2007). It is because of
this that one can expect people to report oftengriulvpositive emotions from their time
engaged in the outdoors. But why a particulargiaaneaningful has been previously linked to
symbolic interactionism: “...that the meanings de@ssociate with the physical landscape are
the product of interactional processes involving itidividual, the setting and their social
worlds” (p. 214). Beyond this, has been the bodyterature concerned with the social
construction of place and nature (e.g., Greidera&k@vich, 1994; Stokowski, 2002).
“Landscapes’ are the symbolic environments createduman acts of conferring meaning to
nature and the environment...” (p. 1) and thesgymbols and meanings that comprise
landscapes reflect what people in cultural growgdsd to be proper and improper relationships
among themselves and between themselves and teeghgnvironment” (p. 2). Such
constructions have given rise to a number of exgitany theories for the human-nature
relationship. One of those is the “biophilia hypedis” (Mayer, Frantz, Bruelhman-Senecal, &
Dolliver, 2009). The biophilia hypothesis holds,

that people have a biologically based need toatilwith and feel connected to the

broader natural world...this sense of belongingma$ beyond our city limits and

includes a sense of belonging to the natural wofldis argument suggests that when

people are in nature and meet this need to betbey,will experience psychological

benefits (p.610).

Research has also developed a means of measuwgihgitian connection to nature with

the ‘Connectedness to Nature Scale’ (CNS). CNSbkas found to significantly predict life

satisfaction and overall happiness (Mayer et &092. It could be argued that the 77.5% of
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participants who reported feeling happiness expeed some degree or level of connectedness
to JNP. In the present study participants’ enjoynaad connection to nature was experienced
through things that they saw (“Mountain scenertfig beauty of the natural surroundings
(“Beauty of the landscape”), and simply by beinggant with nature (“The overall experience of
being in a mountain environment”). Mayer et aD@Q2) in their study of the benefits of nature
examined the differences between participants wglki nature, in an urban setting, and
watching videos of nature (virtual nature). Thewrid that the people walking in nature reported
more positive emotions when compared with urbatinggparticipants and that nature
participants had overall higher CNS scores. Irsgesan positive emotions occurred for the
virtual nature; however the connectedness to natdepositive emotions was more dramatic for
actual nature. Valtchanov, Barton, and Ellard (®Gtudied the effects of virtual nature settings
concluding that computer-generated nature can p@nestorative effects (i.e., “reduction in
cognitive fatigue, decreased stress levels, inece&scus, increased positive affect, decreased
negative affect, and decreased sympathetic nemsygsiem activity” p. 503). A decrease in
negative behaviours (e.g., aggression, anxietyredspon, and iliness) has also been
acknowledged (Mayer et al.). Park based recreatitime form of outdoor leisure activities has
been linked to good physical and mental healthahlye Shugrue, Daigle, & Daniel, 2009).
Nature provides a number of important human benefost important however, is that humans
appear to possess a need to experience natuenredat, and to bond with it as much as
possible. The result is an increase in positiv@dmu feelings and a decrease in negative ones
that has been associated with greater satisfaatidroverall happiness. It seems apparent that
participants experienced and attributed many af fhesitive emotions to the beauty of nature,

its breathtaking scenery, specific attributes @gtireg as well as simply being “there”. These
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comments may also lend support to the contenticadenby Manning (1999) that many of the
natural and cultural features found in parks artdnahareas can in fact “overpower” many of
the other factors (e.g., resource settings, seettings, managerial settings, individual norms,
values and preferences) influencing visitor satisba.

8.3.5 “Getting Away”

It also seems that people have a strong desirectpe or “get away” and that nature
often becomes the outlet for satisfying such neg¢@ssure and tourism pursuits have often
provided the means for people to “get away” becafisa underlying need to relax and seek
rejuvenation (Nimrod & Rotem, 2010). In a studyretirees’ tourism, Nimrod and Rotem found
that participants reported feelings of excitemegigxation, and general enjoyment. After
happiness, relaxation and enjoyment were reportest frequently by JNP visitors. Crompton
and Keown (2010), utilizing data from Statisticsn@da reviewed the benefits sought from
pleasure travel. Rest and relaxation was regaaddde benefit of highest importance. JNP
visitors were motivated by the need to achievestmae benefit. For visitors to JNP, their
nature-oriented leisure experience may have seaséd.as strategy for promoting life balance
or counterbalancing other life stressors” (Trente2005, p. 5).

8.3.6 Activity/Exercise

The benefits to leisure participation are numerolise act of being active for many
people produces positive emotional benefits. Carégipant said, “Exercise equals being
healthy and healthy makes me relaxed”. The benefileisure participation have been linked to
increased longevity, a reduction in the causesamtatity, increased cardiovascular condition,
the treatment/prevention of obesity as well asafleviation of psychological conditions of

anxiety and depression (Leahy et al., 2009). i€ipdtion in 40 minutes of physical activity can
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immediately reduce an individual’s state of anxityup to three hours” (p. 62). Parks play a
major role in supporting these individual healtindigs (Leahy et al.). A number of individuals
attributed their positive emotions to a challenygytfaced and the associated adrenaline rush.
Research suggests, “...that the pleasure and manteexperienced through taking part in
activities such as mountaineering represent thighasts of the stale emotions experienced
periodically as a result of overall routinisatiamdarestraint in western society” (Boniface, 2006,
p. 11). Although fear and nervousness may bddslpreviously discussed) the outcome of an
adventurous experience is overwhelmingly positiBé&ers and hikers in a wilderness setting are
likely to experience greater challenge and unaeitasompared to people biking and walking in
an urban setting. The reward and positive emotiouome gained from outdoor adventure
participation because of the “...necessity foripgrants to apply their personal competence —
which might be physical, mental, emotional — torgeene the challenge and resolve the
uncertainty” (p. 9).
8.3.7 Friends and Family

The importance of friends, family, and loved ones\also stressed by a number of INP
visitors as the cause of their positive emotioige(ig outdoors, exercising, spending time with
family/friends”). Interestingly, research hasréported that parents and adolescents who
participated in challenging outdoor recreation thgeexperienced increases in interaction,
elevated levels of trust and support, improved comgation, and increased affection and
kindness” (Agate, Zabriskie, Agate, & Poff, 2009207). Family leisure has also been
correlated to family life satisfaction which hashdinked to happiness and positive emotions
(Agate et al.). As a result, “Core family leisumgolvement tends to facilitate feelings of

closeness, personal relatedness, family identitybemding” (p. 208). Crompton and Keown
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(2010) found that nurturing family and friendshigstwas another key benefit sought by
Canadian pleasure travelers. Similarly, the bémefiretirees’ tourism included social bonding,
which revolved around the creating a sense of lgghgnand strengthening relationships

(Nimrod & Rotem, 2010). Among the women involvehaoutdoor adventure pursuits, all
“...place importance on shared adventure expergewbéch were seen to lead to the formation of
close bonds and often long-term friendships witteoadventure participants” (Boniface, p. 19).
8.3.8 God

Finally, a few participants connected their positemotions to God; specifically His
presence in nature. (e.g., “Just to be close to&adhature”). Leisure itself has been linked to
spirituality (Heintzman, 2009). Spiritual leiswegperiences may lead to feelings of “...comfort,
peace, feelings of belonging, humility, introspentipersonal development, connectedness with
others, and creativity” (p. 421). Spiritual exgeces have often been characterised as having a
high level of emotional intensity associated wiklfngs of peace, awe, and love. Awe, in
particular may represent the feeling participarid While witnessing “God’s handywork”.

Fox’s (1997) study of women’s wilderness experisriceind that participants’ spiritual
experiences were characterised by, “...feelingdatedness, inner happiness, inner peace, joy,
inner calm, heightened senses, and connectedne®2)( Consistent with the present findings,
awe and wonderment of nature were also reported.

Emotions are increasingly valued for understanggple’s recreation experiences.
Negative emotions can help explain conflict occueces and are experienced throughout
recreation experiences and are associated withietyaf causes (i.e., noise, inappropriate
behaviour). For example, research has begun tomexine relationship between emotions and

conflict (e.g., Vitterso et al., 2004), heeding therds of earlier work (i.e., Lazarus, 1990) of the
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value and revealing nature of emotions. Presadtirfgs also reflect previous work regarding
the numerous positive emotions tied to leisure ggpees and their inherent causes (i.e., nature,
friends, etc).
8.4 Scale Validity and Reliability

Below, discussion focuses on the second statgq@bparof my research — to evaluate the
validity and reliability of the proposed emotionased conflict scale. Although previous leisure
research has stressed the relevance of emotignsHell, 1991; Hull, Stewart, & Yi, 1992), it
has only been within the past decade that an isetemterest in leisure-based emotions has
occurred (e.g., Tumes, 2007, Vitterso et al., 20@gvelopment and evaluation of the validity
and reliability of a multi-item, multidimensional®tions-based outdoor recreation conflict
scale represented the primary purpose of this stéahypirical assessment of the scale’s
construct validity found preliminary support fotraee-dimensional, 13-item scale. The
predictive validity of the scale as it relates tadwor recreation conflict was also substantiated.

A three-factor structure of emotions was specifigatiori based on the psychological
literature on emotions (e.g., Russell, 1980; 128®3, & Russell & Snodgrass, 1987).
Specifically, 23 items or measures were createdl@ncbnfirmed to represent the three
dimensions (i.e., latent variables) of emotion@rafsals, and core affect. These were three
characteristics of emotions detailed in the worlRagsell and others that were regarded as
conceptually important when complete understandireyperson’s emotions is required. Most
importantly final results support the existencehafse three dimensions as previously identified.
8.4.1 Emotion Dimension

There is however a few noteworthy details regardimge of the items that warrant

mentioning. Re-evaluation of each of the itemgstaally representing the emotions dimension
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(9, 13, 23, 24, 25, & 26) confirmed that they didact have something very much in common
with each other. The wording of each of the itemstained a strong element of crowding. For
instance the ending of the items made specificeaf to “other trails users”, “other people on
the trail”, “other trail users around me”, and Homuntered too many other trail users”. Item 23
specifically used crowding saying, “the trail wascsowded”. Items 23, 25, and 26 were
designed to elicit the element of appraisal basethe different wording when compared to
items 9 and 13. For example item 25 “l was upsetbse | encountered too many other users”
permitted respondents to identify the cause of thegative emotion. In comparison, item 9 “I
was frustrated with several other people on th& tkas created to simply capture an emotional
recreation. It seems likely that these items a@a€ling together because of their phrasing
connected to the common recreation problem of chogvdThese findings are encouraging for
the unidimensionality of each of these items, havélvmust be stressed that further validation
will be required to establish that these itemscaguring the emotional component as theorized
and not simply the element of crowding.
8.4.2 Appraisal Dimension

It became readily apparent that the items foundéasure the appraisal dimension also
had an element of their wording very much in commith each other. These items (14, 17, 20,
& 21) all relate to the disrespectful or inapprapei behaviour of other trail users. However,
they also maintain the appraisal component asrailyiintended. For example, item 14, “| was
annoyed because other trail users were damagingggescting the natural environment” permits
a direct connection between a person’s emotioneagpkcific behaviour. Other behaviours
captured by the items representing the appraisatision include, “careless behaviour of other

trail users”, “not obeying appropriate trail eti¢q@g, and “disrespectful behaviour of other trail
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users”. This is an important distinction to makesw compared to the items previously
highlighted as measuring the emotion dimensioneséhtems make more general reference to
“other trail users”. It was only with items 23 a8, that the specific element of crowding was
mentioned. Taken without items 23 and 25, the neimgitems are behaving as designed, with
a focus simply on an emotion without a link to spebdehaviours. It is suggested that
additional assessment be conducted to ensurehthantotional component is in fact being
measured and not simply the element of crowding.
8.4.3 Relationship between Emotion and Appraisal

Another explanation for the loading of the emotamd appraisal dimensions can be
found in a re-examination of Russell's (2003) wotk.his work on emotions, Russell outlined
what he callegbrototypical emotional episodes (PEE)hich he said accounted for or described
everyday emotion-related events. PEEs containean(antecendent event, (2) emotion(s), (3)
affective quality, (4) core affect, and (5) attrilom/appraisal. The antecedent event may be a
negative recreation encounter, the affective quaditers to quality of the encountered event
(whether it is positive or negative), and appraisa@n assessment of the effect the encountered
event will have on our core affect. What is somatwnclear is when and where the appraisal
occurs and to what (i.e., the emotion or core &ffiae appraisal is attached. For instance,
Russell said that “an emotion is typically abouhsthing:...I'm angryat you, in lovewith you,
or afraidof you; in these examples, the emotion is directgebaf and you are the intentional
Object (2003, p. 149). He also went on to describelaited affect, which is a change in core
affect linked to a cause. In this situation @lgectis making the person feel the way that they

do.
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As aresult it is possible to speculate that the@pal may be attached to the emotion.
My revised outdoor recreation conflict conceptuatiian proposed that conflict was negative
affect represented by the reciprocal reaction ofemnotions, core affect, and cognitive
appraisals or attributions (see Figure 16). Mlifigs appear to support the existence of these
three elements, but because we are referring toffgplex set of interrelated subevents
concerned with a specific object”, the order in efhihese elements occur is still uncertain
(Russell & Barrett, 1999, p. 806). My scale spedithe existence of an emotion (i.e.,
dimension one), the attribution of that emotiomatoexternal event or Object (i.e., dimension
two), and a resulting change in core affect (demension three). This model follows that of
Russell (2003), and current findings support thigomoof emotion, appraisal, and core affect.
However, it also seems plausible that emotion gmilaasal are more closely linked. This is
explained by the fact that the final emotion iteamsl appraisal items share a remarkable
similarity; they both identify an emotion and ditrte it to a cause, whether generally, as in
“other trail users”, or more specifically, “not gbeg appropriate trail etiquette”. Future
research may reveal that a single dimension istaldeequately capture the emotional and
appraisal dimensions; however present findings sugpe unidimensionality of three distinct

dimensions.
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Figure 168 Revised Outdoor Recreation Conflict Conceptuétira
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8.4.4 Predictive Validity

It was documented previously that although varieisire-based scales exist and
emotions have been recognized as an importantbl@iia the leisure experience, no earlier
research had attempted to construct a measurepfg¥® emotional reactions during a conflict
occurrence. Some of the most promising findingsfthe current research and, that support the
emotion-based work by Russell (1980 & 2003) wermtbin the established predictive validity
of the proposed scale. Determining the predictal@lity of the scale was critical because
without the ability of the scale to predict contlit would simply be a well sorted list of items
that, in reality, served little empirical functio®ohrnstedt (2001) said that “Validity is the sine
gua non of measurement; without it, measurememeisningless” (p. 3207). Assessment of
predictive validity involved the running of multgktorrelations between each of the dimensions
and variables previously identified in the liter&tas associated with user conflicts (i.e., agtivit
gender, who travelling with, knowledge of activilmportance of Jasper National Park,

importance of Jasper trails, recreation satisfac@ttachment, being easily disturbed, are you a
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Jasper resident, education, conflict, disrespeb#ghlviours, goal interference, and knowledge
of trail network).

For instance, differences between activity grol@g., hikers and bikers) are one area
that has received a great deal of work (e.g., Bdojland, & McEwen, 1983). Results showed a
negative association between the emotion dimersidractivity choice, suggesting that
hikers/walkers are more likely to agree with theodon statements and therefore indicating that
they have experienced conflict. This supports iprevresearch that has found hikers to be more
susceptible to feeling conflict. Heer et al. (2063)nd that hikers reported more negative
experiences and that the majority of those expeeiemvere attributed to encounters with
mountain bikers. Additionally, Carothers, Vasked ®onnelly (2001) found that while hikers
were more likely to experience conflict, mountaikeos were more likely to report unacceptable
behaviours. This may be because of an in-groufuatran. Mountain bikers may simply be
more aware of unacceptable behaviours of other tagubikers. Social values conflicts caused
by the disturbing behaviour (e.g., riding too fasg close, not giving signals) of mountain bikers
was considered disturbing by horse riders and &ikdann & Absher, 2008). Tumes (2007) in
her qualitative investigation of conflict found slan results. In her study, walkers didn’t mind
coming into contact with mountain bikers, howeveslgpems arose when mountain bikers were
perceived to be undertaking inappropriate behavidire majority of conflict research says that
hikers are likely to be more sensitive. The emmotdomension proves capable of identifying
these asymmetrical conflicts.
8.4.5 Predictive Validity of Appraisal and Core &ff

Conversely, appraisal and core affect were notpalile. Possible explanations exist.

First, the emotion items make specific referencttber trail users”, which may be a better
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representation of the asymmetrical nature of mostlicts when compared to appraisal items
that make reference to specific behaviours (i@maging/disrespecting the natural
environment). It is possible that such behaviousse committed by a person of the same user
group (i.e., no asymmetry existed). Interestingbyre affect appears to be the most salient
component according to Russell (1980 & 2003) fatarstanding affect or emotion. Russell
(1980) maintains, “my thesis is that affective ssadire, in fact, best represented as a circle in a
two-dimensional bipolar space” comprising pleasdisgleasure and activation-deactivation (p.
1161-1162). Current findings support the existavfdie core affect dimension; in fact,
unidimensionality of the dimension was consisteanbighout quantitative evaluation. Its lack
of predictive power regarding conflict should netimexpected. Russell (2003) said that, “core
affect [or a change in core affect from happy t] £&n be experienced in relation to no known
stimulus” (p. 151). So while core affect is img@ort for understanding the affective state of
people, by definition, it does not have to be lishkkrectly to a stimulus ddbject It is possible
that the emotion dimension and to some extentplpeassal dimension simply offer a more
robust means of capturing reasons for conflict aerices. Core affect may provide a more
general or broader picture of changes in peopléesiive mood states. For example, while it is
critical that parks managers know that someoneafedty because of the actions of another
individual, | also maintain that recognizing thatreeone’s affective mood state also changed
from happy to distressed has importance for patytinderstanding the longer-term impacts of
conflict on visitor satisfaction.
8.4.6 Conclusion

The study of emotions remains a “very confuseda@mdusing field of study” (Ortony,

Clore, & Collins, 1988, p. 2). Emotionally appliednflict research has only begun to appear
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(e.g., Vitterso, et al., 2004) and is thereforé@snnfancy. The present findings establish that
emotions are not only an important component of#loeeation experience, but of conflict as
well. Much work remains, however what has beeal#sthed here is a stepping-stone to
improved conflict understanding and recognitiorihef need for increased emotionally-based
recreation research. The final 13-item, three-disianal scale is presented in Table 40 below.
The following sections (i.e., 8.5 to 8.9) providhe reader with critical information concerning
several conflict variables. The information praadds meant to reinforce to the reader the

importance of certain variables whenever confBdbeing examined.



319

Table 40
Finalized 13-ltem Three-Dimension Emotions-Basedflizi Scale

Emotions Dimension

1. I was frustrated with several other people antthil

2. | felt annoyed by other trail users around me

3. | was upset because | encountered too many wtiensers

4. | wasn't able to enjoy my leisure experiencenash as | hoped/wanted because of an
encounter with another group of trail users

Appraisal Dimension

5. | was annoyed because other trail users weragiagydisrespecting the natural environment
6. | became annoyed because of the reckless aaléssbehaviour of other trail users

7. | became angry because other trail users wereb®ying appropriate trail etiquette

8. | felt distressed by the disrespectful behavafusther trail users

Core Affect Dimension

9. My recreation experience today became very @asplet

10. | felt tense (as opposed to calm and relaxedhd my outdoor recreation experience

11. I experienced a change from feeling happy&tirfg unhappy during my involvement in my
outdoor recreation experience

12. My mood changed from feeling relaxed to feelngious

13. I became nervous while engaged in my outdaesation experience

8.5 Recreation specialization
Research into the role of recreation specializagioth serious leisure has suggested that

individuals with higher levels of knowledge will ggrience greater amounts of conflict.
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“Compared to beginners, experienced recreatiotests to have better skills, are more focused
on the activity, and are less tolerant of goalrietence by another’s behaviour (Vaske, Dyar, &
Timmons, 2004, p. 217). The findings from Vaskal&t study of skiers and snowboarders
supported this contention, for both in-group anttgoup conflicts. Stenseng, Rise, and Kraft
(2011) studied obsessive passion and its correl&iteisure activity engagement. They found
that participants who reported obsessive passiothér chosen leisure activity also reported
more negative thoughts and emotions when prevdrdadengaging in their activity. The
current study findings suggest that the oppositg beaoccurring. The correlations between the
core affect and knowledge/expertise about actsutygest that as knowledge/expertise
decreases responses to core affect items are tikatgrease (i.e., a person is more likely to
agree that they have experienced a negative charigeir feelings). Thapa and Graefe (2003)
reported similar findings in their study of skiensd snowboarders. They specifically found that
less skilled skiers and snowboarders reported wam#lict and were also less tolerant then their
more skilled counterparts. Ramthun (1995) fourad ensitivity to conflict decreased as
experience level increased, while Vaske, Donn#&llitfman, and Laidlaw (1995) found no
significant relationship between perceptions offlicinand reported experience levels.

From one perspective, it might be theorized thakeskparticipants are more sensitive to
unexpected changes in their experience (e.g., 88tng disrespectful behaviour on the part of
another user) because they have entered the expemath higher set expectations, especially if
these participants bring with them more specifimtgnse goals. In this scenario less skilled
individuals would have lower expectations for aggivexperience resulting in an increased level
of acceptance of certain visitor behaviours. “dtiads that would be appraised as stressful by a

more experience person (e.g., use density) mighdidmissed as irrelevant by a less experienced



321

person” (Peden & Schuster, 2008, p. 500). The sippmight also hold true. Skilled
participants would enter their experience awarpasisible negative social situations and would
possess a better ability to cope.

It is also not possible to make direct comparidogtsveen previous research findings and
the current data. Whereas previous research hiagditmultiple measures of recreation
specialization, the current study relied on pgraaits’ self-judgment to one question. It seems
likely given the mixed findings of previous resdaregarding the role of recreation
specialization that additional variables are inficieg participants’ reported levels of conflict. |
is also important to remember that previous reselas not found skilled and un-skilled
individuals to be reporting the same levels of tonf The current scale is still making the
distinction between skilled and un-skilled. Furtlialidation is necessary to better understand
the predictive powers of the scale when it comgsatticipant skill levels and their reported
conflict experiences.

8.6 Recreation satisfaction

Recreation satisfaction remains an important eferokthe leisure experience. Ensuring
high levels of visitor satisfaction is paramountfartunately assessing actual versus perceived
satisfaction can be difficult. For example, itagical to expect that certain conflict related
variables (e.g., crowding) would be highly correthto reports of satisfaction. Manning (1999)
reported that although previous research has faysmsitive correlation between crowding and
satisfaction, the explained variance has consigtezmained extremely low (i.e., approximately
2%). Meanwhile, other research (e.g., Strickl&@)5) has found a link between dissatisfied
users and their reported levels of conflict. Resshére show a small but significant correlation

between each of the three dimensions and the queStiam satisfied with my recreation
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experience”. As satisfaction decreases participesgionses to the items in each of the three
dimensions is likely to increase. Although addifibverification is required, the scale may
prove to be a more accurate assessment of satisféetrels. Whereas previous variables (i.e.,
knowledge/expertise) were only correlated with ohthe three dimensions, satisfaction appears
to be correlated with all three dimensions. Théaymesult in a more robust and reliable measure
of satisfaction especially for outdoor recreatidris is particularly important because Manning
(1999) has noted that satisfaction tends to be @parted because of the positive influencing
effect of nature.
8.7 Place attachment

Place attachment has become an increasingly iatdecet of people’s outdoor
recreation experiences. Warzecha and Lime (200tEdrthat, “...it is the values that people
attach to places that are often at the heart afrabtesource management conflicts” (p. 60). It
was therefore surprising that current findings |sf)gd otherwise; people with lower levels of
attachment would agree more with the scale statenaga hence, be reporting higher levels of
conflict. This is opposite to the findings fromd@a and Schuster (2008) who found a positive
correlation between place attachment and stressigpfs in wilderness environments. Their
measure of place attachment included place depeadplace identity, and place familiarity and
therefore a direct comparison to the current figdinannot necessarily be drawn. Of note,
pervious research has found that high place depeedgee., a particular location serves a strong
function purpose and is not easily substituted)reanlt in increases in conflict among users
(Smaldone, Harris, Sanyal, & Lynd, 2005). In fdictdings regarding attachments in the current
study were somewhat inconsistent. Attachment #® phdduced the expected positive

correlation, however it was only on the emotiomaehsion and it was relatively low.
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Participants reported slightly higher average fegiof attachment towards JNP (m=>5.40,
sd=1.48) compared to their attachment to the teaidsind the Town of Jasper (m=4.84,
sd=1.55). Place attachment was however not tinegpyi focus of the current study. Itis
possible that the use of multiple indicators fa tlarious types of place attachment (i.e., place
dependence, place identity) would have producestidedly different results. Findings did
however establish that the proposed scale exlsbitse predictive power when it comes to
aspects of place attachment. Additional researitcigusore robust measures of place attachment
will be necessary to confirm this predictive alilitFor instance, research has suggested that
place attachment is comprised of cognition and Wehand is in fact “an interplay of affect and
emotions, knowledge and beliefs, and behavioursaatidns in reference to place” (Low &
Altman, 1992, p. 5).
8.8 Importance of Trails and Park

Regarding importance of JNP trail network a negatierrelation was found with the
appraisal dimension. These results show thattver the rated importance, the more likely a
user will agree that another person’s behaviouatiegly impacted their recreation experience.
An explanation for this finding may lie in the malp of the current sample. A large percentage
of participants were international and first timsitors. Importance for them may not have
specifically been tied to the trails, but more loligao the park. Although this is true (mean
scores of 6.18 ; sd=.977) for importance of INP&08 (sd=1.172) for importance of the trail
network reveal that JNP was more important. Nogles, importance of the trails was still
relatively high. Therefore, current findings edistibthat people with lower reported levels of
attachment and importance (i.e., trails and JN@rare likely to report having experienced

conflict. This negative association is similathat previously reported regarding recreation
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specialization and may have, until recently, belewgd as contradictory to previously held
assumptions of recreation participant preferenodsbghaviours. The current findings are not
uncommon and are indicative of a need for additioesearch to be undertaken to better
understand the roles of recreation specializaptatce attachment, and importance as variables
requiring renewed consideration by recreation ¢oinfésearchers.
8.9 Unacceptable/Disrespectful Behaviour

It has been well documented that conflict appeatsettied to unacceptable or
disrespectful behaviours (e.g., Carothers et @D12Vaske et al., 2004, & Clark et al., 2009).
To assess this phenomenon participants were a8kaad,easily disturbed or irritated by the
actions of others”. Positive correlations werenddbetween this and both the emotion and
appraisal dimensions. The items comprising botthe@$e dimensions are suggestive of negative
encounters with other trail users and thereforeptistive correlations are not surprising. Itis
the belief that a more intense investigation otloot recreation conflict through the lens of
unacceptable or disrespectful behaviours couldaleadditional insights into our understanding
of recreation conflict. Tumes (2007) was also wofar of such an approach and disappointed
that previous research had not given stronger acsd® unacceptable behaviours as a more
telling variable. Unexpectedly, no correlationg@®und between disrespectful behaviour and
the three dimensions. For instance, previousias found that the vast majority of participants
listed concerns surrounding disrespectful behawden they were asked to define outdoor
recreation conflict. This may simply be a refleatiof the different approaches taken to address
the same issue. It may be that asking particigarts easily disturbed or irritated by the
actions of others” is a more accurate measure cadga asking participants if disrespectful

behaviour would detract from their experience. tfBetion” may also be somewhat vague
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compared to asking if behaviour disturbed or iteith making the former less capable of
capturing the true affect of others’ behaviours.

Most important however, for assessing conflictosvtwell the scale correlated with the
statement “I have experienced conflict today wbitethe trail”. Each of the three dimensions
produced medium positive correlations. Combinetth wie positive correlations to “I am easily
disturbed or irritated by the actions of othersi\pdes compelling evidence for the predictive
ability of the scale, most especially regardingftoinspecific indicators. The final means of
assessing the predictive ability of the scale wasugh the use of regression analysis. Critical
was the finding that all three dimensions were thtmbe the best predictors of outdoor
recreation conflict. This finding was consistewée with the inclusion of additional conflict
related variables: gender, education, are youidaels importance of trails, experiencing a
negative emotion, encountering more people thamatds, withessing disrespectful behaviour,
interference with personal goals, satisfaction wéitreation experience, knowledge/expertise
with activity, activity, attachment to trail netwgrattachment to Jasper National Park, easily
disturbed/irritated by actions of others, and egi@snoise. Overall, the three dimensions are
explaining 21% of the reasons for conflict. Altlghu79% of the reasons for conflict are not
explained here, the 21% accounted for here indhra bf emotions and emotional reactions to
conflict is significant because it had been unaated for in previous outdoor recreation conflict
research. Potentially, this new model provideaduditional means of exploring and explaining
conflict occurrences. Supplemented with demog@pbestions, the scale may serve as an

effective way of collecting valuable conflict infoation.
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8.10 Conclusion

In summary a few points are worth reiterating. uratresearch will need to critically
evaluate the emotions and appraisal dimensionsubeaz the wording similarity within each
dimension. Because, to advance emotion reseatcthsaapplication to conflict work, it will
become necessary to know how and where appraisdiriioution contribute to people’s
affective states. The ability of the scale to medutdoor recreation conflict was also affirmed.
Out of all the variables considered, the three dsians exhibited the strongest correlations with
conflict while also proving to have the greatesdictive power based on findings from multiple
regression. The scale also demonstrated theyataildifferentiate between and among
recreation attributes, namely, recreation spe@tbn, satisfaction, place attachment, and
importance. These variables routinely influenteor behaviours and the proposed scale
provides a means of examination through the lemsakation conflict. The need to give more
attention to unacceptable/disrespectful behaviasiggitimate conflict variables was also
proven. Participants regularly listed others’ bebars as the cause of their conflict and recent
research (e.g., Tumes, 2007) has pushed for grefaginasis on unacceptable behaviours as a
viable conflict variable potentially capable of ealing a great deal regarding how and why
conflict occurs.
8.11 Knowledge Management and Dissemination

Finally, this section considers the knowledgedfanprocess of outdoor recreation
conflict research, satisfying the stated third psgof my research. To begin, Manning and
Vaske (2006) provided a summary of several trenasitdoor recreation research. They said,

First, research has evolved from primarily desargoempirically-based studies of visitor

characteristics and use patterns to theoreticalbel analytical studies of visitor

behaviour and the underlying meanings of outdooreiaion. Second, the research-
based literature has been synthesized into coralémtganizational frameworks (e.g., the
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Recreation Opportunity Spectrum, carrying capdcayneworks) useful for integrating
multiple studies and guiding further research amashagement. Third, the synergistic
effects of an accumulating body of research haselted in a theoretical understanding
of important issues in outdoor recreation includingwding, conflict, motivations and
benefits, substitutability, specialization, andsenof place. Fourth, issues addressed in
outdoor recreation research continue to evolvedetraocietal interests and needs... (p.

409).

The use and reliance on such social science réstaneform management decisions operating
in protected areas such as national parks isvelgthew and has not gained the widespread
usage and acceptance afforded research from thehstiences. A great number of managerial
decisions are socioeconomic or socio-politicalatune (Harmon, 1994); “Hence there is an
almost continual opportunity for social sciencessist in making such decisions...” (p. 64).
Thankfully, the role of social sciences in protelcéeéea management and research has seen a
great shift globally throughout the past three desgHeinen, 2010). The natural sciences still
dominate protected area management resulting iadtial sciences becoming a post hoc
implementation (i.e., when socio-cultural issugsegarHeinen). Heinen continues to say that,
“When conflict becomes apparent due to any numb&rabors (e.g., too much tourism,
poaching, grievances due to restrictions, etc),cmngd argue that the role of the social sciences
is, in fact, greater than that of the natural soesi (2010, p. 151).

The prevalence of natural sciences is largely binkethe ideology often guiding outdoor
recreation research that privileges the valuegisfipe land (Stewart, Parry, & Glover, 2008).
Although a lengthy discussion of the discoursethefvalues and ideologies of outdoor
recreation is beyond the broader scope of thisarebeit is nonetheless important to recognize
the limiting influence that it has had on the imation of social sciences to the management of

our (i.e., North American) protected areas. It tualy truly been within the past decade that a

vision of protected areas as places that shouldd®aged for protection but also for the use and
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enjoyment of individuals has developed. This iglaitable to the values discourse regarding
parks and protected areas. Stewart et al. poirit ainat beyond some occasional
offensive/defensive positioning [research uncritljcadvocates notions of pristine land/outdoor
recreation research has been value neutral], tteey@ot been an open dialogue about the place
for values in outdoor recreation research” (2008 43).

A discussion of the place for values in outdooreation research must be reserved for
future research. However, the broader changeaivdélues of social science research was of
particular interest in this dissertation. Analysigrevious outdoor recreation research and the
management actions employed to manage the sodiara&ildocio-economic issues present in
parks and protected areas raised concerns thatrgggmmportant and relevant outdoor
recreation research particularly that of recreationflict, was not being utilized. The current
research findings support, generally, that theeegap between the social science research (i.e.,
outdoor recreation/conflict) that exists and itkiatusage. Comments were reported regarding a
lack of important conflict information (e.g., stards of quality for conflict in the park) and the
current social science limitations because ofntaricy throughout the national park system. A
diverse network appears to exist capable of supglsnanagers with critical social science
information, however a number of barriers (i.andj budget), as well as concerns over the
communication process and quality (i.e., usabilijesearch publications remain issues
requiring increased attention.

8.11.1 Social Science Information

From the perspectives of managers it is impor@utiderstand what social science

information is missing/lacking. Comments highligtitboth general outdoor recreation as well

as conflict specific information gaps. Specifigatomments from participants included,



329

“...that’s part of the challenge, again, we’ve thet body of research that describes conflict for us
and we can understand its asymmetry and all sbttsrms...but when it comes to harder
measures of acting on the ground that’'s wheret# geetty difficult”. There is considerable
research from the past that has provided meanisgfil science information. Discussions
regarding the use of and advantages/disadvantagie®c (e.g., trail closures) and indirect
(e.g., education programs) management techniqueskeen common place (e.g., Manning,
1999) as has the discussion and implementatiorsibr management frameworks (Payne &
Nilsen, 2002). The management of visitor actigitimder the guiding principles for Parks
Canada stipulates the use of the Visitor Activitkenagement Process (VAMP) as well as a
number of direct and indirect management strategiegsh as zoning, rationing of use limits and
education and information (Parks Canada, 2006sé@&approaches, although effective and
appropriate under certain circumstances are irggeffi, most especially for managing conflict
(“currently we don’'t have any solid PC [Parks Cajaésource for how to deal with conflict on
a trail”). Itis clear that managers are requinmgre detailed information related to visitor
norms in order to be able to develop indicatorsstaddards of quality. Such information can
only be provided through social science reseaidthough investment into social science
research hasl/is increasing, one participant wageduas saying, “...social science is pretty new
in PC [Parks Canada], I'm not sure how many yearaybe 10 years at the most and it’s truly
still ramping up...so our capacity is is increasamgl we're more interested than we were in the
past”. Lewis (2007) discussed the role of sciengeark service decision-making and her
comments concerning social science information vespecially relevant to the above findings,
particularly because of her position as a park sofendent.

There is simply not enough people out there helpstp understand our visitors. And
yet we need that kind of information. The kindsletisions | make as a superintendent
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every day demand it. Social scientists are equippgive meaningful input into the

values-based issues that we face. That input seebeslargely missing from the

national parks, especially as it relates to valaseld issues involving natural resources.

Social science is our biggest “science stall.” &lghat we cannot afford to let go on

unaddressed. (p. 38)
There exists a variety of social issues for whigtia science research can prove useful and is in
fact necessary. In talking with park managersedtame apparent that they rely and depend on a
variety of different types of information and thaére are specific outcomes associated with the
information that is used.
8.11.2 Types of Information Required

The common opinion among study participants wasabademic information (i.e.,
theories and models) was necessary to properlynmfbanagement decisions. Additionally, use
of a particular theory or model was largely depenada the type of issue or activity requiring
management. Regrettably, most theoretical reseeastregarded as inaccessible by managers,
with participants agreeing that practical inforroatfindings were of greatest value. The take
home message from participants reflected the naregiid value of having “tools” available:
“I'm in my current position doing a fair bit of tbdevelopment and people are desperate and
hungry for it because it just makes their life sach easier...they don’t have to figure out a lot of
the design themselves, it’s already been somethais that's vetted and makes sense and
works”. Related to conflict a participant said,conflict is something we’re going to be needing
to measure down the road...and having tools oshké# that are sort of ready to go...”. The
current study has shown that managers are awanedofieed various social science theories and

models to help inform their management decisiddgwever, such theories are only useful if

their applied value is apparent and easily undedstd he existence of a “tool” or the possibility
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for a “tool” to be developed from research findimgay represent one of the most important
aspects influencing the use or adoption of sociaginee research.

The difference is usually one of applied versusian@c research (Harmon, 1994;
Manning, 1999). Social science research from fpdied realm “...focuses on protected area
conservation as a socioeconomic process revolvimgna the allocation of scarce resources and
the management of human behavior” (Harmon, pT2)s research is management-driven (i.e.,
research questions) and produces findings with idiate applicability to management practice.
Immediate applicability is critical because papgamts admitted that research was used to help
foster “on the ground” solutions. Such solutioome in the form of “tools”. One participant
provided an excellent example:

...let’'s say a trail crew foreman is in a park & ckalizing or is getting a lot of comments

on conflicts occurring um instead of just ignorthg issue or or trying to reinvent a

solution they can go to a list of resources thatweeld have created [i.e., a tool or tools]

and they can basically open up the document tadhéict chapter and read through it
and in there it would underline or identify whanflacts are, what to look for and how
potential management steps that we can use toatatmpnflict and it will be a guideline
and the idea is that everything that we have cdeatk be interpreted by each park, so

we’re not setting a strict standard, this is how geal with conflict, we're setting a

guideline that says here are some solutions foflicon
Park management interest is largely with reseanchrigs that contain relevant managerial
implications. Jordan and Roland (1999) found grattitioners read more practice-based
materials (36.94%) compared to research (14.4396}.surprisingly, academics read much
more research (52.05%) than practice-based mat€1i@l58%). Support for the importance of
results with immediate applicability was also fouttsl’.7% indicated that they read only that

material that had some direct application to thwrk place (e.g., program ideas, “how-to”

information about dealing with conflict, productiorformation that directly related to an
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upcoming purchase)...” (p. 167). In a broader seesearch knowledge has been found to
receive very little use by practitioners (Xiao, B0

From a practical perspective there are a numbapplications where the current
emotional understanding and proposed scale coutd bse for park managers while satisfying
their need for “tools”. For instance, severaltasmanagement frameworks (VMF) were
identified and discussed in the literature reviesame of these included Limits of Acceptable
Change (LAC, Figure 9), Visitor Impact ManagemaritM, Figure 8), the Recreation
Opportunity Spectrum (ROS, Figure 6), as well gereral management framework presented
by Manning (1999) (Figure 11). Manning’s framewdtAC, and VIM each require that
indictors and standards of quality for social ceoiodis be identified and monitored. | believe it
would be possible for positive and negative ematitmnbe used as indicators of quality. In the
present study participants identified feeling aetgrof negative emotions, the causes of those
emotions, and the resulting influence on their@ation experience. The types of emotions
reported by visitors could be used as an indicatt@xperience quality. Similarly, the scale
could help establish standards of quality. Fongpla, it may be established that reported scores
of four or greater on the unipolar scale couldrzbaative that quality has diminished beyond
established standards. As such the scale coulddxkfor regular monitoring of social
conditions. As another example, the ROS framewp#dcifies the “acceptability of visitor
impacts” and because ROS explicitly considers ssueh as access and user interactions, its
application in a variety of outdoor recreation dmtfscenarios seems appropriate. The inclusion
of reported emotions and responses to the scahs ibeight help to ensure that degree and
prevalence of visitor impacts is being maintaineddach type of recreation environment (i.e.,

modern, semi-modern, semi-primative, & primativegttROS distinguishes between.
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8.11.3 Why Research is Used

Reasons and/or occassions for research to be wesedstill identifiable by managers.
Managers cannot simply make decisions based oitiamt@and personal biases (Xiao & Smith,
in press); management actions need justificatiakdd by sound theory. As a result park staff
can be educated (“the broad literature is helpgduidforming specialists and park staff on
approaches...”) and decisions substantiated to aoritynmembers and politicians. The need to
regularly consider and inform the public cannoubderestimated. “...the public can be vitally
interested in both the process and the resultssgfarch and management. It is a fatal mistake to
underestimate the public’s intelligence or inquvsibhess” (Harmon, 1994, p. 16). Despite the
theoretical nature of most research, the end gmahfinagement is a practical tool to aid with
management decisions. If anything, this shoulderakearchers acutely aware of the
importance of making research useable. In thd bérecreation and leisure studies, the
relevance of leisure theories and therefore thestest from research knowledge to practice has
been pondered and debated (Hemingway & Parr, 28y, 2000). Concerns have risen
regarding the insularity of leisure research (Sarmhé@aKelly, 1999), inhibiting its applicability
in real-world circumstances. Unfortunately, gaghaccess to relevant research information has
remained a consistent issue.
8.11.4 Accessing Research Information

Findings show that managers have a variety of aa&auailable to them for accessing
important research information. What is surprissithe apparent lack of direct manager-
researcher communication that appears to existhiiMihe Parks Canada organization there may
in fact be five levels or avenues for accessingaesh information. At a basic level managers

may take the initiative to search for and readaedepublications, but are unfortunately
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severely constrained by time (“...I mean that wdaachice | would like to do that (laugh) I will
never have the time to do it...”). The need fatical information and the balancing of time is
something that is well documented. “The secrgrbzessing information is narrowing your
field of information to that which is relevant towyr life, i.e., making careful choices about what
kind of information merit your time and attentiofarmon, 1994, p. 52). Secondly, are staff
below managers such as planners who have morddiavote to finding research information
and staying current on new research who may thes ggdevant information on to managers.
The third avenue is social scientists working as$ pithe social science program. The role of
the social scientist appears to be quite larges@ally in terms of retrieving and providing the
necessary information for managers to help inforamagement decisions. The social scientists
appear responsible for literature reviews, desighimplementation of research projects, and the
writing of summaries and reports that are disteldub park managers (“...to be honest most of
the information that | get gets passed down to naver to from the social science
department...”). One participant was quoted asggay...our social scientists are the
practitioners for theoretical stuff that comes oluthe university, the academic side”. They
elaborated further by saying, “...they have to tdieories they get from the academics too and
put it into practice to gather the information awnmarize it and give a report, then they’ve got
to give the next step...is to you know to us inay\hat it allows us to answer those questions or
ask more questions”. Parks Canada also appehevéoa “National Working Group” as
described by one participant, “...the other way W@ do get stuff is is like with regard to trail
information is | do have a National working groupliave people all over the country um you
know from parks out East, parks out West, parkbénmiddle...”. Their role is not as expansive

of that of the social scientists, but nonethelessiges a valuable access point to new and
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relevant information. Finally, managers admittedatsourcing information retrieval to third
party organizations most often because of a la@coéss to necessary research publications.
The challenge for researchers is drafting resefamdings that (1) have a generally broad
appeal and usability permitting access to all gsompolved with information retrieval, or that
(2) are aimed specifically at one particular grotfor instance, research findings targetted at
social scientists working as part of the sociatisce program may be suitable as theoretical
academic papers. Although social scientists aréghactitioners for theoretical stuff’, meaning
theoretical information is still likely to reach megers; a singular focus unnecessarily limits
exposure of managers to information. The likelthe®that researcher-manager relationships
would also suffer as a result. The more appropaatd perhaps effective approach should be a
singular focus with managers as the intended aadiefiherefore, when available such practical
documents/papers will be readily accessible to marsa The role of park planners and social
scientists in the retrieval of information will r@am intact recognizing that a great majority of
research findings is still going to be highly thetozal. The advantages to multiple avenues of
access as they relate to researcher-practitiofsroreships are discussed below. However, |
would like to reiterate the importance of practieadel research and the need for researchers to
begin to include non-technical/theoretical papera aneans of broadening their readership.
Multiple avenues should improve access, but noepense of isolation. If managers are the
final “stop” for research information they are ggito inevitably be less familiar with the
research; and of all groups/individuals involvedhwnformation retrieval managers require the

greatest level of understanding.
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8.11.5 Researcher-Practitioner Relationship

The dynamic between managers and researchershagsathe most interesting study
finding. Literature (e.g., Gibbons et al. 2008¢sses the importance of researcher-practitioner
relationships; however the number of avenues cédsscavailable to Parks Canada presents a
different dynamic. Academics may be serving mdranoadvisory role, rather than the bringer
of new research findings. It would appear thatsheal science program, National Working
Group, park planners, third party outsourcing, Breoccasional personal investigation by
managers help ensure access to all relevant infmmaAcademics may be consulted later for
clarification, especially if they are a noted extperthe particular field of interest. The social
scientists (as well as the other avenues extenrthket managers) may be acting as intermediaries
between the published research and the managesniiMy (1999) refered to these as “go-
betweens” stating that their role may be “to britlygg communication gap between researchers
and managers]...]JExtension agents fill this roletimeo fields and may be an appropriate model
for outdoor recreation” (p. 295). These intermadmare able to devote more time to
networking, as well as the collection and analg$isesearch findings. They in turn, may be able
to provide information to managers in a usable amderstandable format. It seems likely that
social scientists will also possess a higher leféchnical research understanding that has
previously been a roadblock for managers to ina@toeg research knowledge (e.g., Manning,
1999). The research literature, particularly i@ #nea of outdoor recreation does not explicitly
recognize the role of intermediaries. The lingaoitcommunication has however been
criticized (Stewart et al., 2008 & Melzer & ElliB009), while the inclusion of multiple paths of
knowledge communication has been regularly recondie@iMelzer & Ellis). Future research

is encouraged to investigate the role these intdianes may be playing.
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At the very least the additional avenues are hglpiarks Canada managers overcome a
number of barriers. Insufficient time to researdormation (e.g., Melzer & Ellis) was reported
earlier. Bingham (2007) found access to be a fogmt barrier because as he described, “Data
existed and could be located, but could not beieedjin a timely manner...” (p. 43). With the
additional resources collecting research infornmatiwe time lag between discovery and adoption
may be reduced (see Wright, 2003 regarding thetamgpof Innovations Theory). Similarly,
“Data may have been accessible, documented..sunstantial resources were needed to
compile the information to the necessary scaleh@gBam, p. 43). The social scientists, National
Working Group, and third party outsourcing représestantial resources. Examination of
their roles and abilities to retrieve informatioaswbeyond the scope of this study. The pace of
decision making was also cited as a barrier tgynatitng new research. Briggs (2006) found that
contrasting time frames, most notably between seigpolicy, and implementation were
significant barriers. The future of knowledge dissnation would be well-served by
investigating the impact these intermediaries arerty on the transfer process.

It was surprising to discover that managers regbvery little direct involvement with
academics/researchers. It was reassuring thatgeemeegarded relationships with academics as
important (“So | think it's something that’s realiluable...and | think it's something that we're
interested in doing more and more...” ). And ti@ytrecognized the value in building new and
maintaining current relationships:

...I think a lot of managers will have or...whomeueut will have certain key contacts

that they go back to time and time again becausgkhow they have a bit of a working

relationship if you know that the academic persaghty will sort of build up some

familiarity with the park in our case and whatewar issues are so that becomes really

valuable and we’ll have a better understandindnefresearch they are doing and what
information they can provide so it's sort of | tkiit's largely a relationship thing.
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Developing new relationships can be difficult hoeevMost managers cited conferences as a
means of meeting new people (“...a lot of netwagkiccurs and long-term relationships and
connections stem from there [conferences]”). Th@munate part is that one of the participants
felt that they had to be the one to initiate contdberwise relationships wouldn’t develop. At
the 2005 Canadian Congress on Leisure and Redeaynbte speaker Ken Balmer spoke of the
current divide that exists between leisure, reaaand parks researchers and practitioners. The
take-home message was one of the “collaboratiomiatiye”, which he deemed vital to the
future relevancy and sustainability of researchracqitioner collaborations.
8.11.5.1 Researchers-Practitioner Relationship: Tésearch-practice debate

Regardless of which fields of inquiry are underastigation, Boyer (1990) in his seminal
work Scholarship Reconsideretiated that “Theory surely leads to practice. Battice also
leads to theory” (p. 16). The abundance of leisuganizations worldwide (e.g., World Leisure
and Recreation Association, Canadian Associatiohdgsure Studies, European Association for
Tourism and Leisure Education) should hint towdhgsimportance of leisure researcher-
practitioner collaborations (Dustin & Goodale, 1299

Perhaps more importantly, Driver (1999) recognited leisure pervades all dimensions
of human life (e.g., mental and physical healtlmnemic stability, the justice system and
prevention of crime, etc). As a consequence, Dmvaintained that “we” in the leisure
profession must work closely with the leisure seegiand enterprises. For instance, as Goodale
(1991) alluded to, although we often talk aboutvoeking and coordinating with other
researchers and practitioners, unfortunately waoselfind the time to do it. Most obviously,
this may be explained by the simple fact that cafation between researchers and practitioners

is very difficult. Goodale also noted that resbars and practitioners are two very different
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breeds of people — “We are different people, witfetent understandings, doing different work
in different milieus” (1991, p. 170-171). Surpngly, and still relevant today is the work by
Hemingway and Parr (2000), who recognized thatiteisesearch and leisure practice are still
independent professional paradigms. What we drenstsing is a relation between the two.
Leisure research “designates a professional paradggembled around principles taken to
govern the pursuit of theory-based knowledge alasiire” in comparison to leisure practice
that incorporates “assumptions about training leiservice professionals, effective and efficient
organization of service delivery, appropriate eomtof leisure services, and standards applied in
evaluating service quality” (Hemingway & Parr, 2090142).

As Hemingway and Parr (2000) point out, discussiane circulating regarding the
leisure research-practice debate (e.g. Jseenal of Leisure Research999, volume 32).
Comments such as “practical applications of findirggseen as the desired end product of leisure
research” and “leisure represents a context in lwthieories and methods from other core
disciplines might be applied” by Madrigal (1999hedhe sentiments and missions of the leisure
fields two most prominent research journalseisure SciencegndJournal of Leisure Research

Jordan and Roland (1999) asked academics antitioraers if “Research articles are
easily applied by practitioners” and 55.7% disadraed only 7.1% agreed (p. 169). Some may
guestion the validity of these findings given thatording to the present study, most managers
appear to have little direct communication withageraics. The requirement for managers to be
able to adequately understand research findindrisished with the introduction of various
intermediaries, whose skills more closely alignhviliose of academics. Regardless, managers
did report maintaining several relationships, cdesed relationships to be important, and

showed interest in building new relationships. Tked for accurate social science information
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IS not going to change, nor is the need for marsagebe able to make informed decisions.
Change and improvement to the communication prasesseded.
8.11.5.2 Researcher-Practitioner Relationship: ¢bexmunication process

Participants were interested in two particular nseainmproving communication. The
first concerned a common understanding of the resdanguage or vocabulary. To, “...develop
more of a vocabulary and a bit of a just a coresustdnding of those key principles [research
language]” would go a long way to helping to impedfae communication process. Finally,
concern existed regarding the time required to ackgearch. Time was reported by managers
as a barrier to both accessing information anddmglmaintaining relationships. One
participant said, “...is there a way to streamtimat so it doesn’t take you so long...is there g wa
of streamlining that process from the social toghetitioners..”. Gibbons et al. (2008) made a
number of suggestions such as direct active comeatian, establishing workshops,
conferences, and practical working relationshigsyall as strategic indirect communication.
What exactly is meant by some of these (e.g., aettve communication), is uncertain, but
more importantly there needs to be a mechanismaterthem happen within the realm of
existing organizational, political, and budgetaoystraints. Sunderland, Sunderland-Groves,
Shanley, and Campbell (2009) suggested greatetitpyaer involvement with research. This
included joint publications by practitioners andnagers as well as utilizing managers as part of
the peer review process to help ensure that rdseamtains applied. Unfortunately, Jordan and
Roland (1999) found that, “More academics thantgraners agreed that ‘Practitioners should
be more involved in the conduct and publicatiomestearch’™ (p. 168). The problem today is,
more than ever, researchers are pressured to pdbtisenure and promotion (Boyer, 1990;

Frank & Gabler, 2006; O’Meara & Rice, 2005;) anasequently can lose sight of a key
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outcome of research — the betterment of sociefyndmeans am | suggesting that basic or
theoretical research has no position and that reflseis should be exclusively focused on
practical research; instead | am simply stating Wea(i.e., researchers and those belonging to
the academy of research), can and have, from trtine, lost sight of the potential hidden in
our research. | firmly believe as Boyer (1990ysarheory surely leads to practice...(p. 16).
Theoretical research (i.e., theories regardingespchuman behaviour, etc) contain the DNA for
practical level changes. The difficulty is goirglte figuring out how to extract that DNA. This
is the moral and ethical nature of publishing tkddst when publishing is done for prestige and
promotion (Kelly, 1989; Witt, 1995). As a direarsequence researchers also frequently lose
sight of the practicality of their research and destrate decreasing amounts of interest in
integrating their research through collaborativieré$ with practitioners. Purposeful
involvement of practitioners in the publication pess may help to reverse this trend:

Another way of getting managers to “buy into” reséas to encourage them to co-

author articles with researchers. Articles in gapmagazines are useful, but exposing

managers to the rigors or peer-reviewed publismirgaditional, single-discipline
scholarly journals has more value: it sharpeng @n@lytical skills and helps them
understand the researcher’s point of view. Bestlpthere are also a growing number of
intermediate publications (some peer-reviewed, sootg aimed at professional
audiences, that stress cross-disciplinary appésdarch. These intermediate
publications would be a good starting point foreasher-manager collaborations, who
can branch out from there toward both the populdrteaditional scholarly audiences

(Harmon, 1994, p. 72).

Harmon stressed that successful relationshipsredeen researchers and managers,
together, are critical thinkers. From this perspec critical thinkers are better able to correct
for assumptions and biases driving research ques(ldarmon). “Research questions...should
be constructed in light of the intended impact wstbn for social reality [i.e., desired end-state

such as health, social justice, etc]” (Stewart.e2808, p. 376). As such, “...the end-states of

leisure research [are] broader than providing teehmassistance to leisure service professionals”
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(p. 376). Effective relationships, improved comneation, and greater understanding can be
achieved if a mutually desired end-state is createtiresearch designed around realizing that
social reality. This is however, just one mechamnisr improving relationships. It still requires
a willingness and commitment on behalf of reseaschad managers and considerable
investment in time and effort to make it happenorkihg towards a common end-state,
overtime helps foster a common understanding ammhagparticipant said,

...part of that common understanding that you gagr time allows you to ask questions

that are in a way probably more meaningful to thaead scientists and to the academic,

you know it feeds back that way you know so if more, if | have a better

understanding of some of these principles, moagstand appraisals, if | have a just a

general understanding of what those really are tlvam ask those questions...it would

help streamline that process...

Finally, relationships and the communication predasgeneral may be better served
through what has been identified as a “science’g@tkan, Oerlmans, & Pretorius, 2009).
Characterized by “an organizational program ofvétotis for technology transfer” and “a
partnership between academic institutions, goventraed the private”, “...a Science Park
stimulates and manages the flow of knowledge actthidogy amongst universities, R&D
institutions, companies and markets...” (p. 5%) this sense ties or connections between
organizations (e.g., Parks Canada, various acadestitutions, Alberta Parks, Conservation
Authorities, etc) create interactions that makevidedge transfer possible. Such an approach
would however require considerable commitment amahtial investment on behalf of
participating organizations. The upside is unret&d flow of information and almost immediate

access. These solutions do not address one afdhe significant problems with partnerships

and research communication — how research infoomagi presented/written.
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8.11.5.3 Researcher-Practitioner Relationship: doeuting research findings

Based on my and others’ findings, it appears thetagers require two things: (1)
practical solutions to real-world problems in tbenh of “tools”, and (2) that research
information be presented in a manner that permatssterability to the practical realm by being
short/succinct and easy to understand by a divardeence. With reference to the adoption of
innovations or research ideas Wright (2003) says fesearch community needs to... spend
more effort presenting them to the management camtgnun a way that makes them easier to
adopt” (p. 6). One participant said, “so | thinkas to be like worded, or presented like in a
short format and easy to understand for that'stwe”, while another said, “I'll often have
executive summaries because you really want decmigkers to have access to the information
and their time is pretty tight and so if you catonvey it really succinctly and graphically it
might not get picked up”. As a park superintendaawis (2007) says that her “...job requires
that | be like the Mississippi River: a mile widedaan inch deep” (p. 39). She reads a lot of
technical reports and scientific articles regargingssing issues, but the rest of her managerial
decisions requires only the “Cliff's Notes versiama primer” (p. 39). Her recommendation:
“Keep it short! Synthesize. Explain what you kniowl-5 bullets” (p. 39). A particular
researcher may be the expert on a given topigheutnanager cannot afford to be and therefore
only requires the basic most important pieces. ik®ays that “...the rewards, as far as
communication, will be great” (p. 39).

Lewis (2007) also says that graphs can help ootdrelously: “Sometimes | just need to
see it” (p. 39). Harmon (1994) says that grapmmsbsafurther customized depending on the
target audience. He provided three examples.fif$tavas a cluster analysis, which is a highly

technical graph intended for a specialty audienlceres statistical comparability is the desired



344

outcome. The histogram on the other hand is mumte mppealing visually, allows for the
distribution of frequencies to be displayed and basic level can be understood by someone
with no statistical training. Finally, the distatoon map is the most impactful visually, however
the disadvantage is that all statistical compaitgibg lost.

Several participants commented that researcheés @ftoided and not used if it is not
communicated well and therefore does not lendfiteddeing easily consumed. One participant
said, “...they [consumable/understandable docurherdke a point and it's kind of bang, bang,
bang, bang, and some people never figure thatrmbiaa a result even good work can be harder
to consume and apply because it’s it’s just notrooimicated effectively...”. Throughout the
analysis process a number of memos were writtdre fdllowing memo captured some of my
thoughts regarding participant comments concertiiegconsumability” of research:

This makes me think that research is like fast foddth fast food, consumers are not

presented a lengthy document to explain the latasfer or why they should have it;

they are presented with a clear picture that teden. Similarly, park managers don’t
want and don’t have the time to read lengthy docuseéhey want graphs,
straightforward summaries that provide them witloathe relevant information. Think
of a poster that presents everything, the samethatiythe menu board at the local

McDonald’s displays all information clearly.

Discussion was also raised about the concern bedahguage (i.e., research
vocabulary) that is often used to report researddirigs. “...if things are for example jargon
laden it quickly reduces the, the pick-up that séthing...”. Jordan and Roland (1999) found
that more academics disagreed that “Researchestack easily understood by practitioners”.
Lewis summarized the language issue beautifullyhirtk about it: the first thing scientists do,
when they go to school to become scientists — nitemahat field they go into — is learn a

specialized language. This language helps thesortomunicate with other scientists in the

field, but it does not help them to communicatenvaibyone else” (2007, p. 39). Her
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recommendation is to use plain language whenessilpie: “If someone outside your area of
expertise is not likely to understand a word, eixpia Or choose a more common word” (p. 39).
The pressure on academics to publish and confothetpublishing standards of their
field may have something to do with the slow adaptf understandable language. Providing
recognition for applied level research and pubidret accepted into professional
journals/magazines may work to create a broaderast in producing more user-friendly
research findings. It's interesting because anamaglemics and practitioners more agreed
(48.5%) than disagreed (20.6%) that “academics haesponsibility to write for practitioners”.
An even greater number agreed (71.4%) that “wrigrectical and applied articles helps keep
me connected to the field”. If we as researchei®\ior practitioners, then we have a
responsibility to help ensure they understand wieatvrite. And shouldn't all researchers be
striving to stay connected to their respectived@l! If so, then why isn’t more practical level
research being conducted? One measure of succasademia is not only the number of peer-
reviewed publications, but the number of times y@search has been cited by other scholars.
What if the yardstick were instead to reflect hawiclly research was adopted into practical
application?
Regardless, the responsibilities of today’s paakhagers are enormous; what they appear
to require from researchers is not. Harmon sunesdhings:
...the conclusions are what managers are mosesttst in. They must be clearly stated
in readable language that avoids jargon. Whersiples graphics should be used to
illustrate key points. Any statistical or othecheical qualifications should be carefully
explained, and the significance of the resultstaed possible relevance to management
should be laid out. Some notion of the relativpamtance of the conclusions should be

given so that managers have an idea of how begteiod their time and money (1994, p.
11).
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This previous discussion should not be construestiggest that the onus is solely on academics
(i.e, the academy) for improving the transferapiéihd use of published research. | firmly
believe that positive changes will result when bgribups work equally at improving the transfer
of knowledge. Researchers and managers are ctedrarith similar barriers (e.g., lack of time)
and to suppose that researchers have the timebtsipboth academic and practical documents
is unrealistic. It has similarly been recognizedttresearchers acquire and use a specialized
language when writing and communicating researafirigs and that this language is not always
accessible to practitioners (Lewis, 2007). Effesly presenting research findings to an audience
of practitioners also requires a highly specialigkll and to again suppose that researchers have
the ability and/or time to develop this skill isaping too much of the onus on researchers.
Practitioners should make attempts to learn thadamic language”, a point recognized by one
of the Jasper National Park staff. Equal effortghe part of practitioners and researchers is not
only equitable but likely the more effective meahsmproving the transfer of research
knowledge.
8.11.6 Executive Summary

In light of concerns raised about the usefulnesisumability of highly theoretical
research, the current qualitative inquiry was aisended to help evaluate the usefulness and
usability of the proposed emotions-based outdamesgion conflict scale to Parks Canada
management staff. The process was extremely Hefpbuinging additional clarification of
some of the challenges faced by managers whergttgitearn and adopt new research. The
executive summary was drafted to provide a detatmbunt of the scale validation and its
intended purpose, while remaining less technicah t traditional academic publication.

Comments from participants were quite positive dlodtrate the potential that exists for the
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research to become usable in the future. Pogsitpaiticipants specifically commented on the
general quality of the document, its relevancdn@rtsituation, and the benefits apparent in the
research findings. Regarding quality of the docotneme comment said , “The overall layout of
the document is great, like executive summary wighconclusion...things that I look for right
off the bat are the executive summary and themdlto the references”. Harmon (1994) noted
that managers are drawn to conclusions first arehfost as well as information that is
immediately relevant (Manning, 1999). Lewis sdyat tshe often makes quick decisions based
on an impression taken from a small amount of mition. Time is precious and critical
decisions need to be made every day. It came aanpose that managers were immediately
drawn to the introductory summary and conclusidritsi® research document. They are able to
decipher a great deal of information, assessingiévance to their current situation. Most of
the managers admitted that they found my findingkthe approach to understanding conflict
particularly intriguing to them. Schneider (2000@gognized the need for an improved
understanding of outdoor recreation conflict arappears as though the managers were
appreciative of the fresh perspective provided yyresearch:
..where your information has started to hit adittit on um aligns itself a little bit
with...the whole idea...conflict may not actualky & direct confrontation but it might be a
hiker who sees a widened trail that’s full of hone®ves that have created quite a bit of
damage to that well that suddenly creates thatiemadtconflict or that emotional
controversy.
| think that where you are trying to go is great,like to see more of it in terms of the
sort of the human perception of trails um, so tisei@ more research that needs to be
done in terms of conflict | would like to see maverk being done along the lines of
what you're exploring right now.
This is critical because in the field of recreatard leisure studies, the relevance of leisure

theories and therefore the transfer from reseanciwledge to practice has been pondered and

debated (Hemingway & Parr, 2000; Shaw, 2000). ié¥paint comments do not guarantee
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applicability, however it is my belief that resdaraust first be relevant (See Melzer & Ellis,
2009) before concerns surrounding its applicatienaaldressed.

My review of the conflict literature revealed tlzatleeper understanding of the conflict
dynamic had been developed over the past sevaaed,leut that management working in
protected areas were still relying on historicdisons. The comments above reaffirm (a) the
need for new approaches to developing solutiorg(lanthat my current research may provide a
possible avenue for management to explore whenajawg future solutions.
8.11.6.1 Executive Summary: barriers to application

Reports from participants did reveal some confusiot barriers inhibiting the
applicability of the research. The confusion répoiby a couple of participants seems to reflect
what Sunderland et al., (2009) called, “practiti@hscientific literacy” because as Lewis (2007)
said managers are not necessarily scientists. ffart @as made to reduce the technical jargon
or offer clear explanations, but it's evident ttfe¢ executive summary may have still have been
too researcher-oriented: “I'll have to admit thaed to read through it twice um just because
there’s a lot of references...this is where | czally see the social science...”, and “...thisasyv
heavy science methodology which is wonderful sidfich is great stuff but | actually had to
stop a couple of times and re-read sections jutiyounderstand it”. Underscoring these
findings is the difficulty apparent in producingesearch document that commensurate with
audience understanding. Producing documents/pépegrare readable, consumable, and easily
understood by managers is challenging and willyikequire multiple attempts and years of
experience before mastery is achieved.

Another criticism has been that conference presiems and lengthy publications only

promote awareness of new approaches and do notHentselves to immediate application.
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According to participant comments this is what rhayoccurring here: “...if | were to present
the document that you created to our field units ask them to use it in the field they wouldn’t
use it, it's a little too too in depth a little toketailed, it's a little too deep | guess...”.séems
likely that my document has promoted awarenes®wafinformation and information that
participants themselves see as valuable. Unfaitbnat also seems that in its current state it
would not be applicable or usable. This findingfoons my fear that possible outdoor
recreation conflict research exists that is not @eathot be used. While managers fully admitted
that | had interesting findings that appeared Jakiahe limitations of the current presentation
format unfortunately restricted its appeal. Inctsrent state, my only hope for adoption would
be through one of Parks Canada’s intermediarigs, @cial scientists).
8.11.7 Knowledge Dissemination: conclusion

Generally, participants felt the specificity of theale made it more applicable to only
certain situations. Managers did not see the saleing appropriate for general use, but rather
when specific answers are needed regarding theaatiens of particular groups of people or
activities. Evidence shows that most researchimoes to be presented in a manner that is still
largely problematic for parks managers to undedstard apply effectively. Most comments by
managers emphasize the need for research to lenprdsn a way that is understandable, short
and succinct, making research consumable and ¢énatdé. The key word for all managers was
“tools”. They needed information that could beaaland easily transformed into a tool that
would allow them to specifically address conflietated problems. Although they could see
future applicability of my scale as a potentialdip the document that they were presented with
suffered from a lack of immediate “consumabilitf’argely, the document was found to be too

technical and because of that methods for applyiagcale were not completely understood.
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Developing research that is not only relevant, easynderstand, but that also allows for
its immediate applicability is a daunting task &my researcher/writer. Future iterations of my
research will strive to move beyond relevancy wiude methods or approaches to assist with its
applicability. As a first step this will includee use of common language and the elimination of
technical jargon. The overall length of the docabweould also be reduced. To assist with the
provision of “tools” detailed instructions will govided explaining how park staff is to utilize
the provided conflict scale as well as the typesmfarmation they can expect to retrieve. All of
this will not guarantee that managers will adoptithsearch. Harmon quotes Machlis (1993) as
saying,

a research project completed too late, dealing isghes of only tangential relevance to a

manager’s decision-making needs, presented willroiis or explanation, and by

scientists of unknown credibility, will likely ngtroduce usable knowledge. Note that
such research could be excellent, even brilliaoree; it would still remain outside the

boundaries of usable knowledge (p. 49).

Previous research supports the current findings dvident that managers rely heavily
on relevant research information when making resaranagement decision. This information
needs to be short/succinct and free from techngsaarch jargon allowing the information to be
easily understood. Where new information has beeaaled concerns the nature of the
relationship between researchers and managerscurfent research has established the
existence of a vast network of communication. Rresty research had focused on the
researcher-manager relationship. Although managehe current study admitted that such
relationships were important and they expressambagdesire to maintain current and build
new relationships, the amount of direct communacatf research information appears

extremely limited. The development of Parks Cafe8acial Science Research Program has

only occurred within the past decade, which mayarphy such additional avenues of
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communication have not received any empirical itigaton. The role of “intermediaries” in
the communication process is enormous and wheydatiablished could prove to be the
foundation of a radically improved researcher-managmmunication network.
8.11.8 Conclusion

Several conclusions can be drawn from this stuglystly, information collected from
visitors to JNP showed that participants not ordggessed higher than expected levels of
attachment (theorized to be based on/caused byeratd environmental features; Smaldone et
al., 2008), but that they also experienced vetlgltonflict or crowding. Perhaps the most
promising revelation concerned unacceptable behasjohey may be the most revealing about
conflict as they were cited extensively in partampacquired definitions of conflict. Generally
speaking, participants had higher than expectesldef tolerance for other visitors and
behaviours only became problematic when evaluatée tunacceptable. Emotionally,
participants reported experiencing negative emsetiddne purpose of this research was to
investigate a new emotional understanding of réicne@onflict. The fact that negative
emotions were found to ruin experiences and caag&ipants to change locations provides
grounds for renewed investment in emotionally-basedeation research. Unacceptable
behaviours may be at the core of many negativeien®as discovered by Tumes (2007) and
echoed here.

Secondly, in satisfaction of the second study psepthe proposed scale was validated
(i.e., construct & predictive) and found to beable. However, research is needed to better
understand how and where appraisal functions wkpargencing an emotion. Although
findings support the earlier work of Russell (198003), and confirm three dimensions as

appropriate, some evidence suggests that appragsaplay a unique role, a role that may be
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blurring the divide between the emotion and apptalsnensions. Conversely, the scale was
established as the best predictor of conflict weimng additional investigation of its ability to
predict conflict.

Finally, results from knowledge dissemination.(ithird stated purpose) support the need
to ensure that research info is usable, consumahteeasily understood. Generally, managers
were confronted with barriers (e.g., time, bud¢e®ngaging research and researchers. The
network of intermediaries assisting in gaining @sc® research is unique; the benefits of this
approach would seem extraordinary. However, aatthliwork needs to clearly establish the
roles intermediaries are playing. Managers shoatde segragated from the research.
Furthermore, participant comments confirm otheryisanagers want to use more research, read
more research, and continue to develop relatiosshith academics.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984) emphasized the impoetahunderstanding the stress
associated with negative recreation encounterdewfiers (e.g., Hull, Stewart, & Yi, 1992)
have more recently recognized the relevance of iemmtmood, and other affective feelings for
leisure research. Even more recently research tigrso, Chipeniuk, Skar, and Vistad (2004)
attempted “to reveal the emotional and affectiveadgics of an ongoing recreational conflict”
(p. 228). The role that the emotion stress play=omflict coping has also been investigated with
connections found to the intensity of the emotiSohuster, Hammitt, & Moore, 2006). Today,
demand is increasing for more theoretical appraathenderstanding conflict and why it occurs
(Manning, 1999).

Although Reid and Mair (2005) have recently pr@dd “state of the art” concerning
leisure research on a broader scale, as reseasicbrgtural resource managers, we simply do

not know the current state of outdoor recreatiath @nflict knowledge; if and how this
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knowledge is being disseminated is simply not knovdditionally, research (e.g., Manning,
1999; Wright, 2003; & Kachi, 2003) has revealed thare are a number of barriers existing in
academic research and the communication procesed®etacademics and natural resource
managers that are likely limiting the understandingd, hence, use of relevant academic
research. Findings from this study serve to regdgreviously held understandings but also
revealed new avenues of inquiry of extreme impaeao the leisure field and beyond.

Specifically, there are practical and theoretieaél findings of significance.
Pragmatically, findings have potential meaningnoportance for a variety of other academic
fields of study. Conclusively, findings continuedupport the notion that the manner in which
research is presented or delievered bares sernmseqguences for future adoption of research
into practical applications. The research furtt@rfirmed that traditional barriers of lack of
time and budget contraints continue to be evergmtesMost relevant to leisure and other fields
of study is the acknowledged important role of éimbediaries” or “go-betweens” as mentioned
by Manning (1999). The network for accessing reseaformation appears quite extensive; no
fewer that five channels of access were identifeithis study. Disciplines beyond leisure
should examine the avenues of access. Finallyages or practitioners, regardless of field of
inquiry should not be segragated from the researcbess. Furthermore, participant comments
confirm otherwise; managers want to use more reegegad more research, and continue to
develop relationships with academics.

Theoretically, | believe that the findings enhattee field of outdoor recreation but also
have potentially valuable contributions to thedsebf sociology and psychology. Generally
speaking, findings contribute to the already lasgdy of emotions literature and support the

three factor structure of emotions proposed by 8uaad Snodgrass (1987). Additionally,
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findings highlighting the potential importance efacceptable behaviours seems appropriate for
social settings removed from outdoor recreationraagt contribute to the broader social norms
literature.

In relevance to the leisure field, the findingsibute new theoretical knowledge as
requested by Manning (1999). For instance, ttisaech has expanded earlier “affective”
research by Hull (1980) and others and advancefetldeby providing a validated and reliable
scale to be used for assessing conflict emoti@useh a development may also re-open the doors
to investigating the emotions (e.g., types, rofesnportance) in a variety of other leisure
settings. Results also point to the need to mdegwately include unacceptable behaviours
when investigating conflict.

There are also a few areas from this investigahahare, as of yet, still unresolved. The
first is the researcher-practitioner communicapoocess. This study revealed certain aspects
but was not able to disect the particulars, esfigaigthin the Parks Canada organization and the
role of intermediaries. An in-depth look at theiel and organizational functioning on a daily
basis is necessary. And, although managers exgquréiss desire to “streamline” the
communication process, mechanisms to make thateimappre not explored. Theoretically, it
remains uncertain how effective the proposed soaléd be in accurately assessing conflict.
The answer requires repeated validation. The tieial understanding of emotion has also
been left unresolved. One understanding was imghéead here, but it is possible that a different
interpretation could prove more appropriate forftonresearch. More importantly, however,
should be the development of a universal understgraf emotion that would permit

comparable cross-disciplinary research.
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CHAPTER NINE
Conclusion
9.1 Introduction
The purpose of this dissertation was threefoldiglgvaluate a new and expanded model
of outdoor recreation conflict, (2) to develop aradidate the reliability of a multi-item, multi-
dimensional conflict scale, and (3) to investigsiee outdoor recreation conflict knowledge
transfer process within Canada’s national parks.
9.2 Limitations and Future Research
This study attempted to create and validate artiensbased scale for measuring
outdoor recreation conflict occurrences. Prelimynasults are encouraging with the scale
demonstrating very good reliability and goodnes$itohdices suggestive of a “good” fitting
model. Repeated evaluation of the validity, raligh and unidimensionality of the scale is
necessary. Proof of the scale’s predictive validiais established, however the importance of
both validating and improving its predictive vatidshould be a primary concern, especially
since my research findings have established thaagex's rely heavily on “tools” for collecting
much needed information and for implementing charigehe management protocol of park
resources. The possibility that emotions and tlagestself could be integrated with current
VMFs as a means of adapting currently availabléstmoalso an exciting proposition — an
approach that would both satisfy management reapginé for tools and provide an updated
understanding of conflict occurrences as specliedtudy participants. Imperative is that
predictive validity be further established agam&viously reported conflict variables. Research
has revealed that conflict can be associated withnaber of other variables including coping
behaviours (e.g., Schuster et al., 2006), enviroriat@ttitudes (Jackson, 1989), social values

(Carothers, Vaske, & Donnelly, 2001), place attaehtfKyle, Mowen, & Tarrant, 2004),
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crowding (Kuentzel & Heberlein, 2003) and tolerafitbritton, Stein, & Thapa, 2009).
Although such variables were included in the priagkcvalidity evaluation here, additional work
should work to establish the role of and magnitofihat role in predicting conflict in direct
comparison to the scale’s three dimensions. Thetoact validity of the emotions and appraisal
dimensions also deserves special attention. clitisal that the items group together and
therefore measure the emotional and appraisal coems as theorized from the psychological
literature on emotions, and are not simply groupoggether because of common wording.
Theoretically, eight limitations and additionatoenmendations for future research are
presented. Firstly, development of the scale vesd on an interpretation of one understanding
of emotions. This was concerned with the elemehpdeasure, arousal, mood, and affective
appraisals and how they might relate to recreatanilict experiences. Some research (see
Mehrabian & Russell, 1974) has suggested thattaedfeo includes a dominance dimension that
refers to feelings of mastery, competence, powet,skill. The circumplex model of affect,
developed by Russell and Snodgrass (1987), regesberuch of the theoretical foundation of
the current study, as “...the dominance dimensfaffect was [found to be] not nearly as
important as pleasure and arousal...” (Hull & Hgn\989, p. 325). Consequently, Hull and
Harvey justify, as | did, the use of the circumpiagdel because “it offers an extensively
studied, theoretically justified, parsimonious dg#on of emotional responses to
environments” (p. 325). Additionally, because t#nes no formal criteria for what is and what is
not an emotion” (Russell, 2003, p. 146), this issyaroblematic. As Russell goes on to ask:
are emotions to be conceptualized as brain modgsena or action tendencies, reflexes,
instincts, attitudes, cognitive structures, motj\ansations, or feelings? Are they
biologically fixed modules (and hence reducibléitaogy) or socially constructed roles

(and reducible to sociology)? Discrete categorrdsigolar dimensions? Cognitive,
precognitive, or postcognitive? (p. 146).
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As a result, other conceptualizations of emotiocousth be considered for both: (1) studying
emotions as they related to leisure and confliod, @) when validating the proposed conflict
scale. Finally, research should be conducteducigate the three emotional dimensions (i.e.,
emotions, affective appraisal, core affect) utiizes the foundation for the proposed conflict
scale. The psychological literature on emotiondaar on the existence of these components,
however, “the order in which these elements ocgwstill uncertain” (Russell & Barrett, 1999, p.
806). There is also “little agreement on where #&omostops and its causes and consequences
begin (Russell, 2003, p. 146). As such the exaeteach of these dimensions is playing in the
conflict experience is still unclear. The findingslicate that emotion (not appraisal and core
affect) is best for explaining occurrences of cehfl The emotion literature does not make such
a distinction (e.g., Russell, 2003) and as suclkweerds to be done to clarify and clearly
explain the role and difference (if any) betweeadheaf the dimensions.

Secondly, only certain emotions were included aphesent study (e.g., annoyance,
distress, anger, etc). Watson and Clark (1994jtified and included ten emotions (i.e., afraid,
scared, nervous, jittery, irritable, hostile, guilhshamed, upset, and distressed) in their
development of the positive and negative affeclescd@ ANAS), but they were actually able to
identify six categories of fear, six categoriehostility, six categories of guilt, and five
categories of sadness as comprising basic negatieéions. Thus, the inclusion of other
emotions, or the replacement of currently used emstin the conflict scale, should also be
considered.

Thirdly, emotional responses have been linked aittonomic nervous system activity
characteristic of bodily responses such as incssiasieeart rate, blood pressure, and skin

conductance (Russell, 2003). Evaluation of thespanses in association with emotions elicited
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through leisure participation was beyond the sadphis study. Other research has called these
“sensible feelings” associated with bodily feelirsgeeh as dryness of the mouth, sense of
weakness, and a pounding heart (Lee et al., 19928.et al. called this “...visceral bodily
experiences during leisure participation” (p. 20Future research should give consideration to
investigating these sensible feelings, in partictia role that they may play during the
recreation conflict experience (e.g., increaseddloressure concurrent with being emotionally
angry with another trail user). For obvious reasanedical doctors or those familiar with the
study of human physiological reactions should b®lved as part of the research team
undertaking this research.

Fourthly, my study of emotions relies almost atyiron self-report; an unfortunate
limitation according to Russell (2003). When stadyemotions and emotional reactions, “...it is
the state reported rather than the words thanaperitant” (2003, p. 163). As with most
previous emotions research, | have relied on a (&g, fear, anger, etc) to describe a person’s
emotional state. The present study does attengaitd a more elaborate picture of emotional
state through the specifying of statements reptatea of three dimensions of affect. More
research to move beyond words and to begin to ibesemotional states is necessary to advance
emotions research.

Fifthly, this study is limited because it did nasass the duration of the emotions
experienced; purely that certain emotions wereveei@g not experienced. As Lee et al. (1994)
state: “researchers have reported that when p@apleipate in recreation activities, they
experience...fun, enjoyment, pleasure..., positio@d states...”, but that the leisure experience
was recognized to include both positive as welltesssful or unpleasant experiences (p. 196).

Lee and Shafer (2002) noted that the moods of adorests shifted between negative and
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positive throughout the recreational experiencéaat emotions fluctuated depending on the
types of situations encountered. The question irgrthough, what is the duration of these
affective feelings and conversely, which is the thpmsverful or has the greatest influence on our
leisure experiences? Future research should begiddress these types of questions.

Next, Markus and Kitayama (1991) suggested thatiiemal experiences could vary
across cultures. Given Canada’s changing socio-geaphic composition, and Parks Canada’s
recent efforts to attract “New Canadians”, resedneth examines culture, emotions, outdoor
recreation, and outdoor recreation conflict woutdbeneficial. The examination of potential
differences between international and domesti¢arigierceptions and experiences of conflict
would be particularly helpful. It is possible thaternational visitors to a destination would
perceive and even experience conflict differertignt domestic travelers because of cultural or
experience history differences (i.e, if they havevpusly experienced conflict). For instance,
“The extent to which each culture influences bebavmay be related to similarities, perceived
or actual, between a tourist’'s home and holidayrenments” (Carr, 2002, p. 323).

Additionally, the recommendation is for future cligtfresearch to more closely examine
the influence of personal and situational factdrazarus and Folkman (1984) identified
personal and situational or environmental factsrkesy components of their stress-coping
model. Lazarus and Folkman defined stress adddarship between the person and the
environment that is appraised by the person asdaxi exceeding his or her resources and
endangering his or her well-being” (1984, p. 2Emotions are therefore influenced by a variety
of personal and situational variables that intetagiroduce emotional reactions.

Finally, consideration should be given to the iafiae of group dynamics on the

perception and experiencing of recreation conflithe outdoor recreation experience can be
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experienced individually (i.e., by a person seeldgalifude in the backcountry) or as a group
(i.e., husband and wife taking their family campiagd these differences in travel styles (i.e.,
alone or as part of a group) may also influencdlimbiperceptions and reactions to actual
situations. The travel and tourism literature sgig that traveler expectations may differ
depending on their travel companions (Hanai, Oguthdlo, & Tamaguchi, 2008). The authors
also point out that “evaluations on satisfactiomlimost every situation is amplified in the case
of individuals traveling in a group” (2008, p. 273)herefore individuals recreating alone may
report lower levels of satisfaction and may alsartwee likely to report conflict occurrences
compared to people recreating in groups.

Methodologically, three final recommendations jamesented. Firstly, in the inclusion of
both qualitative and quantitative methods for \atiiclg the emotions-based conflict scale and
also for developing an accurate understanding digg@ants emotional experiences. Although
gualitative questioning was incorporated into thegjionnaire, interviews with participants
would possibly allow for a more in-depth undersiagdaind awareness of the emotions
experienced, the causes of emotional reactionstrenohagnitude of the impact of their
emotions. Secondly, this study was also limitechlige participant reporting of emotions was
only measured once. Problems with this includdrbbility to retrieve affective feelings at
multiple points (i.e., times) throughout a persaxperience or over the course of multiple
experiences. A methodology similar to that emptblgg Mcintyre and Roggenbuck (1998),
where participants were asked to complete an emstiweasure five times throughout a float
trip through an underground river, could be utdizeA longitudinal study could also prove
valuable for assessing long-term influences of @mahges in affective feelings during leisure

participation. Changes in affective feelings asravariety of leisure experiences could reveal
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important information related to people’s leisushaviour and satisfaction. Understanding
emotions post-experience is also worthwhile. Wieattple do in their leisure has a lasting

impact. The lasting impact of the emotions expexéel during leisure should be considered:
“Potentially the most significant impact of leisungluced mood is its influence on the behaviors
and cognitions of persons long after they leavddiseire setting” (Hull, 1990, p. 99). Finally, it

is recommended that future researchers target @@wojpl variety of leisure settings. The current
study collected data in a very large and well-kr@anadian national park. Other protected areas
of varying sizes with varying levels of visitatishould also be included in future research to
validate the proposed conflict scale. Researctewald also consider collecting data in urban
and suburban recreation settings.

Some additional limitations and recommendatioteted to the knowledge transfer study
are also warranted. This study is potentially tedibecause only five individuals were
interviewed, although this was acceptable basediatam saturation considerations (Patton, 2002).
Unfortunately, budget and time constraints didpermit the use of snowball sampling, the
purpose of which is to, “Identify cases of intergetm sampling people who know people who
know people who know what cases are informatidm. ric(p. 243). Participant comments
identified other groups and/or positions that wdwde been important to interview (i.e., park
planners, Parks Canada social scientists, membére dlational Working Group). Future
research should seek out individuals in these ipasit most especially, when and if researching
knowledge transfer in Parks Canada. It shoulddtechhere that | did originally propose to
interview both managers and researchers (i.e.eaa@d). Interviewing researchers was
eliminated, however it is highly recommended tlesearchers be included in subsequent

investigations. Findings suggest that researclearager relationships are important; although
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very little direct contact appears to occur. Thaure of the relationship should be evaluated
from the perspective of the researcher as wehalFji, my study may or may not have been
limited by the diversity of participants involvedach individual was in a different position at a
different level within Parks Canada. This providdsroad view of knowledge, but did not
permit detailed examination of the knowledge digsation involving one patrticular level of
position. Involving only one group of level of in@luals (i.e., park planners or park
superintendents for instance) should be consideheh designing future knowledge
dissemination studies. The experience of eaclopeansthe knowledge dissemination process
and their relationship with academics appears toigpdy individual. Talking to only park
planners may unearth the nature of these diffesenEgentually comparison across positions
and levels will be able to be made and the truareaand dynamic of knowledge dissemination
revealed.

The preceding identified several limitations of gurrent research, but also provided a
number of recommendations for other researchetsinggo continue researching either the
emotional component of conflict, or the knowledgsfer of conflict/recreation information.
The following section expands on the previous reoemdations and details a direction for my
personal career research agenda.

9.3 Future Directions: Career Research Agenda

The current research has highlighted several asatifuture inquiry; more is needed in
order to understand emotions, conflict, as wethasdynamics of knowledge use and
dissemination. Research related to each of theee aireas of inquiry will continue by other
researchers; however the intent here is to eskablfsundation for my research and in doing so

present a career research agenda. The futurgidimedor my research agenda will continue to
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explore emotions, the conflict experience, as welknowledge use and dissemination in the
leisure field. On a more personal level | wistalso establish a research program designed to
improve the scientific legitimacy of leisure resgar
9.3.1 The Use of Leisure Knowledge: A Researchdgen

Xiao and Smith (in press) have said,

...future research should look at the differenagsvben academics and practitioners in

perceiving and using tourism [leisure] researchviiedge, the facilitators and barriers to

use, the motivations and levels of use, and thential of community-based

collaborative research programs in fostering use.
The most obvious point of departure for me is aaicontinuation of the knowledge
dissemination research undertaken with JNP. Hssarch has established that effective use of
knowledge depends on how well researchers arg@llmmunicate their findings, in turn, how
well managers/practitioners are able to understadapt, and implement research knowledge,
and how well and how often the two are able to gaga the transfer of knowledge. The Social
Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Caf2@dd, p. 7) has stated that “maximum
impact of social sciences and humanities reseasatdépendent on these three characteristics. |
envision a follow-up study involving the same papants. Important changes were
recommended by them (e.g., less technical jarg@ater explanation of its implementation in
the field) for the executive summary as a meanmspfoving its usability. These changes would
be made and a newly revised document would betsehé group of interviewees for
evaluation. Interviews would re-evaluate the leas;i confusion, and applicability concerns
previously established. This repeat investigatias motivated by three reported findings: (1)
managers agreed that my research was relevargng #ppreciating the fact that conflict was

being examined from a different perspective (eeptions); (2) that the documentation of my

research findings was still “too deep”; and (3paonsequence was not immediately useful to



364

the managers. The research would help to answdollowing research questions: (1) At what
point does relevant research become applicableX2arWhat are the characteristics of such
knowledge?

Findings from the current selection of interviewsealed areas of additional inquiry or
guestioning that were unfortunately beyond the tirame and scope of the current
investigation. Managers identified four additiosalirces of their research knowledge. These
included social scientists working as part of tbela science program, the National Working
Group, park planners, and third party organizationsd to conduct literature reviews. Previous
research has not given much attention to the rolmt@rmediaries” in the knowledge
dissemination process. Concern has surroundediadvacademics are able to communicate
their research findings directly to managers/ptiacters (e.g., Lewis, 2007). There is no
denying that managers and academics need to e$tahiong relationships built on trust and
communication. And, to be clear here, | am nogsesting that academics should no longer be
concerned with whether or not their research isprefmensible by managers. Instead, my
research has shown that multiple avenues are ¢éag@laihen access to research knowledge is
necessary and examination of these avenues hasnbgletted. Discussion with members from
each of the four groups is needed in order to wgtded their exact role in the transfer of
knowledge. Results could alter our current und@ding of the process of knowledge transfer.

Advancing my research beyond the boundaries didsRaanada is critical. Parks Canada
is a very large organization, whose budget anduress is likely to exceed those of smaller
organizations (e.g., Ontario Parks, Alberta Patianservation Authorities, etc). These
organizations will likely share many of the samalg@and missions and therefore are also likely

to need and rely on research knowledge to infoer thanagement decisions. My future career



365

research agenda will include analysis of the kndggetransfer process of these and other
similar organizations. The research will alsowlfor comparisons between organizations (e.g.,
Parks Canada and Ontario Parks) to be drawn. ©the goncerns that have grown from the
current research is the apparent lack of shariagekists between various organizations. None
of the managers who were interviewed reported comeating with other Canadian
organizations, such as Conservation Authoritieae @articipant indicated a curiosity for
situations occurring in other parks in the “remot8. states”. It seems likely that these
organizations could be valuable assets for eadtr alboth creating and sharing of important
research findings. Development of a stronger n&&wo program of leisure science sharing
would be a desired outcome of my future knowledgedfer research. The catalyst for this to
occur is uncertain, although a number of possiedito exist. The inclusion of managers in the
publication process (Melzer & Ellis, 2009), theatren of a virtual science park (See Chan et al.,
2009, for an overview of science parks), and tleeaisnformation technology and social media
to communicate may prove appropriate. Avenuestiproved sharing capacity would be
investigated.

As a spin-off to researching the knowledge trangfecess, it would also be valuable to
re-examine the relevance of leisure research (Hgwag & Parr, 1999; Kelly, 2000). If
research and conversely the findings from researemot relevant to societal and managerial
needs, use of knowledge is likely to suffer. Exaation of the relevance of leisure research
through the lens of values and ideologies is assaug step and supported by Stewart et al.
(2008) in their discussion of the values and idg@® associated with “writing leisure”. They
hold that “research questions...should be congtduict light of the intended impact and vision

for social reality” (p. 376), and then go on to dldt, “centering research rationales on society
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[or end-states about society such as health, Sositdte, empowerment], rather than leisure,
may re-orient discussion about the ‘gap’ betweeoty and practice” (p. 376). This research
would require an examination of the discourse gugdeisure research, particularly outdoor
recreation research.

On a related but personal level | would like torkvto improve the scientific legitimacy
of leisure research. Throughout the duration oftimyg as a student | have routinely recognized
the value and benefit of leisure on behalf of vasicmembers of society who, unfortunately,
viewed the same with confusion and even occasipdaliision. This is not necessarily
surprising, but it is a mistake to suppose thaule research is simply fun and games (Cooper,
1999). Cooper discussed this very phenomenon ghradnat was called, “Leisure fetishism”.
This claims that the social, psychological, andgibipgical benefits provided by leisure are
downplayed, allowing leisure to be recreated thhmug societal discourse as mere fun and
games. The result is that the legitimate sciensifudy of leisure is received with an “oddness
objection”; “...the very idea of a serious study@$ure, not to mention a science of leisure, is
intellectually suspect” (p. 4). The Social Scieacel Humanities Research Council of Canada
(SSHRC) is not blind to the de-valued nature ofam@cience either, and it has stated that:
“currently, there is little incentive, support arcass for individuals wishing to specialize in the
social science aspects of environment and susiatgatithin the higher education system”
(2002, p. 9). Granted, this statement may nowiéwed by some as incorrect or exaggeration, it
nonetheless illustrates that within the past deceadeof the foremost supporters of social
science research recognized the hurdles faced $ecduecognition as a “less legitimate”
science. lItis easy for SSHRC and leisure schédalpe convinced of the legitimacy of the

science of leisure research, the challenge comesnwverting the general public, or other
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scholars outside of the field of the true naturéewfure research. The mechanism for
substantiating the scientific legitimacy of leisuesearch is not easily identifiable. A study of
public perceptions, not of leisure’s importance tiuthe value of leisure research, may provide a
springboard to improve public awareness. | aldmbe that a study of the perceptions of
scholars working in other departments, especiatyrmal science departments (e.g.,
mathematics, physics, engineering, chemistry, atejld be invaluable.
9.3.2 Emotions and the Study of Conflict

The most logical and appropriate next step isatguketheoretical validation of the three
dimension multi-item emotions-based conflict scalirrent findings support three factors with
predictive power when it comes to experiencing konfValidation in different environments
with different users groups is currently still nedd My scale was developed largely from the
emotions work of Russell (e.g., 1980), whose resgesiressed a circumplex model of emotions
whereby emotions could be categorized based onléwal of pleasure-displeasure and arousal-
activation. Hull and Harvey (1989) attempted tplai people’s emotions using the circumplex
model. They did however; recommend that validatbthe model be conducted to ensure that
it would differentiate between environments. Thees also some concern that the emotions
dimension in the current research may have actbaky capturing a crowding element based on
the wording of the items. Likewise the wording loé tappraisal items were very reflective of
inappropriate behaviours, and so, additional woitkneed to be done in order to verify that
these two dimensions are capturing the emotiomalpoment as originally intended.
Pragmatically, | also wish to validate the effeetiess of the scale as a “tool” for managers and
practitioners. This notion of tools was emphasitedughout the qualitative portion of my

investigation and the hope has always been thagmutions-based scale would serve as a
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measure to assist managers in learning about tifeat@xperiences of their visitors, and to help
them identify and understand the causes. | envisis practice-level research being undertaken
once the theoretical reliability and validity oktlcale has been further established. Establishing
the scale as a usable tool will require a cooreémaesearch effort with managers/practitioners
working in various protected area organizationg.(€arks Canada, Alberta Parks, Ontario
Parks, and Conservation Authorities). | do howegavision continued work with the managers
of INP, who have already provided much needed &edéand whose interest in the scale as a
tool has already been established.

Conversely, there is still much that needs todaeried about emotions and the leisure
experience in general. Some of the questions ¢ ho@nswer as part of a future research
program include:

1) What emotions do people actually experience dugrsgire?

2) How often (i.e., frequency) throughout a leisurpenence are positive and/or negative
emotions experienced?

3) What influence do these emotions have on a persmg/ment and satisfaction?

4) What are the variables (human or environmental)ittiluence or impact a person’s
emotions? (Farber & Hall, 2007, for example, hiblat scenery, recreational activity,
wildlife, and social interaction are the four caiggs of stimuli that elicit emotional
responses in natural settings.)

5) Does the type of environment where the recreatipeence takes place influence the
type of emotions experienced? (Hull & Harvey, 1989 instance, investigated molar
environments, or places, and suggested that psogt@eriences may differ based on the

molecular make-up of the environment [e.g., treesdg, amount of open space, etc].
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They suggested that differences in emotional egped may exist depending on the
environment [e.g., park vs built environment].)

6) What is the influence of preferred versus expeedmemotion? (Hull & Harvey, 1989,
noted that people may enter a recreation expereitbeexpectations associated with a
certain emotion or emotions, but may end up feedimmething completely different.
Similarly, some people enter an experience hoprfgel some level of stress and
anxiety that is associated with their chosen agtjé.g., rock climbing], but may
experience stress and anxiety caused by anothssrpgr

7) Can a single emotion (e.g., negative) dominatéeadetriment of other emotions (e.g.,
positive)? (Lee & Shafer, 2002, p. 36, for exampkked a similar question, that is: “are
there single events that might dominate the ematitime regardless of changes along
the way?".)

Examination of these and other questions would &ééserved through the use of both
guantitative and qualitative methods of inquirytatistical analysis will be necessary when
trying to establish the existence of relationstipsveen certain emotions and various human
and environmental characteristics for instanceweéieer, a qualitative approach would permit a
much deeper look into people’s emotions, why thgyeeence certain emotions, the true impact
of emotions on the leisure experience, etc. Thnaygalitative methods researchers can
understand “respondents’ level of emotion, the imayhich they have organized their world,
their thoughts about what is happening, their eepees, and their basic perceptions” (Patton,
1980, p. 28, cited in Lee & Shafer, 2002).

Setting aside emotions there are three additiagss of conflict research that | also wish

to investigate. The first is recreation conflicturban settings. There seems to be a
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disproportionate amount of conflict research asgediwith wilderness settings, however it is
naive to think that the causes of conflict in rugettings are not present in urban ones as well.
People recreating in urban settings are particigati a diversity of activities (e.g., biking,
running, dog walking, etc), are doing so while sigaspace with other users, and do so with a
variety of motivations and goals that are likelyctompete with those of other users. With regard
to place research, Stewart et al., recognized\beatl neglect of suburban and urban locales in
favour of wilderness. They state that: “when therative of one landscape is socially and
politically privileged through decades of build-ugther meanings and other landscapes decrease
in status” (Stewart et al., 2008, p. 372). Cotlok that urban settings have been de-valued and
neglected as true locations for meaningful leigxgeriences to occur? Additional research will
help fill this urban recreation gap. Secondly,dul like to re-evaluate the impact of crowding.
My findings as well as those of others (e.g., Cletrlal., 2009; Tumes, 2007) suggest that people
are much more tolerant of meeting other users laaucthe biggest problem might instead be
inappropriate or disrespectful behaviours (e.gro@ers et al., 2001; Mann & Absher, 2008;
Vaske et al., 2004). This does not mean to sudhastrowding may no longer be an issue,
instead that under certain circumstances it mayte appropriate to concern oneself with
behaviours as opposed to number of people. FinalNguld like to research the discourse,
values, and ideologies that have been created @momwding and conflict and how they have
been perceived by visitors and managers. Wilderhas been privileged as pristine land and
therefore encountering other people must sureladetrom a person’s experience (Stewart et
al., 2008). Similarly, these “encounters” musbaissult in conflict. As Stewart et al. have
stated more broadly “...outdoor recreation reseaocid benefit from explicit recognition of the

values and ideology in its various discourses’3(f#).
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The preceding research agenda details severa aréature investigation in the areas of
knowledge dissemination, emotions, and conflicompletion of these research projects may not
be possible during an academic career. A futwextion, however, has been identified; a
direction that is theoretical, practical, and pbdphical in nature.

9.4 Conclusion

At the outset of this research two broad, but pningmals existed. The first was to
theoretically advance the current understandinguédoor recreation conflict. The second was
to offer a comprehensive analysis of the knowlettigiesfer process occurring with outdoor
recreation and conflict research. The author lmeterns that important conflict research was
not being incorporated into the management degsabithose individuals charged with the
preservation of protected areas. Creation of athearetical understanding of conflict seemed
unproductive if it were to remain unseen or unusgthose who require this type of information
the most.

Theoretically, the study concludes by offering aiteégn, three dimensional emotions-
based conflict scale that is statistically validlaaliable. Although additional validation of the
construct validity of each dimension will be requirbefore a definitive conclusion can be
drawn, the scale appears to capture the emotieaation of people to conflict occurrences.
Correlations and regression additionally estalilighpredictive validity of the scale. All three
dimensions of the scale were moderately positigelyelated with “I have experienced conflict
today while on the trails” and were identified bs three best predictors of conflict, even when
previously regarded conflict variables were tak&o consideration.

Results from the knowledge transfer study do shwat barriers do exist precluding the

effective use of important recreation/conflict infaation. These barriers included time, budget
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restrictions, difficulty building and maintaininglationships, and how research information was
presented. The former two are out of the controésearchers (academics) and therefore the
latter two are of particular importance for thegaet investigation. Interestingly, managers
reported very little direct contact with academimst still regarded such relationships are very
important. Their wish was that academics woule talstronger initiative in contacting
managers regarding potentially relevant researchrfgs. Managers were also eager to
streamline the communication process. Solutione\wegely centered around the development
of a common understanding of the research languRgsearch that was presented to them in a
way that was free of technical jargon and that sfast and succinct was most appealing to
managers. This kind of research could become oisbd to create the much needed “tools” of
resources management. None of these findingspsising and has been previously expressed
(e.qg., Wright, 2003).

Perhaps the biggest contribution from the curneméstigation comes from conclusions
regarding “intermediaries” and their role in themsaunication process. Managers identified
several different avenues of access to researolmattion. These included park planners, social
scientists working as part of the social sciencgmm, members of the National Working
Group, and third party outsourcing. The naturthefr relationship with each of these groups is
not completely understood, however the importaridbase groups in communicating research
was plainly apparent. Communication appears to floough these different groups, and
therefore the communication of research from acacketa these groups is deserving of
increased attention by future researchers. Theeptestudy failed to provide a comprehensive
investigation, but revealed the steps necessary @mprehensive investigation to take place.

The future paths of continued research have bgeuia The hope is that validation will
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produce a scale that may become a “tool” for pagkagers, and that improved knowledge

communication can result.
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APPENDIX A
Evaluation Procedures

One of the primary objectives of my proposed dadtmgsearch is to develop and
validate a multi-item and multi-dimensional scaleassess people’s negative emotions as a
result of user conflict occurrences in outdoor eation settings.

As a recreation professional familiar with a) teereation literature, b) outdoor

recreation conflict and parks management literatumnck c) scale development and validation you
are being asked to help validate quantitativelywelt as qualitatively a total of 36 scale items.

Background:

Previous research has suggested that the leispegience is dynamic and multi-dimensional
(Hull, Stewart, & Yi, 1992; Lee, Dattilo, & Howard994, Lee & Shafer, 2002) and includes
both positive as well as stressful or unpleasapee&nces. Specifically, Lee and Shafer noted
that recreationists emotions fluctuated dependmthe types of situations encountered. More
importantly, Hull et al., (1992) recognized theessgince of emotions, moods, and other affective
feelings for leisure research with Hull (1991) idgmng mood as specific subjective feelings
that are “one of the more relevant products otlleisnanagement efforts” (p. 249).
Unfortunately, there is limited information in thesure literature that identifies what emotions
occur and why (Lee & Shafer). Using emotions tderstand of user conflict seems, however,
to be a vital step that has thus far been large¢ylooked.

Research by Russell (1980; 1999; 2003) and RumselEnodgrass (1987) in psychology
and Vitterso, Chipeniuk, Skar, and Vistad (2004thi@ leisure literature have attempted to study
people’s emotions. Russell (1980) proposed a argalo-dimensional circular model of affect
measured using pleasure-displeasure and activdéaativation. Work by Russell and
Snodgrass and Russell and Barrett (1999) identif)eaffective/cognitive appraisals and
distinguished between people’s 2) emotions and 8)eiore affect.

According to my proposed model of outdoor recagationflict, conflict is now the
experiencing of negative affect measured by pes#ective/cognitive appraisals, their
specific emotions, and their core affect. All én@ncepts are related or connected. When
viewed as a whole, affective/cognitive appraisaisptions, and core affect represent the
elements behind an “emotional episode”. In the cdsenflict, it would be a “negative
emotional episode”.
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The three concepts/dimensions can be more easigrsitood as:

3 Domains/Dimensions:

(A) Core Affect Core affect is represented specifically by duargying feelings of pleasure-
displeasure and activation-deactivation. A persay become extremely frustrated
(displeasurg and simultaneously become maive(i.e., no longer as calm or relaxed as they
previously were). A person may enter a recreatiexperience in a particular mood state (i.e
core affect). An item designed to measure thishinigad,’l felt happy at the start of my
recreational experience”. The intensity (i.e., heightened level of displeasand tension) is
likely to increase when experiencing a negative tamal episode such as recreation conflict.
An item signifying this change might redtlbecame increasingly anxious throughout my
recreational experience”.

(B) Emotions Quite simply these are the specific feelings tret experiences/feels. For
example, these might include those feelings ofdpaimgry at someone, or frustrated by the
actions of another person while hiking on the trdil general, this reflects the realization that
you have a specific emotion that is directed atesmme or somethingAn example of an
emotional item might readl was angry at a group of cyclists”

(C) Affective/Cognitive Appraisal®epresent how we interpret other people, plaaests and
things, and as such make a judgment about itcatteaess or repulsiveness. Specifically,
affective/cognitive appraisals are those judgmeatgerning the capacity of the appraised
object to alter our mood. These are our attrim#jighe way we mentally or cognitively make
sense of the situation/event occurring around dstla impact that it is having on our mood of
affective state. It permits us to be aware ofraood or emotional state. A person will becomne
more aware of their emotions through appraisaladsygning a context or a source as the cayse
of their specific emotions. Such sources may ielthe behaviors of other people, the
condition of the natural environment, etc. An epéarof an appraisal item might redtyas
angry at a group of cyclists because of their reckks behavior on the trail”

Evaluation Instructions:

Below is a list of 36 statements (scale items) dsbnging to or attempting to measure one of
the three constructs/dimensions defined above &tfective/cognitive appraisals, emotions, and
core affect).

Using the seven-point likert scale Bfvery poor fit to 7=excellent fit and selecting from the
drop-down menus, please ra&ch item’sitem-content relevance witdach of the 3
constructs/dimensionNOTE “ltem content-relevance refers to the degreehakvthe content
(or subject matter) contained within a test itemegresentative of the ‘targeted construct’ that
the item is designed to measure” (Dunn et al., 19926).

In order to strengthen the quantitative portiothef scale item evaluation please provide, below
each item, in the shaded h@ny comments, feedback, or suggestions thatgeluafe
necessary. Please provide explanations or reagoyngou believe particular items are “poor



fit” or “excellent fit” for particular dimensionsgmstructs. Please highlight any words or
phrasings that you feel are problematic.

(1) I became upset, which made my recreation experiencepleasant.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(2) My recreation experience today was very unpleant.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(3) I became irritated after being disturbed by a goup of noisy people.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(4) My recreation experience was disappointing, wbh left me feeling depressed.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:
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(5) I experienced intense feelings of displeasudeiring my recreation experience.

Appraisal(A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Affect (C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(6) | felt contempt towards other trail users becase they interfered with my
personal goals.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(7) |felt very apprehensive when around too manpeople along the trail.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(8) | felt anger towards another person(s).

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:
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(9) | felt scared of other trail users because dheir behaviour.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(10) I felt tense (as opposed to calm and relaxeddiring my outdoor recreation

experience.
Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(11) I felt dissatisfied with my recreation expemnce because of my encounters with
other trail users.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(12) The behaviour of another person made me feahgry and created an immediate
feeling of intense displeasure.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:
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(13) 1 was very unhappy when | was finished partipating in my outdoor
recreation activity.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(14) 1 was frustrated with several other people othe trail.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(15) | felt disgust towards other trail users.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(16) |1 was alarmed by the inappropriate behavior®f other trail users.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:
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(17) I'was annoyed because other trail users wedamaging/disrespecting the natural
environment.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(18) I experienced a change in my feelings of general ppiness to feeling tense during
my involvement in my outdoor recreation activity.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(19) I felt hatred towards another group of trail users.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(20) | felt anxious while engaged in my outdoor &eation activity.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:
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(21) | felt sad because the actions of others datited from the enjoyment of my
recreation experience.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(22) 1 became angry because of the behaviour of ather trail user.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(23) My general demeanor changed from being reladeo feeling anxious.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(24) | felt distressed during my recreatiorexperience.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:
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(25) | felt annoyed by other trail users around me

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(26) Overall, my feelings changed from happy to skduring my outdoor recreation

experience.
Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(27) 1 felt disgust because of the reckless andretess behaviour of other trail users.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(28) | felt tense when around other people on theeail.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:
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(29) | felt frustrated because the trail was so awded.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(30) | became nervous and no longer felt relaxedhite engaged in my outdoor
recreation experience.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(31) I became upset as a result of encounteringdanany other trail users.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(32) | felt scared when around other people on thealil.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:
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(33) The stress caused by the actions of anothercreationist made me feel unpleasant.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(34) I wasn’t able to enjoy my leisure experiencas much as | hoped/wanted
because of an encounter with another group of trailisers.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(35) I was very dissatisfied with my recreation eperience today.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

(36) I felt angry towards another recreationist, vihich made me feel stressed.

Affect (A) select a rating from the drop down list
Emotion(B) select a rating from the drop down list
Appraisal(C) select a rating from the drop down list

Other Comments:

NOTE: When complete, please save your feedback acaptdithe following format, Example:
Andrew_Spiers_ExpRev.doc and email as an attachtoéxdrew at aspiers@ualberta.ca.
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APPENDIX B
Focus Group Questions
(1) Where do you most often like to go hiking?
(2) What is it about that location that makes its speating?
(3) Have you ever had or experienced a negative hikxpgrience?

(4) What types of events, situations, or behavioumstioérs disturb you the most when hiking?
What type of reaction do you typically have to #neguations/people?

(5) How would you define [outdoor recreation user] dioi?

(6) Do the negative experiences impact upon future\oebdleisure participation? If so, what
sorts of alterations do you make?

(7) Are you conscious of your emotions during the edgming of a negative event (i.e.,
situation) during outdoor recreation participation?

(8) Are you aware of emotional changes from positivedgative because of particular events
of encounters? How? What is it that you become awéor notice?

(9) What types of incidences generate the strongesitivegemotions? (e.g., careless
behaviour, violent behaviour, littering, crowdiregc).

(10) At what point throughout the experiencing of negagmotions (i.e., going from feeling
happy to feeling a negative emotion) would you they you are experiencing conflict?

(11) What exactly is it about the situation or the way yare feeling that leads you to believe
that it is conflict you are experiencing?

(12) What kinds of mental processes/cognitive assessnaeatoccurring when a negative
emotion is experienced? (Do you evaluate the pepsaituation causing the event, look
for a way to distance yourself from the causey gibeir plans that you had in created for
the day?)

(13) Does your evaluation of the negative event or dlgjédter from the assessment of
continuing your activity? In other words what ceotion is there between your negative
evaluation and the future decisions you make reggndhether or not you continue
participation or alter it in some way?

(14) Does a change in your mood have a negative effettte@rest of your participation?
Why? Why not? How? Please describe.
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(15) Does the magnitude of the negative emotion(s) yewegperiencing have an impact on
its influence on how you feel?

(16) Are the negative emotions experienced only in tiwtgerm (i.e., a few minutes), in the
long-term (i.e., perhaps the rest of the day, @ischeing in a bad mood), or both?

Are there any other comments regarding your previgagative experiences or your emotions
that you would like to share?
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APPENDIX C

Preliminary List: Outdoor Recreation Conflict ScdEms
(Use of 5 point likert-scale from Strongly DisagteeStrongly Agree)

Emotional:

(1) I felt angry towards another recreationist becaigbeir careless attitude around others.

(2) | experienced feelings of frustration because bentered too many people during my
outdoor recreational pursuit.

(3) It disgusted me to witness the reckless behavibathers.

(4) 1 experienced feelings of irritation when | wastdibed by a noisy group of people.

(5) | felt hatred towards a group of people becausg Were damaging/disrespecting the
natural environment.

(6) I felt contempt towards other because they intedevith my personal goals for
participation.

(7) | felt annoyed when | encountered a group of peppléicipating in an activity that was
different from my own.

(8) I felt tense when surrounded by other people.

(9) ' was alarmed by the inappropriate behaviours lo¢éwotecreationists.

(10) My recreational experience was disrupted by otbereationists.

(11) The behaviour of others distressed me.

(12) I became angry because of the behaviour of anotkesationist

Cognitive Appraisal:

() I felt stressed and no longer wanted to continuggi@ating in my outdoor recreational
activity.

(2) I'lost all desire to continue participating in ntyosen outdoor recreational activity.

(3) I became upset, which made my recreational expegianpleasant.

(4) | became agitated during my recreational involvenag needed to move to another
location.

(5) | felt stressed and needed to confront a grougeople because of their behaviour.

(6) I felt very depressed when the actions of othetsaded from my recreational
experience.

(7) I felt helpless because | could not change thethagsituation | was experiencing.

(8) The behaviour of another person made me feel aanyphycreated an immediate feeling
of intense displeasure.

(9) I would consider myself to be in a “bad mood” beszaof a negative encounter while
engaged in my outdoor recreational activity.

(10) Because of a negative encounter, my outdoor agorel experience was more
unpleasant than it was pleasant.

(11) I experienced negative feelings during my outdegreational experience that made
me want to disengage from participation.

(12) I felt angry towards another recreationist, wmecade me feel stressed.
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(13) I encountered other people or groups during rokeagional experience that created
feelings of negative emotions (e.g., anger, stifesstration, etc).

(14) The behaviour of others encountered during msesgmnal experience altered my
mood from positive to negative.

(15) The stress caused by the actions of another temmesh created unwanted feelings of
unpleasantness.

(16) I became no longer excited to participate in nagdoor recreational activity because of
a negative encounter with another individual orugro

(17) I experienced feelings of annoyance during mye&monal experience.

(18) I experienced feelings of dissatisfaction follog/imy recreational experience.

(19) I'was angry at at least one point during my ratto@al experience.

(20) I was frustrated because my recreational expegi€id not go as planned.

Core Affect:

(1) I became no longer excited to participate duringpasticipation in my outdoor
recreational activity.

(2) I became nervous and no longer felt relaxed whitgaged in my outdoor recreational
experience.

(3) Overall, my feelings changed from happy to sadrdumy outdoor recreational
experience.

(4) My general demeanor changed from being relaxeddtinig anxious.

(5) The joy of participation decreased when | becande sa

(6) I experienced anger, which also made me feel disooed.

(7) | experienced feelings of displeasure, which madderl| very grumpy.

(8) I was experiencing positive feelings (i.e., pleastmappiness, contentment) prior to
encountering a person and/or event that createatinedeelings for me.

(9) I experienced a change in my feelings from caltaxed, and serene to tense, nervous,
and stressed during involvement in my outdoor @evaal activity.

(10) The positive feelings (e.g., contented, happymtaxperienced today were influenced
mostly by the weather.

(11) The negative feelings (e.g., upset, stressedejerxperienced today were influenced
mostly by the weather.

(12) The negative feelings experienced today weredbelt of something other than
another person, event, or the weather.

(23) I'min a “bad mood” following my outdoor recreatial experience and I'm not really
sure why.

(14) My recreational experience today was very unpieis

(15) I felt tense as opposed to calm and relaxed dumy outdoor recreational experience.

(16) I experienced a change in how I felt, from happgad.
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APPENDIX D

2008 Jasper National Park Trail User Survey

This survey is designed to help develop a bettderstanding of positive and negative visitor
experiences around the Town of Jasper. Specifiaakxamines issues surrounding your interactions
with other trail users in order to develop a stemgense of why conflict occurs between differesers
and how solutions can be developed that limit #@uirences of conflict. You may choose not to arsw
any questions and the information you provide bélkept confidential. The information you provide
will be used to help improve the recreational eigreres of future visitors to the trail network anduhe
Town of Jasper. The survey will take approximatédyl2 minutes to complete. Thank yfoun taking

the time to complete this survey. Please retugrctdmpleted survey to one of the researchers.

Jasper Experience

1. Who are you with today on the trails? (Chec¢khalt apply)

(1 lam here alone [ Friends [1 Family [1 Partner (e.g., husband, wife)
1 Other:

2. What is the primary outdoor recreation actititst you are engaged in today? Please check only
ONE.

[0 Cross-country mountain biking] Dog walking [1 Hiking/Walking

(1 Downhill mountain biking [7 Horseback riding 1 Jogging

[ Bird watching [1 Other (please specify)

3. l'would consider myself to possess a high levddrmfwledge/expertise about today’s outdoor
recreation activity.
(Please circle the most appropriate nupber

1--eemeeeee 2-m-memeen 3 4 5 e 7
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

4. How important is Jasper National Park to the oVergbyment of your recreation experience?

1----mmee- 2--mmmmmee- 3 4 5 -6---------- 7
Not at all important Very important

5. How important are the trails around the Town opéago the overall enjoyment of your recreation
experience?

1o 2--—-m-m- 3 4 5 -6---------- 7
Not at all important Very important

[o2]

. How many times in the past 30 days have you madeithe trails around the Town of Jasper?

times
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7. During the past 30 days how many times havetypically encounteredthe following trail users
while using the trail network around the Town ofer?

8.

Never 1-2 times 3-4 times 5-9 times 10+ times
Hikers/Walkers O O O O O
Horseback Riders O O O O O
Mountain Bikers O O O O O
Joggers O O O O O
Dog Walkers 0 0 0 0 0
Other: O O O O O

Please indicate your agreement with the followitagesnents_(Circle the most appropriate

numbey.

a)

b)

d)

f)

On average | am satisfied with my recreation exgmex on the trail network around the Town of
Jasper.

1--mmemmnn 2-mnmemeee 3 4 e 7
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

ul

I have very strong feelings of attachment to thé tretwork around the Town of Jasper.

1--mmmmeee- 2--mmmmmnen 3 4 5 -6---------- 7
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

| have very strong feelings of attachment to Jabjagional Park.

1 2 3-mmmemeee 4--emeame Bemeenem- G-mmmmmeen 7
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

| usually encounter more people than is desiralilidevusing the trail network around the Town
of Jasper.

e R 3 4
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

o
o)
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
~

| can easily substitute another location that Basisny recreational needs for the trail network
around the Town of Jasper.

1--mmmmeee- 2--mmmmmnen 3 4 5 -6---------- 7
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

I am easily disturbed or irritated by the actiohsthers | encounter while participating in my
outdoor recreational activities.

1 22— 3 4 -6---------- 7
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

(6]
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10.

11.

12.
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Please indicate the positieenotions that you experience during your outdeoragation experiences
(Check allthat apply).
[ happiness(] joy [ elation [ excitement [ delight (1 pleasure [ thrill

[ enjoyment[] satisfaction 1 calmness(] contentment(] relaxation [J
Other:

From the list above, what is the single posigveotion that you experience the most?

Please describe the most common cause of thigyeosmotion.

Please indicate the negataraotions or feelings that you have experiencethdwan outdoor

recreational experience (Checkthiat apply).

[1 Tension 1 Nervousness] Stress ] Anger [1 Depression(] Sadnessl] Unhappiness!]
Disgust
[0 Irritation [ Rage [1 Anxiety [1 Frustration [1 Fear [] Other (please

indicate)

13. From the list above, what is the single negaginetion that you experience the most?

14. Please describe the most common cause gddhisular emotion.
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Outdoor Recreation Conflict

The following section is designed to explore yaelings towards conflicts with other trail users

and the impact that encounters with other trailgsifave on your outdoor recreation

experience.

15. Based on your previous experience how woulddascribe or define outdoor recreation

conflict?

16. Thinking about your most preferred trail aityivhow would each of the following situations et your

experience?

Strongly
Detract Somewhat
Detract
Encountering many other users on the trail Il
Seeing dogs off leash on the trail il [l
Exposed roots/wear on the trail ] Il
(e.g., environmental damage)
Seeing others using unofficial
trails (unmarked trails not included il ]
on the Parks Canada trail map)
Excess noise caused by other trail users [] Il
Witnessing disrespectful behaviour il [l
Encountering people participatingina [ Il
different activity
Encountering people with different 0 Il
environmental values
Encountering people with different [] ]
recreational values
Experiencing a negative emotion as a result Il
of an encounter with another trail user(s)
Experiencing a positive emotion as a result ]
of an encounter with another trail user(s)
Having your personal goals interfered withl [l
Other: [l ]

No

Strongly

Effect Somewhat Enhance Unsure/

(]
[
[

Enhance

O
[]
U

O
[]
U

Gfginion
[
[l

0

17. While using trails around the town of Jaspam most often disturbed by (Please check only:one

1 Mountain Bikers [1 Dogs off leash

[1 Horseback Riders [ | have nevebeen disturbed
[10ther:(specify):

[ Hikers/Walkers

00 Joggers
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18. Please indicate your agreement with the fatigvetatements: (Circle the most appropriate
numbe). These statements are designed to help us learn abang your outdoor recreation
experiences in general.

a) My outdoor recreation experience isedimhen | experience a negative emotion.

1o 2 3 4 5 6---------- 7
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
b) [ usually stop participating in my outdoor recreatactivity if the negative emotion is powerful
enough.
1o 2 3 4 5 6---------- 7
Strongly Disagree Stronglgrée

c) | often change the activity | am participating finhie negative emotion is powerful enough.

1 2 3 4 5 6---mnenee- 7
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

d) | often change the location of my participatiothié negative emotion is powerful enough.

1--mmmmeee- 2 3 4 5 6---------- 7
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

e) | have experienced conflict on a trail in the @&days.

1--meeeeee 2 3 4
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

o
fo)
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
~

f) 1 experienced conflict today while on the trail.

1--mmmmeee- 2 3 4 5 6---------- 7
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
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Conflict Scale

The following section is designed to assess tladioekship between outdoor recreation conflict, the
negative emotions that may arise, and the magnitfideeir impact on people’s outdoor recreation
experiences. Please cirgleur level of agreementith each of the statements. Even if you havextta
negative experience today we would still apprecyaer response to the following statements.

Items

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

AW N =

o Ol

o~

. My recreation experience today became very @asplet.
. | felt tense (as opposed to calm and relaxedipguny outdoor recreation

experience.

. | felt apprehension towards other trail users.
. | felt contempt towards other trail users beeatey interfered with my

personal goals.

. | felt anger towards another person(s).
. | felt displeasure with my recreation experieheeause of my encounters

with other trail users.

. My recreation experience today was very enjayabl
. | experienced a change from feeling happy tbrfgeinhappy during my

involvement in my outdoor recreation experience.

9. | was frustrated with several other people @ntthil.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

15.
16.
17.

18.

19.
20.

21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.

| was upset by the inappropriate behavioursludr trail users.

My mood changed from feeling relaxed to feelmgious.

| felt excited towards encountering other tusiérs.

| felt disgust towards other trail users.

| was annoyed because other trail users warmagiag/disrespecting the
natural environment.

| became nervous while engaged in my outdamreedion experience.

| felt a sense of anxiety towards other traéng.

| became annoyed because of the reckless aslésabehaviour of other
trail users.

Overall, my feelings changed from happy todatdhg my outdoor
recreation experience.

| felt hatred towards another group of tragnss

| became angry because other trail users wareleying appropriate trail
etiquette.

| felt distressed by the disrespectful behavaifiother trail users.

| was happy while engaged in my outdoor re@aaxperience.

| felt frustrated because the trail was so dedv

| felt annoyed by other trail users around me.

| was upset because | encountered too many wéileusers.

| wasn't able to enjoy my leisure experiencenash as | hoped/wanted
because of an encounter with another group of usats.

N

N N =

(RS

N DN NDNDN NN DD
W w W W W W W
T N N NG N N
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Recreation Experiences

19. | would consider myself to possess a high levelgle@f knowledge and expertise about this trail
network.
(Please circle the most appropriate number

1 2 3 4 5 7
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

(o]

20. There are many reasons for using the dayras@étwork around the
Town of Jasper. Please indicate how importanfahewing outcomes
are for you when participating in today’s outdoecneation activity.

a) To develop my skills and abilities

¢) To experience a Canadian Mountain National Park

e) To be with people who enjoy the same things | do

g) To be close to nature

i) To experience fun

k) To use a familiar trail

m) To avoid encounters with other trail users
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Participant Characteristics

21. What year were you born?

22. What is your gender?] Male [ Female

23. Are you aresident of Jasper? [ Yes If yes, continue to question 27
[0 No If no, continue to question 24

24. What day did you arrive in Jasper NationakRaibegin your current trip?
(yyyy/mm/dd).

25. What day do you plan to leave Jasper NatiBag at the end of your current trip?

(yyyy/mm/dd).

26. What is your country of residence?

27. What is your most recently completed leveddidication? (Check only one
[1 Elementary School [1 High School (1 College Diploma [1 University Bachelor Degree
[ University Graduate Degree [1 Other (Specify):

Any Other Comments

28. What is the most important thing that could be dmnienprove your next trail experience?

Thank you for participating in our study and completing the questionnaire. e hope you

enjoy your time in Jasper National Park
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APPENDIX E

Interview Questions

Good morning/afternoon/evening, | want to thank jauaking the time to conduct this
interview and to be involved in my study.

The primary purpose of this interview is to devetogtronger understanding of how
academic research or knowledge is used (i.e.igfused, in what types of applications),
how useful and usable you as a practitioner iratiea of outdoor recreation
management feel current and previous researchdstcainvestigate aspects related to the
researcher-practitioner relationship (i.e., streagtf current relationship, weaknesses,
areas of concern and improvement etc).

All information will be kept strictly confidentiadnd anonymous. You can withdraw at
any time or refuse to answer questions.

Do you have any additional questions or concerf@réave begin?

NO — continue with interview YES — address questiooncerns then continue with
interview

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Before we begin | would also like to confirm thatuydo in fact agree to participate in
this interview that is anticipated to last approatety 1.5 hours?

Participant says NO: Do not begin Participant SéiyS: Begin interview
What is your position/job within Parks Canada?
* Duties?

* Primary responsibilities?
What kinds of challenges do you face with your paénagement of the park?
* Outdoor recreation conflict issues?
* Crowding?
What kinds of information do you rely on to be atdedo your job effectively?
» Research publications?
* Which journals (JLR, LS, JPRA?)
What aspects of academic/research publication®ddigd particularly useful?
* Theories?
* Models?
» Conclusions & Recommendations?
* What is it about these aspects that makes themlusefyou?
What aspects of academic/research publication®ddigd particularly less useful?
* What is it about these particular aspects that niaduen less useful for
you?
 Difficult to understand?
» Difficult to apply in management applications?
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6) What types of outdoor recreation conflict and ootd@creation management
information do you use?
7) Given your position within Parks Canada, what iaryoerception of the usefulness of
current outdoor recreation research/knowledge?
* Quality concerns?
» Easily understood by yourself and others in yoeidf?
* What is it about these aspects that makes currgdbor
recreation/conflict information less useful for you
8) As we have already identified, there are a numbacademic sources of information
that contain potentially important information fgwu regarding outdoor recreation
management/conflict. What is your perception efc¢hrrent level of use of these sources
of outdoor recreation management/conflict knowlédge
* Frequency of application?
» Types of applications where information has begliag?
9) What are your motivations for wanting to use outd@creation management/conflict
knowledge in your position?
10)What types of barriers exist that may be inhibitihg use of outdoor recreation
management/conflict knowledge?
* Problems with the way research is conducted?
» Theoretical Vs. Practical papers?
* How new academic knowledge is disseminated to otfukviduals?
* Not relevant to current needs and goals of Parke@a?
* Funding?
» Structure of organization?

We have discussed in a general sense various asp&ted to your use of academic/research
knowledge/information, and more specifically inf@tion relating to outdoor recreation
management/conflict. Research however is alwapamding as studies reveal new insights that
propose to solve previously identified problemsuYvere provided with “new” information in
the form of a theoretical framework and multi-diraemal scale designed specifically to offer a
better understanding of outdoor recreation condliad its management. | would like now to ask
you some questions specifically related to this nesearch.

11)What were your first impressions of the informattbat you were provided?
* Interesting?
* Appear to be important/relevant?
12)What aspects of the research theory/findings arcpkarly useful for you?
13)What aspects of the research theory/findings apdae less useful for you?
14)What is it about these aspects that make thenubkessl for you?
* Too theoretical?
 Difficult to fully understand?
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* Not relevant to my current needs?
15)What barriers do you perceive in being able to fgpiinese research findings in Jasper
National Park (or any National Park)?
* Anything specific about the scale? Its items?
* Anything related to model of “emotions™?
16)What benefits do you envision this research bebig & bring to the management efforts
in Canada’s National Parks (e.g., Jasper)?

| would like to now finish up the interview by aslgiyou a few questions related to the
relationship between researchers (i.e., academiatpractitioners (i.e., yourself).

17)What is your perception of the working relationshgiween academics and practitioners
working in the areas of outdoor recreation managefoenflict?
*  Work well together?
* Communicate well?
* Understand each other’s needs?
* Gap between researchers and practitioners?
18)What types of research would you like to see reteams conducting (i.e., types of
information that would be most beneficial to you)?
19)How is current and new research/information commaieid between researchers and
practitioners?
* Is this method effective?
* Appropriate?
* What changes could/should be made to improve coruation?
20)What additional barriers do you see that may beeolinm the working relationship
between academics and practitioners?
* Type and kind of research?
21)Do you have any additional comments or questions?
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APPENDIX F
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