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ABSTRACT

The broad purpose of this research was to explore visitors'perceptions of their

own impacts at a common destination setting. This line of research provides destination

managers with valuable information useful in developing appropriate management and

communication strategies to minimise negative outcomes and maximise the benefits of

tourism. SelÊserving bias research was used as a framework to understand how visitors

perceive their own behaviour. Specifically, this study examined campers' perceptions of

their own impacts at three campgrounds in the Canadian Rocky Mountain Parks. During

a one-week period in August 200I, selÊadministered questionnaires were delivered to

campers at their campsites. The questionnaires contained questions about visitor

demographics, carping profile, past camping experience and perceptions of impacts.

Factor analysis was used to reduce the initial 13 impact items to three main factors:

impacts that occur immediately, impacts that occur gradually, and economic impacts.

Generally, visitors felt that both immediate and economic impact factors were likely to

increase as a result of their visit. Results of two-way analysis of covariance suggested

that visitors' perceptions of their contribution to gradual impacts depended upon an

interactionbetween experience camping and destination experience. The results of this

study support the cognitive interpretation of the selÊserving as a framework to explain

how visitors perceive their own impacts. As well, past experience was found to be useful

variable in explaining differences in the way visitors perceive gradual impacts at a

destination. Finally, if destination managers are concerned about gradual impacts they

should ensure that communication efforts raise awareness of these issues since visitors



are not likely to see the results of their contribution to these types of impacts during their

stay and therefore do not feel they contribute to these conditions.



CHAPTER I

Introduction

Research has shown that there are nurnerous positive and negative impacts of towism

on host societies, the economy and the environment. The type and amount of impact relate to

the type of destination and type of towist activity.

Managers responsible for towism destinations must find ways to minimise the negative

impacts that tourism has on their locale while maximizing the benefits. To effectively manage

these impacts, research is needed. Various studies have examined positive and negative

implications of tourism, as well as visitors'perceptions of impacts in outdoor recreation settings.

Research on visitors'perceptions of their own impacts on a destination has not been addressed.

This overlooked area of research is an essential perspective needed by planners and destination

managers to inform decisions when managing impacts. Without knowledge of visitors'

perceptions of their impacts at a destination, it is difficult to develop strategies to minimise

negative impacts and to maximise positive benefits that visitors may have at a destination.

To effectively influence visitors'behaviour, planners and managers must gain irsight into

visitors'perceptions of their impacts on a destination. With this information, they will be better

able to develop effective visitor communication programs and resource management strategies

to target and minimise negative impacts while optimising desired outcomes. For example, if

visitors are unaware and do not perceive impacts that result from tourism, managers will need to

begin by raising awareness of negative impacts. However, if visitors are aware of the presence

of impacts but do not recognize that their behaviour conhibutes to those impacts, destination

managers need to ensure that visitors understand the corsequences of theirbehaviour. Finally, if



visitors ale aware that their behaviour results in a negative contribution to the destination,

managers will want to ensure visitors are aware of how they can modify their behaviour.

For the pupose of this study the destination refers to the campgrounds where visitors

were camping during their fip. Since the visitors in this shrdy were campers, the terms vÌsitor

and camper are used interchangeably. hnpacts are considered contributions to change, either

positive or negative, in the local economy, natural environment or sociaVcultural condition at the

destination.



CHAPTER II

Literature Review

Past research related to the impacts of tourism has identified the type and degree of

impacts that exist, factors that affect those impacts and in some cases, researchers have

attempted to understand residents' and visitors'perceptions of impacts. Accordingly, the focus

of the literahre review is firstly on the impacts of tourism (sociaVcultural, economic, and

environmental) and secondly on how visitors may perceive their own impacts. In the last section

a series ofresearch questions, derived from this past research, are presented.

hnpacts of Tottrism

The impact of tourism has been a cornmon theme in past tourism research. In this

research, different emphasis has been placed on economic, socio-cultural, and environmental

issues (Pearce, 1989). The issue of towism impacts made the transition from an economic one

in the 1960s to a more holistic view in the 1980s, when it was recognised that all impacts,

whether economic, socio-cultural or environmental, or either positive or negative should be

taken into consideration (Pearce, 1989). A brief description and review of each of these areas

provides a clearer understanding of the impacts that have been athibuted to tourism as well as

the factors that affect the type, amount, and perceptions of impacts. Each of the areas

socio-cultLral, economic, and environmental, will be discussed separately; however, it is

important to note that these three different types of impact are not independent. Each type of

impact may affect the others.



Socio-cultural Impacts of Tourism

Survey research and case sh:dies at one or multiple destinations have been common

methods used to demonstrate the socio-cultural changes that can occur as a result of tourism

(Andereck & Vogt,2000; King,Pizarn, & Milman, 1993; Snepenger & Reiman, 1998).It is

difficult to be certain of the socio-cultural impacts that directþ result from tourism because there

have not been experimental studies to link cause and effect; howeve¡ there appears to be

general consensus among researchers that certain socio-cultural impacts are corsistently

associated with tourism development (Cohen, 1978).

The literature has revealed two types of socio-cultura-l impacts: those that result from

visitor interaction with residents and the destination, and those that result from the development

of infrastruchre (Keogh, 1989). The type and amount of impact can vary greatly depending on

the characteristics of the destination and characteristics of the visitor @utler, 1974).

Transformation of values, traditional ways of life, and consumption pattems have been

noted as impacts that result from visitor interactions with the local population and the destination

(Robinson, 1999). For example, in Indonesia, local residents became resentfirl of the towism

indusfy when sacred funeral ceremonies were being adapted for viewing by tourists S.obirson,

1999). Behaviour conìmon to tourists may be not appropriate for local residents and may

negatively transform local cultural values. Dogan (1989) provides an example of how towism

can negatively transform local values. He suggested that when tourism develops in a community,

its taditional cultural activities are commonly presented for economic gain, when they were

previously engaged in for community cultural reasorìs.



The impacts of towism on traditions, culhrral activities, and values are not always

negative. Towism can reinforce traditiornl culture, thereby providing residents with a sense of

greater cultural pride (Boissevain, 1979). Liu and Var (1986) for¡nd thatTl. o/o of Hawaji

residents agreed that tourism has a positive impact on cultural identity and that tourism resulted

in cultural exchange.

Transformation of forms and types of occupations has been a corrmon area of

investigation in the socio-cultural impact research (Liu & Var, 1986; Pizarn,l978; Sheldon &

Yar,1984; Wall & 1Jli,1977).In general, studies have shown that residents thinktowism

increases employment opportunities (Liu &Yar,1986; Pizam, 1978; Sheldon & Var. 1984;

Wall & Alli,1977). De Kadt (1976) provided an example of the changes that occur in

employrnent opportunity. He stated that because early tourism development draws on local

people to fiIl positiors, migrants from surrounding areas may be needed to fill other positions.

This results in changes in the population struchre of a community. Tsartas (1992) found that

residents of a Greek island, which had experienced substantial growth in tourism, had

abandoned a number of traditional occupations to open tourism-related businesses. Lever

(1987) found that female residents from a Spanish mral community who migrated to resort

arcas to gain emplolment in the tourism industry as waitresses were able to earn three times the

amount of money that they would have by embroidering.

Both residents and visitors use common facilities and infrastructure, so when tourism

growth occtlÍs, additional pressure is placed on local resources and facilities. Congested roads

and lack of parking have been common concems among residents of various destinations

@elisle & Hoy, 1980; Liu &Yar,1986). However, tourism can benefit the development of



infrastructure through visitor demands for goods and services that provide an economic

incentive to develop and maintain facilities and resources (Keogh, 1989).

Land use and space available for local use are also issues relevant to the socio-cuitural

impacts of tourism. Wall and Ni (1911), in their sh.rdy of the impacts of tourism in Trinidad and

Tobago, reported that the govemment had developed policies to prevent granting of exclusive

beach rights, and that development that would limit beach access to local residents was not

permitted. These policies were implemented in order to avoid tension between the visitors and

residents. Keogh (1989) also raises this issue and states that when visitors buy land for

recreational purposes it may cause inflation. This inflation may lead to resentment among local

residents attempting to purchase land affected by inflation. However, this increase in pwchasing

and investrnent in the local area results in additional development and improved facilities, which

are often perceived as a benefit (Keogh, 1939).

Butler (1914), one of the first researchers to write about the socio-cultural impacts of

towism, argued that facton which determine the naûre and extent of socio-culhral change can

be considered as either characteristics of the towists or characteristics of the destination and

local population.

Touris t Characteristics.

A variety offactors related to the characteristics ofthe tourists are believed to afTect the

socio-cultural impacts that may result from tourism. Boissevain (1979) found that length of stay

at the destination in coniunction with the number of visitors received at the destination

determines the degree and çe of impact they will have while visiting. Increasing numbers of



visitors can affect the quality of the resource and in hrm affect the recreation experience of local

users and other visitors (Keogh, 1989). This can result in conflicts among user groups and

decreasing opporrunities for solitude (McCool, 1978).

The degree of demographic, socio-cultural, ethnic and linguistic differences between the

local population and the visitors also can affect the type and extent of socio-cultural impacts

(Boissevain, 1979; Keogh, 1989; Pearce, 1989; V/all & Ali, 1977).

As Keogh observes, "When visitors have an insufficient knowledge of the lifestyle and cultue of

the community they are visiting, they frequently adopt behaviour pattems which are viewed

negatively by the indigenous population and may arouse resentment." (Keogh, 1989,p.257).

D es tin ation ch ar act er i s tic s.

The type of tourism activity and development as well as the length of time overwhich

tourism develops can affect the amount of socio-cultural impact (Pearce, 1989; Tsarttas,I992).

Seasonality of the industry also may affect the socio-cultural impact of tourism (Cohen, 1984;

Donatos &Zatns,199l; Sheldon & Var, 1984). For example, Donatos andZairis found that

there was a large variation in numbers of tourists to Crete, Greece between seasons, thereby

affecting the type ofjobs available and pressure on local resources.

Re s idents' p er c ep tions of s o ci o -ctil tur al ímp acts.

The research conducted to date generally has explored various factors affecting

community members' attitudes towards tourism, but not necessarily the factors that affect the

amonnt of socio-culhral impact according to Butler (1914)- Numerous studies of residents'



attitudes towards tourism development have yielded varying results regarding the factors that

affect their perceptions of and attitudes towards tourism.

Attitudinal surveys have been a commonly employed method to investigate the socio-

cultural impacts of tourism (Pearce, i989). Studies designed to understand residents'

perceptions of the types and extent of socio-culhral impacts of towism, attitudes towards

tourism and support for future tourism development as well as cross-culhral comparison of the

socio-cultural impacts of tourism have been frequent areas of past investigation (Jwowski,

Muzagger & Williams , l99l; Lankford & Howard, 1994;Litt &.Yar,1986; Perdue, Long, &

Allen, 1987). Perceptions of impacts typically have been measured using a series of Likert-type

scales.

Several factors have been identified that affect residents'perceptions of tourism and

their attitudes towards tourism. These include economic gain, use of the resource (activity

pursuit), attachment to the community, attihrdes toward the environment,length of residence,

economic dependency, birthplace, knowledge level, social status, and other demographic

variables (Jurowski etal.,1997; Lankford & Howard, 1994;Litt &.Yar,1986; Perdue et a1.,

1987). It is due to this variety of results that Ap (1990) suggests research in this area has been

unable to arrive at a sound body of knowledge. The diverse operationalizatton and lack of

comparability between various studies has led Ap to suggest that there is a need to link relevant

concepts and theory to aid in developing a conceptual framework.

Research relating to visitors'perceptions of socio-cultural impacts of tourism frequentþ

has focused on perceptions of crowding in parks and outdoor recreation areas. This line of

research identifies crowding as a negative subjective evaluation of use level (Manning, Valliere,



Minteer, W*9, & Jacobi, 2000). Three factors are said to influence judgements of crowding.

These are: characteristics of the visitors, characteristics of those encountered. and situational

variables (Manning et al., 2000).

Visitors'perceptions of crowding are subject to differences between individuals. Both

the activities being pursued and the setting influence crowding (Manning et aL,2000). Additional

research on crowding has shown that motivation for outdoor recreation, expectation for use

level, and activity type also influence perceptions of crowding (Manning, 1985; Mannin g et al.,

2000: Vaske, Donnelly, & Heberlein, 1980). Demogaphic characteristics have been proposed

to affect perceptions of crowding; however, this has not been verified empirically (Manning,

1985). Beyond the characteristics of the individual, Manning has suggested that situational

variables including the type of area, location within the area, and environmental factors may also

have an effect.

One of the most commonly studied factors identified to affect visitors'perceptions of

crowding is experience level (e.g., general experience ìn the activity,raÏe of participation,

experience on site). The literature has indicated that users who are more experienced at a site

and in an activity are more sensitive to crowding (Naanning, 1985). Manning also noted that this

was true regardless of how experience is measured. Vaske et al. (1980) reasoned that past

experience at the destination affected what visitors expected at the destination during

subsequent visits.
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Economic Impacts of Tourisnt

Tourism often is considered an economic development strategy, as it can lead to

increased spending in an area. However, it also places additional demand on services required.

The economic impact of towism results from the balance of these costs and benefits (Pearce,

1989). Studies investigating the economic impact of tourism have concentrated primarily upon

the impact of visitor expenditures, the multiplier effect of expendihres, and the employment that

is generated as a result of tourism (Butler, 1974).

There are three general types of economic expendihres: direct, indirect, and induced

expenditures. Direct expenditures are expenditures by towists on goods and services- lndirect

expenditures are due to the money that remains in the area and the business transactions that

result from direct expenditures. Induced expenditures result from the income of local people

employed or benefiting from the environment which affects local consumer spending (Pearce,

1989). The multiplier effect is the way expendittues filter through the economy. It is a measure

of the impact of extra expenditures introduced into an economy.

Tourism has been identified as a labour intensive industry (Peace, 1989). Therefore,

economic impacts of towism include the creation of new employrnent. However, many of the

jobs in tourism are low paytng and low status, and are often part-time (Pearce, 1989). It is

believed that this employment structure, in some circumstances, creates a servant class at the

destination (Kittg et al., 1993). Fluctuation in levels of employrnent due to seasonality of the

industry is also a concem at certain destinations (Mathieson,1982)-

Negative economic impacts that can result from tourism include the need to improve

infrastucture requiring the local govemment to cover costs. This results in an increase in local
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taxes, which can produce inflationary pressì.res (Pearce, 1989). As well, if tourist demand is

seasonal, the destination may find that the infrastructure is underused and this may decrease

profitability (Foster, 1985). The impact that tourism may have on a destination will depend on

the destinations'economic state. The local economy may be developed, developing, depressed

or in decline. As well, the economy may be broadly based or it may be dependent on a single

industry (Pearce, 1989).

Studies designed to understand residents' perceptions of the economic impacts of

tourism have been incorporated in larger studies focusing on residents'perceptions of impacts,

attitudes towards impacts, and support for further tourism development, noted above. Generally

residents recognise and value the increase in spending in a community that results from towism

(Liu, Sheldon, & Yar,l98l; Liu & Var, 1986).

Envíronmental Impacts of Tourisnt

Research has shown that often it is the environmental impacts of tourism that create the

most concern among local residents (Liu, Sheldon, & Var, 1987). Tourism can have both

positive and negative impacts on the environment. Some believe that tourism degrades the

environment while others believe that tourism can benefit the natwal environment as long as

planning and appropriate management takes place (Pigram & Jenkins, 1999). Tourism can be a

benefit to the environment by providing an economic incentive to maintain and protect nahral

areas. It also provides a unique opportunity to educate the public about the nahral environment

(Pigarn & Jenkirs, 1999). Understanding the environmental impacts of tourism is critical,

corsidering that the success of tourism is often dependent on sensitive environments.
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Visitation to natural areas can result in impacts to soil, vegetation, wildlife and water.

Soil erosion and compaction are the two major impacts of recreational use on soil (Pearce,

1989; Wall, 1989). Examples of impacts that affect vegetation include trampling and clearing for

trails (Pearce, 1989; Wall, 1989). Tourism and recreational activities can result in both direct

and indirect impacts on the wildlife of a nah¡ral area (Pearce, 1989; Mathieson &'Wall, 1982).

Direct impacts include disturbance, human interaction and harassment where as indirect impacts

are a result of habitat destruction and other environmental damage caused by recreational use

(Pearce, 1989; Mathieson & V/all, 1982). Recreational use of waterways can affect oxygen

supply and species composition of aquatic environments, as well as increased coliform bacteria

and water quality degradation (Pearce, 1989; Wall, 1989).

Factors that conhibute to environmental impacts are a result of ttre intensity of human

use, the resiliency of the eco-system and the time perspective of the developer (Cohen, 1978).

Environmental impacts will increase with use of the area (Hammitt & Cole, 1998). As well,

certain areas may be more sensitive and become degraded with low levels of use requiring an

increase in use re-distribution, while impact resistant areas may allow for higher density.

Hammitt and Cole found that the longer campers stayed in an area, the more resources they

tended to use. As well, they may have intensely concentrated use and impact.

Activity type may also affect the amount of impact users have on a destination. For

example, Hammitt and Cole (1998) found that canoeists tended to be more destination

oriented, spent more time in camp, and carried more equipment and nonbumable materials than

bacþackers, resulting in an increased source of potential litter. Party size is another visitor

factor related to environmental impact. For example, larger parties tend to contribute to the
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expansion of campsite boundaries and clear areas for additional equipment and space, hence

potentially increasing the rate at which impacts occur (Hammitt & cole, 199s).

Certain environments are better able to withstand tourist use. Cohen (1978) notes that

compared with the countryside, large cities are better able to handle large numbers of tourists.

Certain environments are particularly sensitive to tourism, for example,_is1ands, coral reeß and

other delicate ecologies. Unforrunately, it is a.lso these areas that are highly valuable as

destinations (Cohen, 1978). Hall (1992) tells of impacts in Antarctica where cruise tavel in the

srunmer coincides with breeding periods for many species and may distwb wildlife breeding

sites, feeding areas and watering areas.

Characteristics of the nahral environment vary among destinations and will play arole in

determining the amount and type of environmental impact experienced in a particular

eco-system. Specifically these characteristics are: vegetation resistance and durability of the

plants; characteristics of the soil (texture, stoniness and organic matter); topographical

characteristics (trail slope steepness); ecosystem productivity; the ability of the environment to

support growth and wildlife breeding grounds fiIammitt & Cole, 1998).

The creation of contrived athactions or the transformation of existing nahral areas c¿tri

reduce the amount and type of impact on the environment. It is possible to harden sites through

development in order to make them more resistant to degradation (Cohen, 1978). For example,

boardwalks are used at beaches to harden the areas where visitors walk in order to minimise

environmental impacts (Cohen, 1978).

Past research regarding impacts and depreciative behaviour (i.e. littering and

vandalism), attempts to understand the extent to which visitors are able to identify certain
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environmental impacts of recreational use. This research has provided some insight into visitors'

perceptions of environmental impacts.

Generally, researchers have forurd that visitors have difficulty identifying impacts

(Hammitt & McDonald, 1983; Manning, 1986; Roggenbucþ 1992). Visitors often fail to

notice impacts, and when they do notice, they are not bothered by the impact (I(nudson &

Curry, 198i; Roggenbuck, L992). Impacts that do elicit negative reactions from visitors tend to

be the direct result of human activity (i.e. littering and vandalism) (Moscardo, 1999).

Past experience and familiarity have been identified as factors that affect how visitors

will perceive the environment.Individuals who have similar levels ofpast experience in the sarne

recreational envirorunents have access to the same information. and therefore similar

perceptions about the nahral environment (Ibitayo & Virden, 1996; Schreyer, Lime &

Williams, 1984). As well, it has been noted in the literahre that visitors can be arranged Êom

least frequent to most frequent visitor with differing perceptions of impacts (Hammitt &

McDonald, 1983; Ibitayo & Virden,1996). To measure past experience, Ibitayo and Virden

asked visitors how often they visited the park and then categorized visitor experience as high,

medium or low. Hammitt and McDonald (i983) examined the amount of on site experience to

measure exposure to and familiarif with a resource. They reasoned that experience might

determine how individuals evaluate a recreational resource. ln order to measure experience they

created an experience index, which combined the number of years involved in an activity and

the frequency of participating in an activity per swnmer. They also looked at years involved in

the activity at a particular destination and frequency of participation per summer at the

destination. This shrdy confirmed that level of past experience and perception of distubances to
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the river environment were positively related. Experienced users also had a greater need to

control adverse impacts of recreational use.

Schreyer, et al. (1984) also investigated the relationship between past experience and

recreational behaviou¡. They argued that present situations are interpreted by visitors in

reference to previous experience (Schreyer, et al., 1984). When visitors were questioned about

environmental impact, novices were least likely to perceive environmental impacts, while

veterans were most likely. Knudson and Curry (1981), using a singular measure of experience,

did not find a significant difference in perceptions of damage to natural areas between first-time

campers and repeat campers.

From the lìterature reviewed to this point, it is clear that there are a variety of impacts

related to tourism. There are also a number of factors that affect those impacts. Researchers

have attempted to understand residents' and visitors'perceptions of impacts, however, they

have not investigated how visitors might perceive their own contribution to these impacts. When

people reflect on their own behaviour, there are factors that affect how they perceive.

Perception theory and specifically the theory of selÊserving bias provide a framework to

understand how visitors perceive their own impacts on a destination.

Understanding Visitors' Perceptions of Their Own Impacts

Destination managers must begin to understand visitors'perceptions since without this

information it may be difficult to address their communication needs. Tourism occurs in a

stimulating and complex environment, often unique compared to the individual's daily

environment (1\4ayo & Jarvis, 1931). Mayo and Jarvis identify two factors that affect how we
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perceive our suroundings: these are stimulus factors and personal factors. Stimulus factors

include the size, colour, noise and shape of the object or environment we perceive. Frequency,

intensity, movement change and number are additional factors noted by K¡ech. Crutchfield and

Ballardhey (1962). Personal factors include interests, needs, motives, expectations, personality,

social position, general demographics ard past experience. These factors have the potential to

affect the number of stimuli that are perceived, selectively sersitize perceptual mechanism of the

individual, lower the threshold for recogniztngandpaytrg attention to relevant stimuli obiects,

and distort stimuli so that they fit certain requirements (Krech et at., 1962). Simply stated, the

way in which people perceive is not necessarily a direct or accurate reflection of reality but a

combination of their own atfibutes and characteristics of their surroundings.

When attempting to understand how visitors perceive their own impacts on a

destination, specific information about how people perceive themselves and their behaviour is

needed. Atlribution theory attempts to address how people arrive at an explanation for

behaviour in others and themselves (Fishbein & Ajzen,I97S;Tetlock, 1981). Various factors

that affect causal attributions have been identified, including biases in athibution. For the

purpose of this study the selÊserving bias of attributions, provides a theoretical framework to

understand how people might perceive their own impacts.

Self-serving bias

The basic premise of the selÊserving bias is that people tend to accept responsibility for

praiseworthy behaviour and atlribute those successes to intemal causes, and deny responsibility

for blameworthy behaviour and attribute those failures to extemal forces (Arkin, Appelman &
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Burger, 1980; Bradley,1978, Myers, 1990; Tetlock, 1981). Myers presents three general

explanations for the selÊsewing bias. Firstly, individuals are motivated to protect and enhance

their selÊesteem (Bradley, 1978). Secondly, individuals like to present a good image to

external audiences (Tetlocþ 1981). Finally, selÊserving biases are a by-product of the way

individuals pÍocess and remember information about themselves.

Researchers have proposed that these causal attributions are a result of a motivation to

protect and enhance one's selÊesteem (Arkin et al., 1980; Bradley, 1978; Myers, 1990).

Various researchers have conducted research in this area and have found self-servins biases to

exist in a variety of situations including; teachers' explanations of students' successes and

failures, individuals' beließ about their own health, and explanations for one's own task

achievement (Arkin et a1., 1980; Bradley, 1978; Durur, 1989; Larwood, 1978; Miller & Ross,

r97s).

Miller and Ross (1975) have questioned the proposition that the selÊsewing bias is

motivated by a need to protect and enhance selÊesteem. Instead, they propose that these

biases reflect logical, not motivational, inferences. Miller and Ross suggest that the self serving

bias may occur because "people are more likely to accept responsibility for expected outcomes

than for urexpected outcomes and, in general, people intend and expect success not failure"

(Miller & Ross, I975,p.223). In part, this contention was based on research that revealed

situations where people exaggerated responsibility for poor performance or behaviour

producing the reverse outcome of what would be anticipated if selÊserving biases existed.

AIso, Miller and Ross noted that in shrdies investigating atuibution of success and failure in

situations where others were involved (i.e. cooperative and competitive games), people were
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not more likely to attribute failure to the other participant as one might expect, considering the

selÊenhancement aspect of the self-serving bias. Bradley (1978) addressed this criticism

through an expansion of her initial explanation of the selÊserving bias. To enhance and preserve

selÊesteem, it is sometimes necessary to accept responsibility for poor performance or

behaviour. In certain situations "the potential for present or fuhne invalidation of individuals'

selÊpresentation tends to make them more modest about their own abilities and athibutes"

(Bradley, L978,p.66). Therefore, individuals may accept responsibility for rÌndesirable

behaviour. Tetlock (1981) supported the selÊpresentation motive and found that subjects'

public attributions for their own behaviour were more flattering than their anoryrmous athibutions

suggesting selÊpresentation motive for selÊserving biases. Myers (1990) adds that although

individuals are likely to see themselves as good or better than others, this is particularly tue in

situations that are open to interpretation and that are less easily verified. However, if verifiable

(as in the case of the examples provided by Miller and Ross) people may not deny their

contribution for failure, because they risk being exposed and therefore accepting responsibility

for failwe enhances selÊpresentation and protects their selÊesteem. A study conducted by

Arkin et al. (1980) demonshated this point. This study found that regardless of their level of

social arxiety, people presented themselves in a more favorable light when little public scrutiny

of their actual results was anticipated; however, when public scrutiny was presen! higftly socially

arxious individuals were more modest about their outcome assuming more personal

responsibiliry (A*in et al., 1980). This supports Bradley's defense of the selÊesteem motive

behind the selÊserving bias.
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Since the present study is an attempt to understand individuals' perceptions of their own

behaviour, the selÊserving bias research may provide insight into the outcome of the study.

Purpose of the Researclt

Much of the tourism impact research to date that has explored peoples'perceptions of

impacts has focused on residents'perceptions. This research has been useful to gain a thorough

understanding of impacts related to tourism. Although this past research is valuable, it is also

important to understand the perspectives of tourists who impact the destination. 
'When

investigating visitors'perceptions of the impacts of tourism, researchers have concenhated on

perceptions of depreciative behaviour in outdoor settings and perceptions of crowding, which

are impacts perceived by visitors while at a destination. One factor in particular has been shown

empirically to affect both perceptions of depreciative behaviour as well as perceptions of

crowding. Although measured in a variety of ways, past experience @oth in an activity and at a

destination) plays a role in impacts perceived by visitors.

One aspect of tourism impact research that has not been examined is visitors'

perceptions of their own impacts. SelËserving bias research is valuable in undentanding

visitors'perceptions of their own behaviour. Biases about one's own behaviour are not only

affected by our need to present ourselves in a positive manner but also to protect and enhance

our selÊesteem. As well, selÊserving biases may be a result of the way individuals process

information about the social world.

The broad purpose of this research is to explore visitors'perceptions of their own

impacts at a destination. As well, this study is an initial attempt to explore the relationship
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between past experience and variations in perceptions of one's own contribution to impacts.

SelÊserving bias as a framework may guide our understanding of perceptions of one's own

behaviour.

Two sets of research questions were devised. The first set of research questions

outlined below is related to the types, the direction (increase, decrease), and assesment

þositive, negative) of impacts perceived by visitors. The second set of questions addresses

factors potentially affecting visitors' perceptions, as derived from past visitor perception

research.



2l

Research Quesrions

1. How do visitors perceive their own impacts at a destination?

a) To which impacts do visitors perceive they contribute?

b) How do visitors feel their contribution will affect the direction (increase, decrease) of

the impacts, compared to the average camper?

c) What is their assessment (positive, negative) of these impacts to the destination?

2.How is past experience in an activity at a particular destination related to visitors' perceptions

of thei¡ own impacts?

a) How does past experience in an activity afilect visitors'perceptions of ther own

impact?

b) How does past experience in an activity at a particular destination affect visitors'

perceptions of their own impact?

c) How do the two factors outlined above interact to affect visitors'perceptions of

their own impact?

This study addressed these research questions to provide a preliminary understanding of

visitors' perceptions of their own impacts. This chapter has provided a rationale for this line of

research as well as outlined aspects of the past research that will be mefirl in exploring visitors'

perceptions. The following chapter presents the methods used to explore these research

questions.
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CHAPTER trI

Method

Researclt Design

A cross-sectional survey research design with a selÊadministered questionnaire was

used to gather the data. This type of questionnaire permits respondents to spend their desired

amount of time thinking about each answer. AIso, a selÊadministered anonyrnous questioruraire

assures confidentiality. Due to the sensitive nature of asking respondents to reveal their

perceptions of their own impact, assuftrnce of privacy may make respondents more willing to

reveal undesirable behaviour (Fowler, 1993).

Setting

To understand and compare the way visitors perceive their own impact at a destination,

it was necessary to select visitors from a common setting in order to ensure that the impact items

included in the questionnaire were appropriate to the destination.

The Canadian Rocþ Mountain Parks were selected as the destination of interest

because the area is a major Canadian towist destination that atbacts over nine million visitors

annually (Parks Canada, 2002). Campgrounds in particular were selected because they offered

a discemable area with a large number of visitors participating in a common activity at the

destination. Data collection occurred at three different campgrounds;Mosquito Creek, Kicking

Horse and Redsheak,located in Banff, Yoho and Kootenay National Parks, respectively. The

campground locations are identified in Figure 1.
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Figure 1

Map of Study Area
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These three campgrounds were selected to enswe a sufficient number of respondents and also

to ensure campers involved in various forms of camping were included to represent the types of

campers to the area.Table 1 provides a detailed account of the differences in service levels

available at the campgrounds.

Table I

Semi-serviced

Unserviced

Campground Flush toilets Showers Hook-ups Kiosk
Serviced I

Campground Service Level

Note. /: present. r : absent

Sampling

A norrprobability sample was used to answer the research questions under

investigation. Quota sampling was used at the campgrounds to obtain participants. Quota

sampling requires that respondents be selected on the basis of criteria set by the researcher

(Fowler, 1993). In total, 80 respondents from each type of campground were soughl for a total

of 240 respondents. To perform a factor analysis, approximately ten times the munber of

respondents to the number of variables is required (O'Guinn, Fabeq McCarry, & Meyer,

N.D.). There were 13 impact items, therefore the target number of 240 respondents was

sufÏicient to conduct a factor analysis. As well, 240 was deemed an attainable number of
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respondents to survey at these campgrounds during a one-week period. Respondents

vohurteered to participate and were required to be over 18 years old. They were offered a small

gift (tea or cookies) for their parlicipation in the study (see Appendix A).

Common drawbacks to noruprobability sampling noted in the literahne include a lack of

control for investigator bias in the selection of subjects, and difficulty predicting the pattem of

variability (Singleton & Straits, 1999). It is therefore impossible to calculate sampling enor or

estimate sample precision. Norprobability sampling is, however, appropriate for this

exploratory study. Non-probability sampling is appropriate as long as the research is not an

attempt to generalize to the larger population. During the early stages of investigating a problem,

when the objective is to become more informed about the problem, probabilify sampling is not

necessary because it is not intended to provide precise statistical generaluations (Singleton &

Straits, 1999).

Data Collection

SelÊadministered questionnaires were delivered personally to respondents at their

campsites (see Appendix B). One camper per campsite was selected to participate. The

camper with the birthday, which most closely followed the date, was asked to complete the

questionnaire. Respondents were provided with an envelope to place their survey in upon

completion to ensure anonymity. Surveys were collected at the respondents' campsites at a

predetermined time. Dropping off(and later picking up) questionnaires was advantageous

because it provided the researcher with the opporhrnity to explain the sh:dy and answer any

questions. This procedure has also been noted to have a high response rate (Jackson, L999).
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The instrument was pre-tested at the Riding Mountain National Park campground on a

weekend day. In tofal,4Z campers participated in the pre-test. Campers were asked to

identify any comprehension problems, additional impacts not listed, or impacts not appropriate

for campers. The results of the pre-test suggested that the instrument was appropriate in terms

of impact items and comprehension.

Me as ur ement an d Ins trum ent at i on

The questionnaire contained questions to obtain information about visitor demographics,

camping profile (e.g. shelter type), past experience and perception of impacts. Both closed-

ended and operrended questions were used to gather the data. Additional questions were

included by Parks Canada for their campground report and are beyond the scope of this study.

Impacts.

A severrpoint likert-t)¡pe scale was used to measure visitors'perceptions of their own

impacts. According to Weisberg and Bowen (1917) people may be able to make as many as 7

distinctions and 7 point scales allow for additional variability in responses. Campers were

asked 'Compared to the average camper, please indicate how likely you think your visiting the

campground will affect the conditions listed below'. Scale anchors were 1 - extremely likely

decrease through 7 - exhemely likely increase, with 4 representing no impact. This question

was selected because it gave visitors a point of reference (compared to the average camper), it

allowed them to indicate whether they felt they had an impact and the direction of that impact

item (increase or decrease). The tourism impact items (conditions) included in the survey were
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generated from a review of the impact literahre and represented the three dimensions of impact:

environmental, economic, and socio-cultural. This list of impacts was narro\¡/ed through

discussions with Parks Canada researchers and campground staffto select relevant items for the

destination setting under investigation. In total, 13 impact items were included in the perceived

impact scale. These were; water quality, amount of waste/garbage, benefits to native wildlife,

campfire smoke in the air, qualrty of the natural environment the quality of native vegetation,

crowding, noise levels, growth of the local economy,level of traffic, employment opportunities,

condition of roads, and quality of other campers' experiences.

To answer the first set of research questions (how campers perceive their own impacts),

each of the individual impact items were explored using descriptive statistics. As well, an

exploratory factor analysis was used to determine underlying dimensions from the scale items

selected. To understand the second set of research questions (relationship between past

experience and perceptions of impact), the factors obtained during the factor analysis were

treated as the dependent variables.

Experience levels.

An experience index was created using an equation similar to one developed by

Hammiu and McDonald (1983). In their study, Hammitt and McDonald included experience in

an activity, frequency per year participating in the activity, experience in the activity at the site

and frequency per year participating in the activity at the site. Their study subjects were not

campers and therefore the researchers were not interested in length of stay (in terms of number
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of nights). However, since length of stay can vary significantþ between catnpers, this item was

incorporated into the index.

In this study, past experience in an activity (camping) and at the destination (the study

campground), was measured using a series of questions. To measure activity experience

(camping), campers were asked, 'In total, how many years have you gone on a camping trip?',

'On average, how mæry times per year do you usually go camping?' and 'On average, how

many nigþts do you usually stay when you are camping?'. To measure experience camping at

the destination they were asked, 'In total, how many years have you gone on a camping tip at

this campground?', 'On average, how many times per year do you usually go camping at this

campground?' and 'On average, how many nights do you usually stay when you are camping at

this campground?'. From these questions, two experience indices were created, an activity

experience index and a destination experience index. This has been done in past research to

capture various aspects of experience (Hammitt & McDonald, 1983; Schreyer et al., 1984). As

well, an index provides a more reliable measure of experience than less comprehensive

measures (Hammitt & McDonald, 1983). A detailed review of the process used to create the

index will be presented in the result section.

Data Analysis

Data were analyzed in three stages to answer the research questions proposed. First,

demographic and camping profile variables were arnlyzed using descriptive statistics. This

allowed for a detailed description of the respondents.
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Next, data were prepared to answer the research questions. Specifically, factor

analysis was conducted on the perceived impact variables to determine underlying factors within

the perceived impact items. These factors were then used as the dependent variables to

understand how past experience affects campers' perceptions of their own impacts. The

camping experience index was created using the experience variables following the method

outlined by Hammitt and McDonald (1983) described fi,rther in the results section.

Finally, to understand how visitors perceive their own impacts, an examination of

descriptive data (means and modes) was conducted. This revealed which impacts visitors felt

they contributed to and whether their conhibution was likely to result in a decrease or increase

in the condition. Respondents' assessments of the naflre of these impacts (i.e. positive or

negative) were also explored.

To determine if there were significant differences in the way campers with different

levels (low, medium and high) and types (activiry and destination specific) of experience

perceived their own impact, two-way analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was employed. Past

activity experience and past destination experience were the independent variables. The

dependent variables examined included each of the impact factors determined from the factor

analysis. The criterion for acceptingthat a significant relationship existed between past

experience and perceived impact wasp< .05. Variables selected as covariates included

demographic variables that were correlated with the dependent variables. Specifically, the

demographic covariates included in the ANCOVA were trights camping during this trip, party

size, age and education. Additional covariates were included based on previous literature.

Since parly size has been shown to affect the amount of impact a group might have on a
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campground and therefore may affect the type and amount of impact visitors perceive they have

at the campground, it was included as a covarìate ftIammitt & Cole, 1998). As well,

characteristics of the destination also influence the amount of impact that occurs and, in hrm may

affect visitors'perception of their own impacts. As a result, campground was also selected as a

covariate (I-Iammitt & Cole). Shelter type was included since the type of equipment used during

an activity has been shown to affect the type of impact exerted on a destination and therefore

may affect the impact campers perceive they have. County of origin is also included because

studies exploring residents' perception of impacts have shown that the distance people live from

the tourism destination and their familiarity with the culture can affect their attitudes towards

tourism (Liu & Var, 1986). Parly size, age, education and nights spent camping at the

campground during this trip were all ordinal level variables however, shelter type, origin and

campground type were categorical variables. To include these categorical variables they were

re-coded to reflect ordinal level. Shelters were coded with regards to their level of complexity,

tents were the simplest form of shelter and were given a score of 1 while motorhomes were the

most complex form of shelter and were assigned a score of 5. Visitors were asked to record

their country of origin and these were later collapsed into three categories to be included as a

covariate, Canadians were coded as 1, Americans 2 and other intemational visitors were coded

as 3. Campground type included unserviced, semi serviced and fully serviced and were therefor

coded as I,2 and 3 respectively to represent increasing levels of service.
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The following chapter presents the results in detail, beginning with a description of the

respondents' demographic and camping profile information, followed by data preparation and

finally addressing the research questions.
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CHAPTER TV

Results

The previous chapter presented a detailed account of the methods required to obtain

the data and conduct the data analysis. Chapter fV is focused on providing a detailed

description of the results and is presented in three distinct phases. The first section includes

visitor characteristics and camping profile. Next, the camping experience and perceived impact

data are presented in preparation for answering the research questions. Finally, research

questions are addressed.

Survey Response

Surveys were distributed at three campgrounds in the Canadian Rocþ Mountain Parks

during a one-week period in August 2001. Campgrounds were selected to represent the

various campground service levels available to campers including serviced, semi-serviced and

unserviced campgrounds. As an exploratory study, a nonprobability sample of 240 (80

respondents per service level) was sought. In total, 246 surveys were distributed in person at

campsites, five individuals refused to participate because they did not read English fluentþ. In

total,24l questionnaires were retumed to achieve the overall farget of 240 with response

variation by campgrorurd (see Table 2).
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Table2

Response Rate by Campground Type

Target Number Number Response

Service level mrmber distributed rehrmed rate

Unserviced 80 84 83 99%

Semi-serviced 80 81 19 98%

Fully-serviced 80 81 77 95%

Total 240 246 241 97%

Resp ondent Charact eris tíc s

The majority of respondents ìÀ/ere between 35 and 64 years old (68%) and from

Canada (62%). Approximately half of the respondents were female (49%). Respondents were

well educated, the majority had either University or post-graduate degrees (55%). Almost

three-quarters of respondents (7To/o) had an annual household income above $50,000

Canadian (see Table 3 and Table 4).
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Table 3

Variable Frequency Percentage
Ase

t8-24

25-34

35-44

4s-64

65+

Total

t4

49

78

84

13

238

35.3

5.5

100.0

5.9

20.6

32.8

Summary of Camper Demographics (Age and Country of Origin)

Country

Canada

USA

Germany

Other

Total

147

42

2L

¿l

237

62.0

17.7

8.9

11,.4

100.0
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Table 4

Stunmary of Catnper Demographics (Education and Income)

Variable Frequency Percentage

Education

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some post secondary haining

Some University

University graduate

Post-graduate

Total

2

aa
JJ

53

18

.8

t4.0

22.5

7.6

30.1

25.0

100.0

1l

s9

236

Income

Under $15000

$15000 - s24999

$25000 -934999

$3s000 -s49999

$s0000 - 974999

$7s000 - $99999

$100000 +

Total

11

6

22

25

49

46

60

219

5.0

2.1

10.0

TI.4

22.4

21.0

27.4

99.9

Note.Percent may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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Camping Profile

On average, campers had already been camping at this campground during this trip for

two nights and were planning to camp for a total of 5 nights (see Table 5). Tents were the most

frequently used shelter type @2%). The average group size was 3 campers however, the most

cofiunon camping party size was 2 people. Overall, party size ranged from individuals camping

alone to groups of 11 (see Table 6). Most campers were staying in the campsite type they

preferred (86.4%). The majority of visitors (62%) were at the campground for the first time.

When asked to rate their own level of camping experience, the majority of respondents

indicated that they had a high level of experience (59%). As shown in Table 7, over ll3 of

respondents indicated that they had a medium level of camping experience (31%) and few

respondents felt they had a low level of camping experience (5þ. When asked to rate their

level of experience at the campground, 24o/o of respondents fett that they had a low level of

experience, 38o/oratedthemselves as medium and3SYo had a high level of experience.



a-
)l

Table 5

Current length of stay (nights at the campground)

0

I

1

a
J

+

5

6+

Total

34

r1i

44

I6

10

9

15

239

t4.2

46.1

18.4

6.1

4.2

3.8

6.2

99.6

Sumntary of Camping Profle (Length of Stay)

Variable Frequencv Percentase

Expected length of stay (nights at the campground)

I

¿

J

+

5

6

7+

Total

t2

60

48

13

11

i0

22

236

30.5

25.4

20.3

5.5

4,7a.l

4.2

9.2

100.0

Note: Percentage may not equal t 00 due to rounding
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Table 6

Stunntaty of Camping Prortle (Shelter Type and Group Síze)

Variable Frequency Percentage
Shelter type

Tent

Travel trailer

Motorhome

Tent trailer

Truck camper

Other

Total

100

60

38

20

20

2

240

4t.7

25.0

15.8

8_3

8.3

8

99.9

Group size

1

¿

a
J

4

5

6+

Total

7

103

3I

5l

22

18

238

2.9

43.3

13.0

23.9

9.2

7.5

99.8

Note: Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding
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Table 7

Self Rated Levels of Past Experience

Variable Frequency Percentage

Self rated level of experience camping

ln general

Low

Medium

Hish

Total

11

8s

r31

^aa¿JJ

4.7

36.5

s8.8

100

At the campgrorurd

Low

Medium

Hish

Total

2l

33

aa
JJ

8l

24.1

31.9

31.9

99.9

Note'. Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding

To explore level of experience camping, respondents were asked to indicate the amount

of time they have spent camping. On average, they had gone on a campingttp 22 years, about

10 times per year and stayed an average of 6 nights. Respondents also were asked about their

experience at the campground where they were staying. Respondents had been to the

campground an average of 4 years, visiting less than once a year and staying for arì average of

approximately 2 nights (see Table 8).
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Table 8

Amount of Time

Years went camping

Times per year camping

Average number of nights per trip

Years went camping at the

campground

Times per year at the campground

Average number of nights at the

campground

0-50

0-365

0-30

0-37

2r.46

9.15

s.65

3.99

.49

r.86

t3.01

34.s3

5.39

8.15

.83

3.9r

z3 l

LJI

231

227

226

228

0-6

0-33

I de n tifi c ati o n of Imp ac ts

When asked to list impacts that result from campers stayng at the destination, mosr

respondents were able to identify at least one impact (ST%). They noted both negative and

positive impacts that resulted fromvisitation as well as impacts from economic, environmental

and social domains. Disturbing wildlife was the most frequently cited impact (68% of those who

stated an impact indicated wildlife). Other commonly identified impacts are displayed in Table 9

and include; waste/litter (39W and dishrbing vegerarion (27%).
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Table 9

Comtnonly ldentífi ed Impacts

Impact

Total

responses

Percent of

responses

Percent of

CASES

Distuåing wildlife

Waste / litter

Disturbing vegetation

Economic

r32

76

52

30

23.7

13.3

9.1

5.3

68.0

39.2

26.8

15.5

Among the more distinctive impacts listed were multicultural experience, human injuries

and lack of recycling. A complete accounting of impacts reported on the open-ended question

is provided in Appendix C.

Answering the Research Questions

The purpose of this study was to explore visitors' perceptions of their own impacts at a

coÍìmon destination setting. Specifically campers' perceptions of their impacts at a mountain

park destination were examined in ¡vo stages. First, how visitors perceive their own impacts

was explored by answering the following questions, 'Which impacts do visitors feel they

contribute to?' and 'Do they feel that their contribution is likelv to result in an increase or

decrease on the conditions?'. Next, the effect of past experience on visitors' perceptions of

their own impacts was explored by answering the following questions, 'How does past
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experience in an activity affect visitors' perceptions of their own impacts?' 'How does past

experience at a campground affect visitors' perceptions of their own impacts?' and finally,

"How do the two factors outlined above interact to affect visitors perceptions of their own

impacts?'.

Results of Research Question One

To reveal respondents'perceptions of their own impacts, specifically the impacts that

visitors feel they contribute to and in what way they are likely to contribute (increase or

decrease), they were asked the following: 'Compared to the average camper, please indicate

how likely you think your camping at this campground will affect the following conditions'. Scale

items ranged from 1 - extremely likely to decrease through 7 - extremely likely to increase, with

the mid-point representing no impact.

An exploration of the modes, shown in Table 10, indicates that the most frequently

selected response by campers surveyed was 'no impact' for 8 of the 13 impact items. The

majority of respondents indicated that compared to the average camper, they had no impact on

water quality and the quality of other campers' experience and over one third of respondents

felt that they had no impact on campfire smoke, noise, roads, vegetation, the natural

environment and wildlife. The most frequentþ selected response for the remainder of the items

listed was slightly likely to increase. Over one third of respondents thought that compared to the

average c¿lmper, crowding waste, employrnent, local economy, and taffic were slightly likeþ to

increase as a result of their visitine the destination.
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Table 10

Visitors' Perceptlon of the Direction (Increase, Decrease) of hnpact

Impact item Mode ,SD

Water quality

Crowding

Noise levels

Amormt of waste I garbage

Growth of local economy

Benefits to native wildlife

Level of traffic

Emplo5rment opp ortunity

Campfire smoke in the air

Condition of roads

Quality of the natural environment

Quality of native vegetation

Quality of other campers' experiences

4.00

s.00

4.00

5.00

5.00

4.00

5.00

5.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

.91

r.r7

r.32

t.34

1.15

1.t2

t.20

1.01

1.43

1.15

T.27

f.i8

.89

Note. Based on scale l= Extremely likely decrease; 7:Extremely likely increase

Visitors were also asked the following: 'Please indicate what you think the effect of the

following conditions are on the park. Scale anchors included I - extremely negative through 7 -

extremely positive with 4 being neutral.
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The modes indicated that increased noise levels, increased waste, increased traffic,

increased crowding and increased campfire smoke were most frequently perceived as negative

(see Table 11). Conditions frequently viewed as positive included increased employment,

increased economic growth, increased road quality, increased quality of vegetation, increased

benefits to wildlife and increased quality of the natural environment. lncreased water quality and

increased quality of other campers' experience were most commonly perceived as neutral.
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Table 11

Visitor Assessments (Positive, Negative) of the Inzpacts

Impact item Mode ^tD
Increased water quality

lncreased crowding

Increased noise levels

lncreased amorurt of waste I garbage

lncreased growth of local economy

Increased quallty of native wildlife

Increased level of traffic

hcreased employment opportunity

hcreased campfire smoke in the air

Increased condition of roads

Increased quality of the nahral environment

lncreased quality of native vegetation

lncreased quality of other campers' experiences

4.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

5.00

7.00

2.00

5.00

3.00

s.00

7.00

6.00

4.00

r.39

1 a1I.J I

i.30

1.44

1.55

1.18

r.39

1.38

r.20

t.28

1.66

r.70

r.r9

Note. scale items ranged from 1 - extremely negative to 7 - extremely positive.

Preliminary Analysis

To understand the relationship between past experience and campers' perceptions of

their impacts two way analysis of covariance was conducted. Several preliminary analyses were

required to prepare the data for addressing the research questions. First, the camping
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experience data were used to create a camping experience index that allowed the respondents

to be placed into low, medium and high experience index categories. Next, factor analysis was

employed to reduce the initial number of impact variables into a smaller number of factors.

Experience index.

For the purpose of this study two past experience indices were created, activity

experience and destination experience. First, to create the activity experience index (experience

camping) visitors were asked in operuended questions to indicate the number of years they had

gone on a camping trip, the average number of trips per year and the average nights stay per

trip. Campeß were divided into low, medium and high levels of experience camping within

each of these variables. To determine the low, medium and high categories, the distribution of

the frequencies for each question was examined. Where there was a substantial decrease or

increase in the distribution of frequencies, a category was created (see Appendix D). Campers

were given a score of 1 if they were within the low category, 2 for medium and 3 if they were

within the high range. The assigned scores for each of the variables (years camping, the number

of tips per year and the number of nighæ stayed) were multiplied to create the activity

experience index. For example, a visitor who had a high number of years camping (3), goes on

a high number of trips in a year (3) and camps for a low number of nights (1) would produce the

following equation 3 x 3 x 1: 9. The composite experience scores ranged from i tbrottgh2T.

Next, following Hammitt and McDonald (1983), these composite scores were divided into the

three activþ experience categories (low (1), medium (2) and hrgh (3). To determine which

respondents were within the low (1) activity experience category, the average of, the percent of
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respondents within low years camping (T9.4%), the percent of respondents within low trips per

year (58.2%) and the percent of respondents within the low nights per trip (48.1%) was

calculated (Table 12). This average percentage within the low category (29.1%) was used to

determine respondents to be included in the low category. From the composite index from 1 -

27 the approximately the lowest 29Yowere considered to have a low level of activity

experience. This was also done to determine the percent of respondents to be included in the

medium and high categories (Table 12).

This same procedure was also used for destination experience (campground), except in

this case the variables used were years camping at the campground, trips per year to the

campground and nights per trip at the campground. In total, two different indices (ranging from

i-3) were created. Results of the experience index were correlated with respondents self rated

level of experience indicating that the index reflects how visitors perceive their own experience

level (see Appendix E).
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Table 12

Ntunber of Respondents Within Each Experience Category

Percent ofrespondents
Va¡iable Low Medium Hieh
Years camping

Trips per year

Nights per trip

Average % (Acirvity Experience)

t9.4

58.2

48.1

29.1

66.3

30.0

4r.4

51.4

t4.3

I 1.8

10.s

13.5

Years camping at the campground

Trips per year at the campground

Nights per trips at the campground

Average % (Destination Experience)

l1.s

62.4

61.8

62.7

t6.3

3 1.8

21.5

21.3

6.2

s.8

12.3

16.0

Factor analysis.

Exploratory factor analysis using principal components with varimax rotation, was used

to reduce the initial 13 impact items into a smaller nurnber of factors and to reveal underlying

impact dimensions. Three factors emerged with eigenvalues greater than I (see Table i3),

explaining 600/o of the total variance. Factors that emerged appeared to be differentiated by

time and human use. The fint factor included impact items that occur instantly and are clearly

athibutable to human use (i.e., noise, waste crowding haffic and campfire smoke), the second

factor was composed of impacts that occur gradually and are not directly athibutable to human

use (i.e., vegetation, wildlife, water, the environment, campers and roads). The final factor

included items that occur gradually and are more clearly attributed to human use; that is,
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employment and impacts on the economy. Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficient for factor one

was .82, for factor two was .77 and for factor 3 was .73. These suggest good intemal

consistency (George & Mallery, 2000). The factor scores were saved and used in the

subsequent analyses (ANCOVA).

Summated means for these factors revealed that immediate impacts were slightly likely

to increase (M: 4.58). Delayed impacts were neutral (M:3.85) and economic impacts were

slightly likely to increase (M: 4.89) (see Table 14).
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Table 13

Impact Factors

Impact factor Factor loading

Eigen

value

Variance

explained Alpha

(Factor 1) Immediate

Noise

Waste

Crowding

Traffic

Campfire smoke

(Factor 2) Gradual

Environment

Vegetation

Campers

Wildlife

'Water

Roads

(Factor 3) Economic

Employment

Economy

.852

.768

.764

.s99

.491

.864

.823

.668

.586

.s20

.454

.807

.705

4.07

2.56

l.1i

3r.32

19.67

8.50

.82

.77

.72
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Table 14

Sumtnated Means for Each Factor

Factor M

Factor l lmmediate

Factor 2 Gradual

Factor 3 Economic

4.58

3.85

4.89

Note. Scale items ranged from l - extremely likely decrease to 7 - extremely likely increase.

S e lec tíon of c ovariates.

As discussed in the previous chapter, variables selected as covariates were based on

the results of correlations with the dependent variables (see Appendix F). Variables that

significantly correlated with at least one of the dependent variables included education, party

size, number of nights camping at this site during this trip, education, shelter type and type of

campground. Although age did not correlate significantþ with any of the dependent variables it

was still included as a covariate because intuitively experience level is related to age and

therefore age should be accounted for in the analysis.

Results of Reseørch Question Two

To understand the relationship between past experience and campers' perceptions of

their impacts a two way analysis of covariance was conducted for each of the dependent

variables; immediate impacts, gzdual impacts and economic impacts (see Appendix G).
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Specifically results are provided to understand: how past activity experience affects visitors'

perceptions of their own impacts; how past destination experience affects visitors' perceptions

of their own impacts; and finally, how the two types of experience interact to affect visitors'

perceptions of their own impacts at a destination. These two types of experience are not

operationally independent of each other. Activity experience includes destination experience

however, an examination of the results indicates that the proportion of low, medium and high

destination experience is the same across the levels of activity experience. Whether campers

are in low, medium or high activiry experience categories is not affected by their destination

experience. Assumptions of homogeneity of variance and normality were not violated, however

the sample was not randomly drawn. This could result in no significant results being detected

when a significant relationship exists.

The analysis of covariance results revealed no interaction effect or main effects between

the types of experience and visitors' perception of immediate impacts (e.g. noise, waste,

crowding, traffic and campfìre smoke). Both group size and education, which were included as

covariates, did have significant relationships with immediate impacts (Appendix G).

There was no significant interaction effect or main effects between the types of

experience and visitor's perceptions of economic impacts (e.g. economic growth and

employment opportunities). Howeve¡ counûy of origin, campground type, group size, shelter

type and nights spent camping, which were included as covariates, did have significant

relationships with economic impacts (Appendix G).

Again, results of the analysis of covariance revealed no main effects between experience

types and gradual impacts (i.e., environment, vegetation, campers, wildlife, water and roads);
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however, there was an interaction effect between the types of experience and campers'

perceptions of gradual impacts (Table 15). An interaction effect occurs when the influence of

one independent variable changes according to the level of another independent variable.

Visitors' perceptions of their own impacts depends on an interaction between their level of

activity experience (camping) and their level of destination experience (camping at the study

campground) (Figure 2). Campers perceive that gradual impact is likely to decrease when in

they have a low level of experience camping and they have moderate experience at the location.

As well, when campers have a high amount of experience camping and a high amount of

experience camping at the shrdy campground, they perceive their impact to result in a decrease

in tlrc quality of gradual impacts.

Campers perceive that they do not contribute to gradual impacts when their camping

experience is low and their campground experience is either low or high. Interestingly, when

their camping experience is medium they do not perceive they have an impact compared to the

average camper, regardless of their campground experience. Also, when their camping

experience is high and their campgrourìd experience is low or moderate, they indicated that they

do not have an impact compared to the average camper.
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Table 15

Two l4/ay Analysis of Variance þr Gradual Impact

Gradual lmpacts - Factor 2 df
Activity Experience

Destination Experience

AEXDE

Within group effor

4

213

.49

.42

2.5

(.58)

.62

.66

.04+

*p<-05

Figure 2

Interaction effect between experience camping and destination experience
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CHAPTER V

Discussion

The purpose of this shrdy was to explore visitors' perceptions of their own impacts at a

cornmon destination setting. Specifically, it explored how campers perceived their own impacts

at a mountain park carnpground and how past experience in an activity (camping) and at a

destination (campground) affects campers'perceptions of their own impacts. A discussion of

the findings, including how they relate to previous research, followed by the implications and

suggestions for future research are provided in chapter V.

Discussion of Findings

Tourism often takes place in sensitive environments where the impacts of human use can

result in both beneficial and detrimental contributions to the destination. Destination manasers

must find ways to maximise the benefits and minimise the negative outcomes of tourism use to

ensure a sustainable tourism ooeration that will not onlv provide benefits to the local area

presentþ, but will continue to be a valuable endeavor in the futLre. The actions of visitors who

travel to the destination can result in both negative and positive impacts and therefore destination

managers must ensure that the visitors' activities are managed appropriately. Communication

and education often have been suggested as unobtrusive methods to effectively manage visiton'

impacts (Manfredo & Bright, 1991). However, for these communication activities to be

successful, it is important to understand the visitors' perspective so that communications address

their perceptions. An understanding of their perceptions will be usefirl in gutding communication

programs. The following discussion of the findings, which offers apreliminary undentanding of



56

visitors' perceptions, is presented in three sections: a profile of the campers, understanding their

perceptions of impacts, and the effects of past experience on their perceptions.

Profile of the Campers

'Where possible, data from studies conducted by Parks Canada (2001) at these

campgrounds, were used to veriff the similarity between the campers included in this shrdy to

other campers to the area. Results from the general camping literature were also employed to

explore ways in which campeß in this study relate to campers in general.

The results of this study suggest that campers to these campgrounds are middle-aged,

well-educated Canadians who have high household incomes. Interestingly, the results of this

study found that most campers were over 35 years old. This is not consistent with other studies

where c¿tmpers are commonly under 35 years old. White, Hall & Fanell (2001) also

conducted a study involving campers at a mountain park destination and found that the most

cofitmon age bracket was 30-35 years old. Another study of campers found that campers

tended to be under 30; however, the researcher simply observed campers and assigned age

based on subjective opinion and therefore may not be accurate (Herberlein & Dunwiddie,

T979). These studies took place in backcountry or remote campgrounds. It is possible that

front country campers differ from backcountry campers in terms of age. Campers' gender was

evenly distributed in this shrdy, however past research has found srgnificantþ more males than

females at the destinations (Herberlein & Dunwiddie,1979; 
'White 

et al., 2001). Again, this

could be attributed to the more rugged backcountry campground explored in these studies.

Respondent origm was consistent with other research occurring at the Canadian Rocþ
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Mountain Parks campgrounds. A study conducted dwing the same year atthe same

campgrounds revealed similar results (Parks Canada, 2001). ln both studies, the majority of

respondents originated from Canada, almost one fifth of the respondents were from the USA,

and one fifth of the camoers were overseas visitors.

Camping profile results appear to be consistent with past camping research. Campers

expected length of stay was similar to the length of stay reported by Herterlein & Dunwiddie

(1919), where the majority of campers stayed I or 2 nights. Group size results also appear to

be consistent. Groups ranged from I to 11, with a median of 2, which was similar to the results

reported by White et al. (2001). Shelter type results resembled those collected by Parks

Canada (2001) at the same campgrounds. The most frequently selected shelter in both studies

was tents, followed by travel trailers. The majority of the respondents were at the campground

for the first time (62%). This is not consistent with the results from the 2001 Parks Canada

report, which indicated only 48o/o first time visitors. However, in the 1999 Parks Canada

report, 75o/owere visiting for the first time.

Past research investigating campers has not commonly placed campers in expenence

categories. There is also a lack of research that investigates destination specific experience

camping. One study which did classify campers as low, medium and higtrly experienced, did so

based on subjective researcher observation (Flerberlein & Dunwiddie,I9T9). It is therefore

not surprising that there was a substantial difference in the proportions of campers within the

different experience categories between that initial study and the present shrdy. The study by

Herberlein and Dunwiddie reported 42o/o as highly experienced,44o/o were moderately

experienced, and only ll o/owere considered inexperienced. The present study classified
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13 5% as highly experienced , 5l .4o/o as moderately experienced, and 29Yo as inexperienced.

However, the classification into experience levels in this study does not necessarily reflect

visitors' actual level of experience but instead classifies individuals in relation to each other.

Visitors' Perceptions of Impacts

The first set of research questions explored in this study is related to how visitors

perceive their own impacts. Of interest are; which impacts they perceive they contribute to, in

what way they feel they contribute and whether that contribution is perceived as being positive

or negative. Although, visitors' perceptions of their own impacts have not been explored

empirically until now, this line of questioning may provide a muchneeded perspective to help

manage impacts.

Before visitors' perceptions of their own impacts were explored, visitors were asked to

indicate impacts resulting from campers visiting the destination. This operuended question

provided insight into the impacts that visitors think exist at the destination. The majority of

respondents were able to identiff at least one impact, indicating that they are aware that

camping contributes to changes in the destination. Most respondents identified disturbing

wildlife (68'/ù. The next most commonly identified impact was waste or litter (39%). The

literature that has explored the impacts perceived by campers has generally found that campers

tend to identify impacts that are obviously a result ofhuman use (Farrell, Hall & White, 200i).

This is consistent with the high number of individuals who listed waste or litter as an impact, but

would appear to conflict with the result that most campers identified wildlife. Interestingly, at the

time of the study there were substantial educational public relations materials made available to



59

visitors about how to minimise their impacts on wildlife, which could explain their heightened

awareness of this issue. One component of the message being conveyed to visitors was to

avoid leaving garbage where it could be accessed by animals. This could explain the frequency

of litter ard waste as a listed impact.

Visitors' Perceptions of their Own Impacts

As demonstrated above, most campers are aware that camping can result in impacts to

the destination, but which impacts do they perceive they contribute to while camping? In total 8

of the 13 impact items had scores in the no impact ftmge. Campers did not feel that compared

to the average camper, they contributed to impacts on; water quality, quality of other campers

experiences, noise, roads, native vegetation, the natural environment, wildlife and campfire

smoke in the air. According to the impact literature, it is unlikely that visitors have no impact on

any of these (Hammitt & Cole, 1998). Notably, the majority of respondents cited wildlife as an

impact that results from camping but when asked about their own contribution they frequentþ

reported 'no impact' compared to others. Again, this could have been due to the large amount

of information made available to campers about wildlife. Radio progftrms, brochwes and

newspaper articles frequently advised visitors not to feed animals and to stay a safe distance

from wild animals. Campers may have been in a heightened state of awareness with regards to

wildlife impact, but felt that they complied with the behaviour requests made in these

publications and therefore reduced their own contribution o impacts and so compared to others

had no impact.
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Although campers did not feel that compared to the average camper they conhibuted to

the majority of the impact items, they did feel they had an impact on 5 of the items included in

the scale. When reflecting on their contribution to these items, campers felt the items were likely

to increase as a result of their camping at the destination. Crowding, economic growth, traffic

level, amount of waste/garbage, and emplolnnent were within the 'slightly likely to increase'

range.

Now that it is clear to which impacts visiton felt they contributed and the way in which

they conhibuted, their assessment þositive or negative) completes the pichre of how campers

perceive impacts. Increased employment opportunities, quality of the natural environment,

quality of the native vegetation, quality of wildlife and road quality were considered positive by

respondents. In contrast, increases in crowding, noise levels, amount of waste and garbage,

traffic levels, and campfire smoke in the air, were perceived to be negative by respondents.

'When 
asked about increased quality of other campers' experiences and increased water quality

responses were neutral.

Factor analysis was employed to condense the initial 13 impact items into a smaller

number of dimensions. ln toh1,3 factors emerged. The first factor represented impacts that

occur immediately and are easily athibutable to campers. The second factor consisted of items

that tend to occur gradually and are not easily athibutable to campers. The final factor

represented economic impacts that occw gradually and are easily attributable to campers.

These 3 factors differ from the traditional way that impacts are classif,red as social,

environmental and economic. However past impact research that has explored the dimensions

used residents as subjects, not visitors (Liu, Sheldon &.Yar,1987). A shrdy that investigated
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how impacts affect visitors' experience reduced initial impact items into factors which were

similar to the dimensions revealed in resident perception research, they included site/sound

impacts (environmental), people encounters (social), wild animals and horse encounters

(Roggenbuck, Williams & Watson, I993).It is possible that the factors that emerged were

simply a firnction of the impact items included in the scale. However, it is also possible that

campers perceive how they impact the destination differently than how the impacts affect their

experience. Also, residents and campers may conceptuahze impacts differently. When reflecting

on their own behaviour, campers' abilþ to see the result of their own actions (immediate vs.

gradual) and to atbibute it to themselves (directly resulting from human use) may hold greater

meaning than the traditional concept of social, envirorunental and economic dimensions of

imnacts.

An examination of the summated means of the factors revealed that campers'perceived

immediate and economic impact factors as likely to increase as a result of their visit, while they

felt they had no impact on the gradual impact items. Farrell, Hall, & White (2001) suggest that

it is easier for visitors to recognize impacts that obviously and intentionally result from human

use. It is reasonable to conclude that campers are able to recognise their conkibution to

immediate impacts because they occur immediately and they are easily attributable to their own

behaviour. As well, economic impacts are easily atkibutable to human use and therefore

campers perceive that their camping affects those conditions. However, the gradual impacts

change over time and therefore visitors are not likely to see the result of their own impact unless

they retum to the destination. As well, gradual impacts are not easily directly atfibutable to
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human use: many factors affect changes in these items and visitors may not take responsibility

for their role in affecting the changes.

Relationship between past experience and perceived intpacts

The second set of research questions explored in this shrdy investigated the effects of

past experience on visitors'perceptions of their own impacts. Two way analysis of covariance

revealed evidence of this relationship. Specifically, an interaction effect was present between

the types of experience (activity and destination) and their effect on the gradual impact factor

(i.e. impacts to the natLral environment vegetation, wildlife, water, roads and other campers).

Farrell et al. (2001) suggested that for impacts to affect campers' evaluations of campsites, they

fnst must be perceived before they can be evaluated. It is reasonable to expect this concept is

true regarding to campers' perceptions of their own impacts. They must first be aware that

inpacts result from camping before they can athibute impacts to their own behaviour.

Therefore, repeated destination experience (visitors with moderate or high destination

experience) may be required for visitors to gain awareness of impacts that occur gradually. This

is because only when they see the difference in the conditions at the destination, will they

atfribute those conditions to camping. Activity (camping) experience may affect the way they

feel they contribute to those impacts when they do perceive them. This would account for those

individuals with little experience at the destination who do not perceive gradual impacts

regardless of their overall camping experience because they have not seen the changes at the

destination. Those campers that have experience at the destination and therefore are aware that

camping can result in changes to the destination will perceive those impacts differently based on
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their overall activity experience. It is possible that inexperienced campers may feel that they do

not know how to prevent their impacts so any amount of camping affects the destination,

whereas moderately experienced campers may think that they know how to minimise their own

impacts and higfly experienced campers may feel that they camp so often that they inevitably

impact the destination. This interpretation of the results would certainly explain the outcome of

the two-way analysis of covariance, however it does not explain why visitors with moderate

destination experience and low camping experience perceive impacts differentþ than those with

high destination experience and low camping experience. One variable that has not been

included in measuring past experience that may explain these differences is the date of first visit.

There has been research to suggest that this variable can affect the way visitors perceive impacts

(Vaske et a1., 1980). There has not been enough research in this area to firlly understand the

way in which past experience affect visitors perceptions of their own impacts.

The interpretation discussed above also provides insight into why past experience did

not affect the way visitors perceived the other two dimensions of impact. Impacts that are

immediately visible and easily atkibutable to human use would not be dependent on past

destination experience since visitors would notice the change in the dimension within their first

visit to the destination; there would be no need for repeated exposure. Past experience did not

affect the third factor, which contained the economic variables that are gradual impacts easily

athibuted to human use. Again, the above explanation proves helpfrrl in understanding possible

reasons for this result. Since this type of impact is easily attributable to people visiting the

destination, repeated destination experience may not be necessary for awareness.
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Supp ort for s elf-s erving bias

The results relating to campers' perceptions of their impacts compared to the average

camper may be an example of a self-serving bias. According to existing research about self-

serving bias, people tend to accept responsibility for positive outcomes and deny responsibility

for negative consequences unless their responses were subject to public scrutiny or easily

verified (Myers, 1990). Generally, there have been two explanations for the selÊserving bias.

The first is that the selÊserving bias is motivated by individuals' need to protect and enhance

their selÊesteem. The other explanation is that the bias is logical, not motivational. The results of

this study provide additional support for the cognitive (logical) explanation for the selÊserving

bias. Visitors accept responsibility for impacts that they are aware they contribute to, such as

impacts that occur immediately and are a direct result of human use. Whereas, when they are

unable to see their contribution to particular impacts, such as those that occur gradually, visitors

do not accept responsibility for their own contribution. The way campers perceived the gradual

impact factor depended on their past experience, and varied according to an interaction

between activity experience and destination experience. ln most circumstances, visitors

perceived that they did not have an impact on gradual impacts. However, two situations existed

where visitors accepted responsibility for a decrease in the quality of the gradual impacts.

'When activity experience was low and their destination experience was moderate and when

both their camping experience and destination experience were high. It is possible that'¡*ren

visitors are exposed to and become aware of their confibution to impacts (through repeat visits)

they øke responsibility for their part.
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If a selÊserving bias does exist in the way campers perceive their impacts, past

experience may alter the way the selÊserving bias affects campers' perceptiors of gradual

impacts.
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CHAPTER VI

Implications and Conclusions

The purpose of this thesis was to explore visitors' perceptions of their own impacts at a

common destination setting. This was considered an important perspective to gain, since to

date it has been left ¡nexplored and this knowledge has the potential to facilitate and enhance

the development of communication activities to manage impacts. To gain a preliminary

understanding of visitors' perceptions, campers were Surveyed at three campglounds in the

Canadian Rocþ Mountain Parks. lnformation about the campers' perceptions of their own

impacts and factors that affect those impacts was gathered and analyzed'

Theoretical ImPlications

The results reported in this study may support the self-serving bias as a way to explain

how visitors perceive their own impacts. Although the purpose \ilas not to empirically test the

selÊserving bias, and therefore questions were not designed to directly answer this question, it

did provide additional insight into how the selÊserving bias might be applied to real world

scenarios. The majority of the past selÊserving bias research has been conducted in controlled

settings to verify its existence and to explore how it operates (fukin et al', 1980; Miller & Ross,

lg:¡s). The current study suggests a need for additional research exploring the selÊserving bias

outside of the lab.

This study was the first to explore how visitors conceptualize their own impacts and the

results imply that the way visitors perceive their own impacts may be quite different from how

they perceive impacts in general. As noted earlier, there has been research to suggest that
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visitors more readily perceive impacts resulting directly from human use (Farrell, et al., 2001),

however the time dimension found in the present study has not been discussed elsewhere.

Further research exploring visitors at various destinations and including a variety of impacts

needs to be conducted to determine if visitors consistentþ perceive their own impacts in the

manner found in this shrdy.

The effect of past experience on recreationists' perceptions frequently has been

explored in past research. It has been employed both as a variable on its own and as a

component of specialization (Hammitt & McDonald, 1983; Virden & Schreyer, 1988). This

study confirms that past experience is a usefirl variable in explaining differences in perceptions of

impacts at destinations. However, the way that past experience has been measured is varied

and the possibility exists that the results would be quite different if this variable were measured

differently. past research has not explored possible interaction effects of different experience

types. lnstead, these two types of experience have been combined and explored as a single

variable or various combinations of general and site-specific experience \ryere combined to

create distinct categories of experience (Hammitt & McDonald, 1983; Schreyer et al-, 1984).

ln the present study, the influence of destination experience (experience at the campground) on

visitors' perceptions of gradual impacts changes according to respondents' level of activity

experience (experience camping). This suggests that these two dimensions of experience are

rinique but interact. Additional research should be conducted to explore the effects of different

measures of experience on visitors' perceptions.



68

Practical Implicatíons

This line of research provides invaluable insight to destination managers who must find

effective ways to communicate with visitors in an attempt to minimise the negative outcomes that

can result from campers visiting the destination. Communication activities are unobtrusive and

offer managers an altemative to more direct management control (i.e. zoning, site closrnes and

fines). Communication has been effective as a means to manage visitors and their impacts

(Moscardo, L999). Evidence of this exists in the current study in which the majority of the

campers were able to identify impacts to wildlife, which, as noted above, was prevalent in

signage, educational and communications materials at the time of the shrdy.

All of the impacts contained in the scales were impacts identified in discussions with

Parks Canada research staff as impacts that occur at the destination. However, visitors

believed that their camping had no impact on most of the impact items. Although it is possible

that visitors are taking precautiors to minimise their impact at the destination, it is unlikely that

they have no impact on the seven items identified. Past research confirms that visitors often do

not notice impacts to the destination (Roggenbuck, 1992). If visitors are not aware of some

impacts, therefore unaware of their contribution to these impacts, they will have no reason to

modify their behaviour to minimise their impacts. Park management should begin by raising

visitors' awateness of how they aflect these impact items. Although, campers were aware of

their contribution to 6 impact items, they do not necessarily understand what altematives exist to

minimise their impacts. Moscardo (1999) suggests that besides alerting visitors of the impacts

that exist, they should be informed of appropriate behaviour. Again, ensuring progtams are

available to inform visitors of their behavioral options will increase their ability to minimise their
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impacts. Roggenbuck suggests that in si¡rations where impacts result from unskilled or

uninformed actions the individuals would prefer to behave appropriately, but are not aware of

their options. He suggests programs emphasizing education, demonstration and audience

participation could be useful to these visitors (Roggenbuck,1992).

The way campers' perceive the gradual impact factor is affected by an interaction

between activity experience and destination experience. In most cases, campers' felt that they

did not contribute to gradual impacts. Since they are not likely to see the results of their

contribution during their stay at the destination managers should ensure that impact information

raises awareness of these impacts. Under certain conditions (low camping experience with

medium destination experience and high camping experience with high destination experience)

visitors felt they would contribute to a decrease in the quality of the gradual impact factor,

indicating that for these visitors, progr¿rms aimed at providing behavioural altematives would be

appropriate. When trying to change visitor behaviour, persuasive communication techniques

can be usefirl in changing behavioural intentions @oggenbuck 1992). The literature reveals

that strong relationships exist between past experience, knowledge and recreationists' response

to persuasive messages (Roggenbuck, TggZ). First-time visitors respond more readily to

persuasive messages than do more experienced users (Roggenbuck, 1992). This suggests that

messages targeted at first-time visitors can employ a simpler persuasive communication

technique where visitors are offered prompts, rewards and punishments to encowage

appropriate behaviour (Roggenbuck,lgg2). On the other hand, experienced visitors will

require more complex communication techniques that employ strong arguments. When using

persuasive messages, managers should be aware that past research in outdoor recreation
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settings has suggested that messages need to be specific and clear, occur early in the trip, and

be delivered by a source perceived as credible by visitors (Roggenbuck,1992). Additional

research needs to be conducted to r¡nderstand whether various forms of communication will

affect the way visitors perceive their own impacts.

This study provided the first opportunity to explore how visitors perceived their own

impacts at a tourism destination. The value of this line of research has been clearly

demonstrated as well as its theoretical and practical implications.

Further research is required to advance our understanding of how visitors perceive their

own impacts- Research employing additional variables would enharce our knowledge of the

factors that affect visitors' perceptions. Qualitative shrdies would allow for an in-depth

understanding of visitors' perceptions. As well, different destinations (i.e. urban, rural, coastal

and developing countries) could provide additional insight into this aspect of tourism impact

research.
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APPENDIX A

Inhoductory ScriPt

Hello, Myname is Christine and I am a graduate student at the University of Manitoba- I am

conducting research in conjunction with 

- 

campground and would like to ask the

individual with the next birthday if they would be willing to complete a questionnaire on

their opinion about their potential impact on the park'

As well, Campers who participate in the study will receive a bottle of bug repellent as a thank

you for their participation. Are you interested in participating? When would be a convenient time

for rne to retum to collect the questionnaire. Once you have finished answering all of the

questions please place the suruey in the envelope provided so that your responses can be kept

anonymous. Thank you, I will rehrm at 

-'
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APPENDIX B

Questionnaire

Ä"4u.nltit.
.*f,l I.eisurc

.l' '&Hutlan
Pcrfo¡nlancc
¡silr¡ñ¡rm

U NlvEnslrY
or l\f,\li t1 o8,\

Carnper OPinion SurveY

The purpose of this study is to ga.in insight into

carnpers'opinions about their possible impacts - ...
rvhile visiúng the park. The data being collected rvill

be used for graduate study research at the University

of Ma¡rtoba and rvill be available to Parlis Canad¿

If you are camping rvith a grouP, the person rvith

the next birthday should complete the survey'

Your individual responses will be hept strictly

confidential.

Thmk you for your ¡rmticiPation!
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Camping Experience

1. During this visit
a. Horv many nigþts have you been camping at this c-empground? 

-b. In total, horv many nights do you plan to cemp at this
."-^-^,,-¡)

2. Which type of camping shelter did you use at this campground on this

trip? (Chect all that apply)

E Tent
I Tent trailer
fl Trud< cùrlper or vân

E Travel rr:lÅer / Fifth wheel

I Motorhome
I Othe¡ þlease specify)

3. What type of campsite are you staying aÈ

Campsite type:
E Serviced (flush toilets, shorveg hook-ups and iriosk)

I Semi-servìced (flush toilets, shorvers and kiosl)
I Unserviced (none of the above mentioned amenities)

4. ,Are you staying in the campsite type you prefer?

E Yes

ENo

If you answered no to question 4, rvhat type of campsite would

you prefer?
Campsite type:

E Serviced (flush toilets, shower, hook-ups and kiosk)
I Semi-serviced (flush toilets, showers and kiosk)

E Unserviced (none of the above mentioned amenities)

5. Is this your first time camping]
E Yes

ENo
If yes, please proceed to the section entrtled "Impacts" on the next Pâge.

If no, please proceed to question 6.

6. Overa-ll how much expedence wor:id you sây that you have camping?

E Low level of experience
E Medium level of experience

tr High level of experience
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7. In total, horv many years have you gone on a camping t¡iP? 

-
8. On averagg horv many times per year do you usuaìly go

camping? 

-
9. On averagg horv many nights do you usually stay when )'ou âre

camoins?

10. Is this your first tìme campìng at this particular campground?
Ll Yes

ENo
if yes, please proceed to the section entitled "Impacts" belorv.'

If no, please proceed to question 11.

11. Hos¡ mudr experience rvould you sây that you have camping at this
campground?
E Low level of experience

E Medium level of experience

n High level of experience

12. In toø-I, horv many years have you gone camping at this
cam¡ground? 

-13. On average, how many times per year do you usually go camping at this

cam¡grotrnd? 

-1,1. On average, how many nights do you usually stay when you âre camping

at rhis campground? 

-
Impacts

'We a¡e interested in learning about the impacts cârnPers feel they may have

rvhile visiting the park. For the puqpose of this sh-rdy, impacts refer to

contributions to change (either positive or negative). Please a¡rsrve¡ the

follorving questions in the orde¡ that they are presented.

i5- Please list any impacts tlzt you think rnight occur â5 a result of cãrrPers

visiting the park:
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17. Please indicate what you ttrink the effect of the following conditìons are on dre park.

Circle the number fhat best represents your opinion from (1) extremely negative to (7) extremely positive.

Increas

Increasncreased crowdi
ed water quâli

ncreased noise levels

ncreased âmount of waste

ncreased benefi ts to native .¡'iidlife
ed economic srowth

ncreased I

ncfe

ncreased campfire smoke in the air

Extrernely
negative

nc¡eased quality of the

rahrral envirooment

negauve negaEve

ncceased quality of other
:ampers' experiences

I

ed oua-1itv of native vesetahon

uali

Quite

2

Slightly
negaû€

3

J

1

3

L

J

I

2

J

4

¿

3

1

Slightly

4

-l

4

itive

¡

3

À

J

J

2

4

Qrrite

J

5

À

5

3

1Ve

5

6

Á

J

5

Ertrernely
¡¡ositile

6

J

Ã

posr

(t

5

o

f,

6

'1

5

J1

D

7

7

5

6

b

,,1

6

7

6

5

7

7

6

7

6

7

7

b

7

7

7

oo



18. For this camping trip, please rate the importance o[ the following teasons for yourvisit.

Circle the number that best tePresents yorrr opinion from (1) extremely unimportent to (7) extremely important'

Tn mì

To enjoy quaüty trme
,-,:rL Ê-i^-1" ^-.1 f"-il

Ê".ch âi

l-.rn ahnrrt tlre envrronment

To learn about Ca¡ada

^^l /-^-.¡;^- 1...itac,

Extrenely
uninportant uninlPortant tuu)

F,

I
1

Quite

I

r¡d

z

L

2

Slightly

I

2

I

t N eutra.l

1

I

2

J

L

1

3

2

L

S1igtrtly
irnporta:

3

2

A

J

Á

3

4

5

2

a
irnp

5

3

2

4

5

ute
ortall

4

5

6

J

Extrernely
inportãlt

J
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4

J
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o

5

4

6

5

7

4

o

7

)

4

6

6

5

7
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5

'l

J

6

7

7

6

7

6

7

6

7

7

'7

oot!
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Visitor Information

19. Horv many people, other than yourself, are you camping rvith during
this visit? _

20. In which age câtegory do you fall?

rl1.B - 24

lJ2s - 34

f]35 - 44
l)45-64
E 65 or older

21. GerÌde¡
tr Male
E Female

22. Country of Residence

23. Post¡-l / zìp code

Z4.What is the highest level of education you have received?
E Less than h.igh school
D High school graduate
I Some post - secondary (not university)
I Some university (no degree)
E University graduate
E Post - gradr:ate

25. What is your total household income befo¡e ta-xesl

E Under $15,000
fl $ 1s,000 -$24,999
tr $ 25,000 - $34 eee

E $35,000-$49,999
tr$ 50,000 -$74,999
tr$75,000-$99,999
E Greater tlan $100,000

26. How many people contribute to that income? _

27. Do you have anything else you would like to say about your experience
camping at this campgror-md? Please rvrite any additionzl comments on
the back of this survey.

Thaile,Yoa
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Cornrrrents

Thank you for your participation!
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APPENDIX C

Impacts Listed by Respondents

Category label Code
Pct of Pct of
Count Responses Cases

9 r.6 4.6
28 4.9 14.4

r32 23.1 68.0

29 5.1 r4.9
11 1.9 5.'7

17 3.0 8.8

76 13.3 39.2
s2 9.r 26.8
21 3.1 10.8

25 4.4 12.9

I 1.4 4.1

22 3.9 11.3

23 4.0 11.9

30 5.3 15.5

5 .9 2.6

3 .5 1.5

23 4.0 t 1.9

9 r.6 4.6
1.2.5
7 r-2 3.6
6 1.1 3.1

2 .4 1.0
l0 1.8 s.2
1.2.5
14 2.s 7.2
1.2.5
1.2.5
2 .4 1.0
1.2.5
2 .4 1.0

571 100.0 294.3

Trails
Noise
Disturb wildlife
Water pollution
Smoke
Appreciation of nature

Waste
Vegetation
Fire
Air pollution
Crowdìng
Pollution
Cars/traffic
Economic
Increased sense of responsibility
Overuse of certain areas
Learn about environment
Tourism
Enjoy nature
Protection ofthe area
Need for services
Water use
Erosion
No recycling
Harm environment
Multicultural experience
Better roads
Roads
Injuries
Employment

Total responses

47 missing cases; 194 valid cases

2
J

4
5

6

7

8

9

10

1l
12

t3
l4
t6
lt
l8
t9
20

2l
22
24

25

26
29

30
3l
J¿

JJ

34
35
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APPENDIX D

Past Experience Distribution

Activitv Experience - Years

Freouencv Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Low I .00

1.00

2.00

3.00

4.00

s.00

6.00

7.00

8.00

9.00

t.2
t.1
2.1

.8

2.9

2.9

2.5

2.5

t.7
.8

1.3

t.1
2.1

.8

3.0

3.0

2.5

2.5

t.7
.8

-t.J

3.0

5.1

5.9

8.9

I 1.8

14.3

r6.9

18.6

19.4

Medium 2 10.00

12.00

13.00

14.00

15.00

16.00

17.00

18.00

20.00

21.00

22.00

23.00

24.00

25.00

25

I

¿

I

2

2

20

2

19

2

I

2

JI

I

10.4

-¿+

.8

.õ

7.9

.8

.+

.ð

12.9

-+

.8

.8

8.3

10.5

-+

.8

.ð

8.0

.8

-+

.8

13. l
.4

.4

.8

.8

8.4

30.0

30.4

Jl.z

32.1

40.1

40.9

41.4
4))
55.3

)). i
56. I
57.0

57.8

66.2

High 3 27.00

28.00

29.00

30.00

31.00

32.00

33.00

34.00

35.00

36.00

38.00

39.00

40.00

41.00

43.00

45.00

41.00

48.00

49.00

50.00

Total
System

.4

.8
,1

9.7

.8

l.J
A

.4

5-+
Á

.8
A

7.6
Á

.4

1.1

.8

-+
A

2.5

100.0

.+

.8

1

2

I
ZJ

2

J

I

1

8

I

2

.+

.8

t.2
.+
A

J.J
A

.8
A

Á

.4

t.7
.8
/l

A

')<

98.3

r. t

100.0

oo. /

67.s

61.9

17.6

78.5

79.1

80.2

80.6

84.0

84.4

85.2

85.7

93.2

93.7

94.1

95.8

96.6

97.0

97.s

r00.0

Missing
Total

I

18

I

I
Á

2

I

I

6

zJt
4

.rA1
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Activity Experience - Times per Year
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Low I .00

1.00

2.00

3.00

J

)o
46

33

1.2

23.2

l9.l
13.1

I.J
¿3.O

t9.4
13.9

1.3

24.9

44.3

58.2

Medium 2 4.00

5.00

6.00

7.00

8.00

9.00

r0.00

5.8

8.3

1.5

1.2

1.2

.8

4.O

5.9

8.4

/.o
l-J

1.3

.8

4.O

64.r

72.6

80.2

81.4

82.7

ðJ.)
88.2

l4
20

18

3

J

2

1l

High 3 12.00

13.00

14.00

15.00

16.00

20.00

22.00

25.00

30.00

40.00

50.00

140.00

180.00

200.00

2s0.00

36s.00

Total
Systern

1.2

-+

.8

t.2
.8

1.7
/1

^
1.7

-+
A

.4

.4
,t

-4

-+

98.3

1.1

100.0

89.5

89.9

90.1

92.0

92.8

94.5

94.9

95.4

97.0

97.5

97.9

98.3

98.7

99.2

99.6

100.0

a

I

z
J

¿

+

I

I

4

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

¿Jt

4

241

1.3
A

.8

1.3

.8

1.1

-+

.4
1nl- t

,l
.l

A

A

A

/l

..+

.+

100.0

Missing
Total
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Activity Experience - Nights per Trip
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent

Low I .00

1.00

2.00

3.00

t.2
4.6

19.5

22.0

1.3

4.O

19.8

22.4

l.J

5.9

25.1

48.1

3

ll
47

s3

Medium 2 4.00

5.00

5.50

6.00

7.00

8.00

9.00

10.00

22

JJ

I

5

15

2

2

r8

9.1

IJ.I
A

2.1

o.¿

.8

.8

7.5

9.3

13.9
A

2.1

o.J

.8

.8

7.6

57.4

11.3

1r.7
I J.ó

80.2

81.0

81.9

89.s

High 3 12.00

14.00

15.00

20.00

21.00

25.00

30.00

Total
System

1.2

2.9

.8

2.1

t.2
.8

1.2

98.3

1.7

r00.0

t.J

3.0

.8

2.1

1.3

.8

l.J

100.0

90.1

95- I
94.5

96.6

91.9

98.1

t00.0

Missing
Total

3

7

2

5

3

2

J

237

+

241
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Destination Experience - Years
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent

Low I .00

1.00

2.00

3.00

t4l
1

l5
IJ

58.5

2.9

6.2

62.1

J.l

o.o

5.7

62.1

6).¿
71.8

71.5

Medium 2 4.00

s.00

6.00

1.00

8.00

9.00

10.00

12.00

14.00

r5.00

16.00

17.00

r 8.00

20.00

a
J

2

6

J

I

I

o

2

I

2

J

I

¿

+

1.2

.8

2.5

1.2

À

2.5

.8
A

.8

1.2

4

.8

t.7

1.3

.9

z.o

1.3

^
.4

2.6

.9

.T

.9

1.3

^
.9

1.8

78.9

79.7

82.4

83.1

84.1

84.6

87.2

88.1

88.5

89.4

90.7

91.2

92.1

93.8

High 3 25.00

21.00

28.00

30.00

34.00

35.00

37.00

Total
System

A

A

.8
to

,l

A

/l

94.2

s.8

t00.0

.+
ll

ô

3.1
/1

A

À

100.0

94.3

94.7

95.6

98.7

99.1

99.6

t00.0

Missing
Total

I
I

z
7

I

I

I

227

t4
241
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Destination Experience - Times per year
Frequencv Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Low I .00 141 58.5 62.4 o¿.1

Medium 2 1.00 12 29.9 31.9 94.2

High 3 2.00

3.00

4.00

5.00

6.00

Total
System

2.9
R

.8
A

,1

93.8

o-z

100.0

3.1

.9

.9
À.+

100.0

7

2

2

I

I

zzo
l5

241

91.3

98.2

99.1

99.6

100.0

Missing
Total

Destination Experience - Nights per trip
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative

Percent Percent

Low I 58.5t4l.00 61.8 6l.8

Medium 2 l.00
2.00

3.00

4.6

7.9

1.9

4.8

8.3

8.3

oo. /

15.0

83.3

ll
t9
19

High 3 4.00

5.00

6.00

7.00

8.00

10.00

14.00

20.00

21.00

33.00

Total
System

4.1

2.1

1.7

2.5
A.T

2.1

1.7
A

.4

.4

94.6

5.4

100.0

4.4

2.2

1.8

2.6

.t

2.2

1.8

.¿+

A

.4

100.0

87.7

89.9

91.1

94.3

94.7

96.9

98.7

99.1

99.6

100.0

Missing
Total

t0
5

4

6

I

5
,1

ì

I

I

228
IJ

241
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APPENDIX E

Past Experience Correlations

Self RatedActMty Self Rated

Experience Destination

Experience

Activity Experience Pearson Correlation
Index

Sig. (2-tailed)

N
Destination Pearson Correlation
Experience Index

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

.365** .227*

.000 .035

231 8l
.150* .524++

.025 .000

222 84
*x Correlation is significantatthe 0.01 level (2-tailed).
I Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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APPENDIX F

Covariate Correlations

Factor Campground Nights Group size Age Education country shelter
tvpe

Factor I Pearson -.087 .058 .166* .009 -.162* -.036 .087

Immediate Correlation
Sig. (2- .178 .369 .01I .886 .013 .585 .r82
tailed)
N 240 238 237 237 235 236 231

Factor 2 Pearson -.048 .083 .071 .012 -.061 .029 -'001

Gradual Correlation
Sig. (2- .462 .202 .276 .860 .35s .6s8 .981

tailed)
N 240 238 231 237 235 236 237

Factor 3 Pearson -.32J*+ .144+ .228** .027 -.126 -.156* .210**

Economic Conelation
Sig. (2- .000 .027 .000 .618 .054 .011 .001

tailed)
N 238 236 23s 235 234 234 235

*+ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2{ailed).
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APPENDIX G

Analysis of Covariance Results

Denendent Variable: Factor 1

Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean F Sig.

Square

Corrected Model

Group size

Education
Activity Exp
Destination Exp
AE*DE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

18.718 10 I .878 1.985 .036

402.745 | 402.145 425.776 .000

7.199 | 7.199 7.61r .006

4.417 | 4.471 4.733 .031

.542 2 .21r .287 .75r
1.213 2 .60't .&t .528

3.5t4 4 .819 .929 A48
t94.857 206 .946

4708.807 217

2r3.63s 216

a R Squared: .088 (Adjusted R Squared : .044)

Dependent Variable: Factor 2
Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sie.

Corrected Model
Intercept
Activity Exp
Destination Exp
AE*DE
Error
Total
Corrected Total

6.631 8 .829 r.424 .r88
r393.1t4 r 1393.714 2393.687 .000

.568 2 .284 .488 .615

.493 2 .246 .423 .656

s.891 4 r.473 2.529 .M2
124.018 213 .582

343s.r19 222

130.649 221

a R Squared : .051 (Adjusted R Squared : .015)
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Dependent Variable: Factor 3
Source Type III Sum of Scluares df Mean Square Sie.

Corrected Model
Intercept
Campground
Nights
Group size

Country
Shelter
Activity Exp
Destination Exp
AE*DE
Error
Total

Corrected Total

40.010

113.325

5.8s2
.108

5.602

J.OJ+

2.694

1.430

2.646

3.456

161.&1

5305.750

207.711

.000

.000

.009

.720

.010

.039

.074

.428

.209

.393

l3
I

I

I

I

I

I

2

2
A

200

214
213

3.082
173.325

5.852

. r08

5.602

3.634

2.694
.115

t.Jz.5

.864

.838

J.Ot I

206.78r
6.981

.129

6.683

4.335

3.215

.853

r.578

1.031

a R Squared :.193 (AdjustedR Squared :.140)
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APPENDIX H

Frequencies

How manv nights have you been camping during this trip?
Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Missing
Total

.00
1.00

2.00

3.00
4.00
5.00

6.00
7.00
9.00

r 0.00
I 1.00
12.00

Total
System

14.1

46.1

18.3

6.6
4.1
an)- t

2.5
t.2

.8

.8

.4
A-a

99.2
.8

r 00.0

r4.2
46.4
18.4

6.7
4.2
3.8

2.5
l-J

.8

.8
/1

,1

100.0

14.2

60.7

19.r
85.8
90.0
93.1

96.2
97.5

98.3

99.2
99.6

r00.0

34
t1l
44

lo
l0
9

o
3

2

2

I

I

239
2

241

In total, how many nights are you planning to camp during this trip?

Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Missing
Total

1.00

2.00
3.00
4.00
5.00
6.00
7.00

8.00
9.00

10.00

12.00
14.00
1 5.00
20.00
Total

Systern

29.9
24.9
19.9

5.4

+.o
4.1
l.t
2.1

.4

2.5

.4

1.2

-+

.4

97.9
¿-l

100.0

30.5
1< /1

20.3

5.5

4.7
,1 a

| .'l
2.1

A

2.5

-4

l.J
^.+

.+

100.0

30.5
5s.9

to.5

81.8

86.4
90.1
92.4

94.5

94.9
97.5

91.9
99.2
99.6

r 00.0

12

60

48
l3
l1
10

4

I

6

i
J

I

I

236

241
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Shelter type
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Missing
Total

Tent
Tent trailer

Truck camper
Travel trailer
Motorhome

other
truck
Total

Systern

100
)n
20

60

38

I

I

240

I

241

4t.5
8.3

8.3

24.9

15.8

-+

-¿+

99.6

^
r00.0

41.7

8.3

8.3

2s.0

15.8
/1

n

100.0

41.7

50.0

58.3

83.3

99.2

99.6

r00.0

Is this your first time camping?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Missing
Total

yes

no
Total

System

J

zJo
239

2

241

1.2

97.9

99.2

.8

100.0

l-J

98.7

100.0

1.3

100.0

How would you rate your levcl of cxperiencc camping?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percenl

Missing
Total

low
medium

high
Total

System

11

ð)
131

23.)

8
1Al

¿+. o

35.3

)6.ð
96.7

J.J

100.0

,1 1

36.s

s8.8

100.0

4.7

41.2

100.0

Group size

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Missing
Total

1.00

2.00

3.00

4.00

5.00

6.00

7.00

8.00

9.00

10.00

Total
System

2.9
4)7
t2.9
23.1

9.1

2.9

2.1

t.2

.8

98.8

1.2

r00.0

2.9

15.)

13.0

23.9

9.2

2.9

2.1

1.3
,1

.ð

100.0

2.9

46.2

59.2

83.2

92.4

9s.4

97.s

98.7

99.2

100.0

1

103

3l
51

22

7

J

I

2

238
1
J

241
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How many years havc you gone camping?

Frecluency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

.00

1.00

2.00

3.00

4.00

5.00

6.00

7.00

8.00

9.00

10.00

12.00

r3.00
14.00

r5.00
16.00

17.00

18.00

20.00

21.00

22.00

23.00

24.00

25.00

27.00

28.00

29.00

30.00

31.00

32.00

33.00

34.00

35.00

36.00

38.00

39.00

40.00

41.00

43.00

45.00

47.00

48.00

49.00

50.00

Total
Systern

A.r

J.J

.4

.8
/l

7.5
À.+

.+

t.l
.8

.4

2.5

98.3

1.7

100.0

t.1
.8

-l

.4

2.5

100.0

1.3

3.0

5.1

5.9

8.9

l 1.8

t4.3
16.9

18.6

19.4

30.0

30.4

31.2

32.1

40.1

40.9

41.4

42.2

55.3

55.1

56.1

57.0

57.8

oo.z

oo. /

67.5

67.9

17.6

78.5

79.7

80.2

80.6

84.0

84.4

85.2

ð). /
93.2

vJ- I

94.1

95.8

96.6

97.0

97.s

100.0

J

5

2

7

1

o

6

4

2

25

I

2

2

t9
2

I

2

JI

I

I

2

2

20

I

¿

I

¿J

2

J

I

I

8

I

2

I

l8
1

I

4

2

I

I

6

L3J

4

241

11t.J

1.7

2.1

.8

3.0

3.0

¿.)
2.5

1.7

.8

10.5

.+

.8

.8

8.0

.8

-+

.8

13.1

.4

.4

.8

.8

8.4

.4

.8
A

>. t

.8

1.3

.4

5.+

.+

.8

.+

7.6

.+

.4

t.2
1.7

2.1

.8

2.9

2.9

2.5

¿.)
t.7
.8

10.4

.+

.8

.8

1.9

.8
Á

.8

12.9

.4

.4

.ð

.8

8.3
A

.8

^
9.s

.8

1.2

.4

Missing
Total



98

How many ygqrs have you gone camping?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Missing
Total

.00

1.00

2.00

3.00

4.00

5.00

6.00

1.00

8.00

9.00

10.00

12.00

13.00

14.00

15.00

16.00

17.00

18.00

20.00

21.00

22.00

23.00

24.00

25.00

27.00

28.00

29.00

30.00

3 r.00

32.00

33.00

34.00

3s.00

36.00

38.00

39.00

40.00

41.00

43.00

45.00

47.00

48.00

49.00

50.00

Total
System

J

,1

5

2

1

1

6

6

+

¿

25

I

2

¿

19

2

I

2

JI

I

I

2

2

20

I

¿

I

z.J

¿

J

I

I
I
I

2

I

l8
1

I

4
2

I
I

6

zJt
A

241

1.2

1.7

2.1

.8

2.9

2.9

2.5

2.5

t.7
.8

10.4
n

.l

.8

.8

7.9

.8

.4

.8

12.9

^-l

.4

.8

.8

8.3
/1

.8
/l

9.s

.8

1.2

.4

.+

J.J

-+

.8

7.5

.4

.+

1.1

.8
,1

A

2.5

98.3

1.1

r00.0

l.J

t.7
2.1

.8

J.U

J.U

2.5

2.5

1.1

.8

lu-)
A

.8

.8

8.0

.ð

-+

.8

13. I
.4

.4

.8

.8

8.4

.4

.8

.4

9.1

.8
la
l.J

.4
A

J.+

.4

.8

.4

7.6
,1

A

t.7
.8

.+

.4

2.5

r00.0

t-J
J-t,

5.t
5.9

8.9

l l.8
14.3

16.9

18.6

19.4

30.0

30.4

31.2

32.1

40.1

40.9

41.4

42.2

55.3

55.7

56. l
s7-0

st.8
66.2

66.7

61.5

61.9

I t.o
78.5

79.7

80.2

80.6

84.0

84.4

85.2

85.1

93.2

93.7

94.1

9s.8

96.6

97.0

9 t.J
100.0
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On average, how many nights do you stay when you are camping

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
I l^) t.L 1.3

5.9

25.7

48.1

51.4

71.3

71.7

73.8

80.2

81.0

8r.9
89.5

90.7

93.7

94.5

96.6

91.9

98.7

r00.0

II 4.6,33
2.00

3.00

4.00

5.00

5.50

6.00

7.00

8.00

9.00

10.00

12.00

14.00

15.00

20.00

21.00

25.00

30.00

Total
Missing Systern

Total

4t 19.5

53 22.0

22 9.1

33 r3.1
t.+
s 2.1

15 6.2

2.8

1.3

¿+- o

r9.8
11 

^
9.3

13.9
/1

2.1

o.J

.8

.8

/.o
t-J
3.0

.8

2.1

l.J

.8

1.3

100.0

2

18

.8

1.5

3 1.2

1 2.9

2.8
5 2.1
a r^J l-z

2.8
3 l.z

237 98.3

4 t.7
241 100.0

Is this your first time camping at this campground?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

yes

no
Total

System

60.6

3I.J

97.9

2.1

100.0

61.9

38.1

100.0

r46
90

zJo

241

61.9

100.0

Missing
Total

How would you rate your lcvel of experience camping at this campground?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Missing
Total

low
medium

high
Total

System

8.7

13.7

13.7

36.1

63.9

100.0

24.1

31.9

37.9

100.0

24.1

62.1

100.0

2l
JJ

)J

81

t54
241
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How many years have you gone camping at this campground?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

.00

1.00

2.00

3.00

4.00

5.00

6.00

7.00

8.00

9.00

10.00

12.00

14.00

15.00

16.00

17.00

18.00

20.00

25.00

27.00

28.00

30.00

34.00

3s.00

37.00

Total
System

58.5

2.9

6.2

5.4

1.2

.8

2.5

1.2

.4

-4

2.5

.8

.+

.8

1.2
A

.8

t.1
.4

.l

.8

2.9

-+

.4

^.+

94.2

5.8

100.0

o¿. I

.).L

6.6

5.1

1.3

.9

¿.o

1.3
A

.4

¿.o

.9

.+

.9

l.J

A

.9

1.8

.4

.4

.9

J.l

.4

.+
A

100.0

62.1

65.2

7l.8
77.5

18.9

79.7

82.4

83.7

84.1

84.6

81.2

88. I
88.5

89.4

90.1

9t.2
92.r

93.8

94.3

94.1

95.6

98.1

99.1

99.6

100.0

1.41

1

l5

J

2

o

J

I

I

6

2

I

2

J

I

2

4

I

I

2

1

I

Missing
Total

I

I

227

t4
a/ll

On averase. how manv times per year do you go camping at this campground?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Missing
Total

.00

1.00

2.00

3.00

4.00

s.00

6.00

Total
Systetn

58.5

29.9

2.9

.8

.8
A

A

93.8

6.2

100.0

62.4

3r.9
3.1

.9

.9
À

r00.0

62.4

94.2

97.3

98.2

99.1

99.6

100.0

141

72

1

2

¿

I

I

226

241
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On average, how many nights do you usually stay when you are camping at this campground?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

.00

1.00

2.00

3.00

4.00

5.00

6.00

7.00

8.00

10.00

14.00

20.00

21.00

33.00

Total
System

141

u
l9
l9
l0
5

+

6

I

4
I

I

I

228
13

1Al

58.5

4.6

7.9

7.9

4.1

2.1

1.7

2.5

2.1

1.1

..+

.4

.4

94.6

5.4

100.0

61.8

4.8

8.3

8.3

+.+

2.2

1.8

¿.o
,1

2.2

1.8

.+

.+

100.0

61.8

66.7

1s.0

83.3

87.7

89.9

91.7

94.3

94.7

96.9

98.7

99.1

99.6

100.0

Missing
Total

Water likely impact

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely likely decrease

cluite likely decrease

slightly likely decrease

no impact
slightly likely increase

quite likely increase

extremely likely increase

Total
SYstem

5

19

57

139

12

1

I

240
I

24r

2.1

1.9

23.7

51.7

5.0

2.9
4

99.6
n

100.0

2.1

7.9

23.8

57.9

5.0

2.9

.l

100.0

2.1

10.0

33.8

vt.t
vo. I

99.6

r00.0

Missing
Total

Crowd likelv impact

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely likely decrease

quite likely decrease

slightly likely decrease

no impact
slightly likely increase

quite likely increase

extremely likely increase

Total
SYstem

4

8

l9
7l
82

38

8

230
l1

aAl
Lal

t.7
J.J

1.9

29.5

34.0

It.ð
J.J

95.4

4.6

100.0

1.7

3.5

8.3

30.9

35.7

16.5

3.5

100.0

1.7

5.2

13.5

44.3

80.0

96.s

r00.0

Missing
Total
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Noise likelv impact
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely likely decrease

quite likely decrease

slightly likely decrease

no impact

slightly likely increase

quite likely increase

extremely likely increase

Total
System

1

18

20

93

OJ
.A

t4
¿JY

¿

241

2.9

1.5

8.3

38.6

26.1

10.0

5.8

99.2

.8

r00.0

2.9

7.5

8.4

38.9

26.4

10.0

5.9

100.0

2.9

10.5

18.8

57.7

84.1

94.1

100.0

Missing
Total

Waste likelv impact
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extrernely likely decrease

quite likely decrease

sl ightly likely decrease

no impact
slightly likely increase

quite likely increase

extremely likely increase

Total
SYstem

1

20

22

47

r0l

a

¿J>

2

241

2.9

8.3

9.1

19.5

41.9

tJ-t

3.7

99.2

.8

100.0

2.9

8.4

9.2

19.7

42.3

13.8

3.8

r00.0

2.9

I r.3

20.5

40.2

82.4

96.2

100.0

Missing
Total

Economv likelv impact
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely likely decrease

quite likely decrease

slightly likely decrease

no impact
slightly likely increase

quite likely increase

extremely likely increase

Total
SYstem

J

6

8

47

103

49

20

236

241

1.2

2.5

J.J

19.5
,11 '7

20.3

8.3

97.9

2.1

100.0

1.3

2.5

J.+

t9.9
43.6

20.8

8.5

100.0

1a
l.J

3.8

7.2

21.r

70.8

91.5

100.0

Missing
Total

Wildlife likely impact
Freouencv Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely likely decrease

quite Iikely decrease

slightly likely decrease

no impact
slightly Iikely increase

quite likely increase

extremely likely increase

Total
System

11

zo
o¿

102

26

7

2

236

141

4.6

10.8

25.1

+z.J

10.8

2.9

.8

97.9

2.1

100.0

4.7

11.0

LO-3

+) -¿

l1.0
3.0

.8

r00.0

+-t
15.7

41.9

85.2

96.2

99.2

r00.0

Missing
Total
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Traffic likelv imoact

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely likely decrease

quite likely decrease

slightly likely decrease

no impact
slightly likely increase

quite likely increase
extremely likely increase

Total
SYstem

2

6

20
,11

109
aÀJ+

25

238
J

241

.8

2.5

8.3

t7.4
45)
t4.l
10.4

98.8

1.2

100.0

.8

2.5

8.4

11.6

45.8

14.3

10.5

r00.0

.8
1ÃJ.+

l l.8
29.4

75.2

89.5

r00.0

Missing
Total

Employment likely impact

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely likely decrease
quite likely decrease

slightly likely decrease

no imPact
slightly likely increase

quite likely increase

extremely likely increase

Total
System

2.8
4 t.7
2.8

86 35.7

92 38.2

37 15.4

13 5.4

236 91.9

) ¿.1

241 100.0

.8

t- t

.8

JO.+

39.0

15.1

5.5

100.0

.8

2.5

3.+

39.8

78.8

94.5

100.0

Missing
Total

Smoke likely impact

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely likely decrease

quite likely decrease

slightly likely decrease

no impact
slightly likely increase

quite likely increase

extremely likely increase

Total
SYstem

12 5.0

l0 4.1

13 5.4

72 29.9

69 28.6

44 18.3

19 1.9

239 99.2

2.8
24r 100.0

5.0

4.2

5.4

30.1

28.9

18.4

7.9

100.0

5.0

9.2

I4.O

44.8

73.6

92.r

100.0

Missing
Total

Roads likely impact

Frequencv Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely I ikely decrease

quite likely decrease

slightly likely decrease

no impact
slightly likely increase

quite likely increase

extremely likely increase

Total
SYstem

1

J

66

94

42

21

238
3

241

2.9

1.2

27.4

39.0

11.4

ð./
2.1

98.8

t.2
r00.0

2.9

t-J
21.7

39.5

11.6

8.8

2.1

r00.0

2.9
A')

31.9

71.4

89. I
91.9

100.0

Missing
Total
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Environment likely impact

Frequencv Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely I ikely decrease

quite likely decrease

sl ightly likely decrease

no impact
slightly likely increase

quite likely increase

extremely likely increase

Total
System

R

20
'7 ll

15

39

t3
8

L)I

+

241

J.J

8.3

30.7

31.1

16.2
</l

.).J

98.3

t.1
100.0

J.+

8.4

31.2

31.6

16.5

5.5

.5.+

100.0

J.+

I 1.8

43.0

74.7

91.1

96.6

100.0

Missing
Total

Vegetation likely impact

Frequencv Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely likely decrease

quite likely decrease

sl ightly likely decrease

no impact
slightly likely increase

quite likely increase

extremely likely increase

Total
System

8

L)

63

l0l
¿o

11

6

238
J

¿41

J.J

9.s

26.r
41.9

10.8

4.6

2.5

98.8

1.2

r00.0

1ÀJ-+

9.1

26.5

42.4

10.9

4.6

2.5

100.0

aÀJ.+

13.0

39.5

81.9

92.9

97.5

r00.0

Missing
Total

Campers' likely impact

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Missing
Total

extremely likely decrease

quite likely decrease
slightly I ikely decrease

no impact
slightly likely increase

quite likely increase

extremely likely increase

Total
System

2

4

t2
150

50

12

1
LJI

4
241

.8

1.7

5.0

62.2

20.7

5.0

2.9

98.3

1.7

100.0

.8

1.7

5.1

63.3

21.1

5.1

3.0

100.0

.8

2.5

7.6

70.9

92.0

97.0

100.0

Water effect on the oark

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid

Missing
Total

A

2.5

12.4

27.0

17.0
'ra /1

14.5

96.3

J- t

100.0

-+

2.6

12.9

28.0

17.7

z3 -J

15.1

100.0

A

3.0

15.9

44.0

61.6

84.9

100.0

extremely negative
quite negative

slightly negative
neutral

slightly positive
quite positive

extremely positive
Total

System

I

6

30

65

4l

35

232

9

241
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Crowd effect on the park

Frequencv Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely negative
quite negative

slightly negative
neutral

slightly positive
quite positive

extremely positive
Total

System

41

82

61
1^

I4
5

3

zJo

5

241

19.5

34.0

25.3

10.0

5.8

2.1

t.2
97.9

2.1

100.0

19.9

34.7

25.8

10.2

5.9

2.1

1.3

100.0

19.9

54.1

80.5

90.7

96.6

98.1

100.0

Missing
Total

Noise effect on the oark
Frequencv Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely negative
quite negative

slightly negative
neutral

slightly positive
quite positive

extremely positive

Total
SYstem

5l
79

62

z)
t5
5

¿

¿.J I

A

141

21.2

32.8

25.7

9.5

o.¿

2.1

.8

98.3

t.1
100.0

21.5

JJ.J

zo.z
9.7

o.J

2.1

.8

100.0

21.5

54.9

81.0

90.7

91.0

99.2

100.0

Missing
Total

Waste effect on the park

Freouencv Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely negative
quite negative

slightly negative
neutral

slightly positive
quite positive

extremely positive

Total
SYstern

&
11

55

16

t7
9

J

235

6

241

26.6

29.5

22.8

6.6

7.1

1.2

97.5

2.5

100.0

27.2

30.2
aaÀL).+

6.8

7-2

3.8

l.J

100.0

21.2

57.4

80.9

81.1

94.9

98.1

100.0

Missing
Total

Economy effect on the park

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely negative
quite negative

slightly negative
neutral

slightly positive
quite positive

extremely positive
Total

System

l0
28

J¿

JO

IJ

47

1l
231

4
241

4.1

1 r.6
13.3

r4.9

30.3

19.5

¿t. o

98.3

1.7

r00.0

A'

I 1.8

13.5

15.2

30.8

19.8

4.6

r00.0

/1 1

16.0

29.5

44.7

15.5

95.4

r00.0

Missing
Total
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Wildlife effect on the park

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely negative
quite negative

slightly negative
neutral

slightly positive
quite positive

extremely positive
Total

System

8
', /1

3Z

38

36

48

50

¿JO

5

24r

J.J

10.0

13.3

15.8

t4.9
19.9

20.1

97.9

2.1

100.0

aÀ3-+

10.2

13.6

16.1

15.3

¿v.)
21.2

100.0

3.4

13.6

27.r
L+J.L

58.5

78.8

100.0

Missing
Total

Traffic effect on the park

Frequencv Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely negative
quite negative

slightly negative
neutral

slightly positive
quite positive

extremely positive
Total

System

60

83

55
1'7

t0
1

5

237

4
241

24.9

34.4

22.8

7.1
/ll

2.9

2.1

98.3

t;l
100.0

25.3

35.0

23.2

7-2
A')

3.0

2.1

100.0

25.3

60.3

83.5

90.7

94.9

97.9

100.0

Missing
Total

Employment effect on the park

Frequencv Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percenl

extremely negative
quite negative

slightly negative
neutral

slightly positive
quite positive

extremely positive
Total

System

8

l3
r9
55

76

53

IJ

237

4

241

J.J

7.9

22.8

31.5

22.0

5.4

98.3

1.7

100.0

3.4

5.5

8.0

23.2

3Z- |
.,,, 

'1

5.5

100.0

3.4

8.9

r6.9

40.1

72.2

94.s

100.0

Missing
Total

Smoke effect on the park

Frequencv Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely negative
quite negative

slightly negative
neutral

slightly positive
quite positive

extremely positive
Total

System

J_t

42

94

53

4

8

2

zJ+

1

241

12.9

17.4

39.0

22.0

1.7

J.J

.8

97.1

2.9

100.0

13.2

17.9

40.2

22.6

3.4

.9

100.0

T J.¿

3r.2
tt.4
94.0

9). I
99.1

100.0

Missing
Total
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Road effect on the park

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely negative
quite negative

slightly negative
neutral

slightly positive
quite positive

extremely positive
Total

System

+
)^
/1',

61

10

35
À+

¿5|)

1^l

1.1

8.3

t7.4
25.3

29.0

t4.5

1.7

97.9

2.1

r00.0

1.7

8.5

17.8

25.8

29.7

14.8

t.7
100.0

1.1

t0.2
28.0

53.8

ðJ-)
98.3

r00.0

Missing
Total

Environment effect on the park

Frequencv Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely negative
quite negative

slightly negative
neutral

slightly positive
quite positive

extremely positive
Total

SYstem

6

15

25

J¿

43

)t)
57

¿)+
1

24\

2.5

o-¿

t0.4
IJ.J

r1.8

23.2

23.1

97.1

2.9

100.0

2.6

o.4

t0.1
13.1

18.4

23.9
't,1,1

100.0

2.6

9.0

19.7

JJ.J

51.1

15.6

I00.0

Missing
Total

Veqetation effect on the park

Freouencv Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely negative
quite negative

slightly negative
nentral

slightly positive
quite positive

extremely positive
Total

System

1

15

30

JJ

35

60

53

L))

8

241

2.9

o.¿

12.4

tJ.t
14.5

24.9

22.0

96.1

J.J

100.0

3.0

6.4

12.9

14.2

15.0

25.8

22.7

100.0

3.0

9.4

z¿-J

36.s

51.5

I I.J

r00.0

Missing
Total

Other Campers effect on the park

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

extremely negative
quite negative

slightly negative
neutral

slightly positive
quite positive

extemely positive
Total

System

¿

I
18

93

55

39

24

232
o

241

.8

7.5

38.6

22.8

to.¿

10.0

96.3

.). I

100.0

.9

7.8

40.1

L3- I

16.8

10.3

100.0

.9

l.J

9.1

49.r

72.8

89.1

100.0

Missing
Total
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Age
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Missing
Total

18-24

25-34

5)J++

4s-64
65+

Total
System

5.8

¿u.5

32.4

34.9

5.4

98.8

t.2
r00.0

5.9

20.6

5¿.ó

35.3

5.5

100.0

s.9

26.5

59.2

94.5

r00.0

l4
49

78

84

IJ

238
J

241

Gender
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Missing
Total

male

female

Total
Systern

ll5
lt2
227

t4
241

A1 1

46.5

94.2

5.8

r00.0

50.1

49.3

100.0

)u. /
r00.0

Countv
Freouencv Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Canada

USA
Germany

Australia
Belgiun
Austria

Switzerland
Netherlands

Israel
Spain

England
Denmark
Holland
France

New Zealand
Total

System

141

42

2l
¿

¿

I

61.0

11.4

8.7

.8

.8

.4

4 t.]
5 2.1

1.4
1A

5 2.1

1.4
2.8
2.8
1.4

237 98.3

4 l;7
241 100.0

62.0

r7.7

8.9

.8

.8

4
11

2.1

A

2.1

.4

.8

.8

.4

100.0

62.0

79;l
88.6

89.5

90.3

90.7

92.4

94.5

94.9

9s.4

97.5

97.9

98.1

99.6

100.0

Missing
Total

Education
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

less than high school
high school grad

some post secondary
some university

University graduate
post-graduate

Total
System

2.8
33 13.7

s3 22.0

l8 7.5

11 29.5

59 24.5

236 91.9

5 2.1

241 100.0

.8

t4.0
22.5

1.6

30.1

25.0

100.0

.8

14.8

J /.J

M.9
75.0

r00.0

Missing
Total
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Income
Frequencv Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Missing
Total

under 15000

rs}æ - 24999

250æ -34999
35000 - 49999

50000 - 74999

1s000 - 99999

100000+

Total
System

ll
6

22

25

49

+o

60

219

22

241

4.O

2.5

9.1

10.4

20.3

19.1

24.9

90.9

9.1

100.0

5.0

2.1

10.0

n.4
11 A

21.0

27.4

100.0

5.0

7.8

17.8

29.2

51.6

12.6

100.0


