ABSTRACT

MELBY, J. D. Intentions, attitude beliefs, social norm beliefs, and
past_behavior relationships based upon perceived environmental and
health factors for participants_involved in_outdoor land-based trail
recreation .in Wisconsin. MS in Community Health Education, 1994,
48pp. (R. Duquette)

Ajzen and Fishbeins’ Theory of Reasoned Action was used to measure
the attitude beliefs, social norm beliefs, and intentions in
predicting the correlates of participation in outdoor land-based trail
recreation based upon perceived environmental and health factors.
Additionally, Ajzen and Fishbeins’ behavioral model was modified to
include self-report past behavior as suggested by Manfredo and
Shelby (1987). A sample of 75 members of the Wisconsin Wildlife
Federation were questioned regarding their intentions to participate
in nonmotorized trail recreation, their attitude beliefs regarding
participation, the influence of important others in making decisions
to participate, and their past behavior in either motorized or
nonmotorized land-based trail recreation. It was found that the
attitude and social norms accurately predicted intentions to
participate in nonmotorized recreation (R = .91). Standardized
regression coefficients demonstrated that intentions were
influenced more by attitudes (r = .92, p < .01) than by the influence
of social references (r = .59, p < .01). The past behavior variable
~also indicated significant correlation to the attitude (r = .29,

p < .05) and social norm (r. = .26, p < .05) components within a
‘modified model. This supports findings by Manfredo and Shelby
(1987) on the validity of self-reported past behavior in studies of

" attitude-behavior relationships. Although significant differences
using the-intention and past behavior variables were found, further
investigations using a. larger sample size are needed. This study
suggests that there are both natural environment and health needs
factors which participants in outdoor trail use consider when
determmmg motorized versus nonmotorlzed uses of land-based trail
recreatlonal sites.
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Introduction

This study looked at human behavior concerning recreational
habits in natural énvironment areas. Thé use of natural environment
areas as recreational sites poses an important social dilemma
regarding what actions humans should or should not perform in these
areas. This dilemma is concerned with how human actions affect
the natural world around them and, conversely, if the results of
these actidns upon the environment affect human heaith. Value
differencesﬁ between right and wrong, wise or unwise, fair or unfair
uses produce d'isiag'rreements over the extent of mankind’s
intervention and fesulting effects. It is considered by many a
challke:ngingrrtrask to try to establish a consensus that balances the
nafuralfVéh;/ir:ck)n‘{fhrent’rs' bréservation: néeds with human users needs.

Increasmg ,huméh:-'popqlati‘on 'andr, declining natural areas for

: reCréétionélﬁ QCtiVities ‘have pléced'greater demands on available

—sntes and thelr specnfned uses. Thus, :t is important to understand
the enwronmental and health perceptlons of md:vnduals related to

ftheir cho;ce of recreatlonal pursunts “This will provide framework

5 ;'da_ta ,for,ed,ucator,srz,relatrlye to mformed’ interaction - planning between




recreational activities aﬁd natural environment area use.

The assessment of recreational use upon wilderness,areas has
been well documented. Research by Stankey and Baden (1977)
indicated the necessity of rationing wilderness use by employiné.
guidelines. Absher and Lee (1978), Shelby and Heberlein (1986), and -
West (1981), among others, have studied factors concerning
determination of optimum recieational and éociological “car'rying: :
capacities” in recreation setting management.

Carrying capacities, as defined by Shelby and Heberlein, are
concerned with “determining the number of users that can be
accommodated to a given areé without Idss in the quality of the
natural environment and/or the visitor experience.” They have alsb o
stated some significant management. difficulties in esta'bli’shrifng ' 8
carrying capacities as noted by Schr»eyerr (1976), Hendee,:St#hkey, &

Lucas (1978), and other researchers.

Schreyer (1976) argued that because people have different = -

wants, there are different carrying'cép'a'cities for différ’erit o

experiences, while Hendee, et al. (1978) found that any use: producesyi

some change, and that it is dlfﬁcult to tell Just how much change is
too much to sustain a natural envaronment areas pleservatlon needs o

Further carrying capamty studles by Cole (1983) emphasnzed rhat



even low amounts of recteational use can impact plant communities.
Cole’s evaluations were based upon his research assessing and
monitoring changes on trail conditions in wilderness areas used by
" recreation participants. |
Gladden’s (1990) research of recreation and wilderness use
looked at environmental values by examining the different belicfs,
attitudes, and Values that determined the preferences of two groups
" that utilized wilderness areas. Specifically he documented the
arguments between motorized and. nonmotorized recreation
partiéipants in the Boundary Waters Canoe Area located in northern
'lr\’llinnesota. His r’esearch followed the active political debate
regarding the designation of the area as a total wilderness and what
forms of recreation would then be suitable within it’s boundaries.
| He found that differences in réSpéctive recreational tastes led
to '¢9nf|i¢ts. VOAn,e uhderlyin'g assumption involved in the conflicts
v wés'thét. mdtorirzed'&/ehicles cau'se'd '{some significant environmental
|mpacts Opponents of motonzed recreatlon also argued that
: ;~trave||ng by motonzed means was mcompatlble with wnlderness
}values Supporters of motornzed recreatlon wanted their rights to
,fcontmue travel as they were - accustomed to and to protect their

feconomic mterests




The policy issue from his research thus becomes the - v

psychological aspect of wilderness as an experience, rather than a

policy of concern for how human actions actually affect the
environment. Each side debated the concept of ‘wilderness’ 'altﬁeegb :
there is no complete agreement on what it is or how to measure“it. :
» Gladden summarized that the arguments that rested on eaéh snde
stemmed from philosophical differences and resulting political |
compromise would be difficult. This study emerged out of this

debate,

The Study

This study was developed to be used as an initial researehffeolrf,
for future investigations utilizingr the guidelines’ frem Ajzr'enrarnd: :
Fishbeins’ (1980) Theory of Reasoned Action.  The prpOse eir;fthris, o
study was to assess whether human behaviOr'toward : bartieieeiioh';iﬁ
recreational activities in natural areas in Wlsconsm IS based upon
perceived environmental and ,health factors. Spemﬂcally, lt Iooked

at the belief and attitude differences between —those;mt_en;dmg'to,

participate in nonmotorized ogtdoor*land‘-basedr,ree'reét'iehial flrtraﬁfirl;ff,
activities, and those not lntendmg to partnmpate

The Theory of Reasoned Actlon focuses on a developed Behavr__

Intention Model. - The model (see Figure 1) specnﬁes that mtentlons
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Normative. beliefs Subjective norm
and motivations to component
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Figure 1. Relations among beliefs, attitude, subjective norm,
intention,. and behavior using the Theory of
Reasoned Action. Ajzen and Fishbein (1980)

to perform a given behavior can be depicted as a linear combination,
or welghted sum, of personal attitudes toward the behavior, and
: subjectlve norm att!tudes toward the behavror According to the

- model 'and theory, intentions are stated as the most reliable

"fpredlctors of actual “behavior, notmg that attltudes affect bhehavior

; "f:only as: meduated by behavnoral mtentlons The model further shows

i
i

. {thatatt:lstude’s ar.g mfluenced by salient beliefs and by the evaluation

6t'>thé§éébeliéfs;,f The sjalien,ti béliefs, ‘evaluation of beliefs,

"attltudmal “omponent and subjectlve norm component are then all

. 1'7co&related to defermme the relatlonshlp strength to intention.




This study using the Theory of Reasoned Action also went
beyond the Ajzen and Fishbein model by including self-reported data
on past behavior. This modification has empirical support in.a '
number of studies. Bentler and Speckart (1979) found that self-
report measures had a direct affect on attitudes, suggesting that
intentions do not mediate altogether the relationship between
attitudes and behavior. They stated subport for the use of the past -
behavior variable as an additional indicator of behavior advan’cﬁing'
beyond the original Ajzen and Fishbein proposal.

Challenges have been made however to self-reported past
behavior measures that question whether self-reports are accu?éte’ e
indicators of actual past behavior. Bagozzi (1—981) used actual pasf,
behavior measures and found no direct attitude-behavior
relationship, thus returning to agreement with Ajzen and Fishbein
that the attitude-behavior effect was mediated by behavioral
intentions.

Manfredo and Shelby (1987) then looked further for
comparative correlations between attitudes and self-reported pést
behavior, and attitudes and actual behavior. They found tlj.ért' |
self-reports were reasonably accurate, but. they prddu’cedrésﬂlts’

different from actual behavior inlatti:tude-behavi,or, ftieSt’s'.;




Self-reports were shown to have effects on attitude and behavioral
intention measures independent of actual behavior. They concluded
that self-reports should be measured, tested, and modeled
separately when examin'ing attitude-behavior relationships to
strengthen the assessment of behavior.
Methods
Procedure
Preliminary survey. A preliminary independent mail sampie
'survey 'ntiiizing open-ended questione was designed and sent to
representatcve individuals mvolved inmotorized. outdoor trail
aCtIVItIES, and to those mvolved in nonmotorlzed activities.
7 Marg,a:zme, 'news!etter, and other ;esources related to the specific
' aoti;)ities were used to gatner, contact names of individuals who
' Wefe invol,ved,inblthese activities. Respondents were asked to state
fcheiio""be]iefs'»Vregarding: participeting in .nonmotorized forms of
ontdoorf trail aciivities in Wisconsin in the next 2 years.
7 The use offoben-ended ‘questions was to ensure that the beliefs

: for',,the,at,tit,ude component,‘ and refere‘nt,groups for'thesubjective

s norm component were sallent for the behavior being examined. The

sahent"behefs were seiected by askmg the respondents to identify

ositive and negative consequences of partncnpatmg |n nonmotonzed :




recreational activities. The specific wording- of the attitude and’
referent group questions instructed respondents to list, in their
opinion, the advantages and disadvantages of participation, and who
would approve or disapprove of their participation. The data
gathered from the preliminary survey was then used in formulating
the final survey questions.
Firal survey. The final survey consisted of 54 questions
including demographic, rating scale, and belief questions that were
measured on a 7 point Likert-type scale. The belief questions
followed the guidelines for Ajzen and Fishbeins’ Intention Model and
were phrased at identical levels of specificity with respectr to
action (participation), target (nonmotorized recreational acfivities),
context (on outdoor land-based trails in- Wisconsin), and t.ime
(within the next 2 years). According to Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975)
stipulations, these 4 factors are cr_itica! tb the model. |
Since the self-reported past behavior variable in the study
was measured sepa’rately from the behavior intention variabie, the
survey contained questions regar_ding past recreational behaVio’r.
By answering question 2 of the survey, 'respondent's stated whetherrr 7
they preferred motorized or nOnmotoriz'éd‘activities. VQLies'tidrnr 3.

asked the respondents to indicate the outdoor trail recreational site -




activities they had participated in. The data from questions 2 and 3
provided a method to categorize and delineate the total sample’s
motorized recreational trail activity respondents from the
nonmotorized respondents.
Final_Survey Sample

The population sampled were members of the Wisconsin
Wildlife Federation. This association was chosen based upon
member involvement in outdoor recreational trail activities in
Wisconsin.. A six page, self-administered, mail-back guestionnaire
was sent to 250 members of the Wisconsin Wildlife Federation
- around Decénﬁber 1, 1993. Due to confidehtiality of mailing list
information, all surveys were sent to the organization and
disfributed by them to the members. Theréfofe, no followup
mailings or reminders were sent to nonrespondents.
' Sub'iec;'ts |
o - The populatiion'sampled shnwed various demographic
,infor'm'at:i‘on. Afnong7the respondents, 93% were male and 7% were
. femaié; ;,Tne average'age was 51 years with ‘the range from 23 to 79
: Syears Eughty three percent stated that they dld participate in

; ,"%outdoor trall recreation whlle 17% sald they d|d not..- Regarding the

"ifsubjects Ievel of enwronmental |ssues concern 1 4% stated




environmental issues were not important, 28% stated they"wére'of
some importance, 7% stated they were of fair importance, 22.5%
stated they were quite important, and 66.2% stated'environmehtal
issues were very important.
Results

The final survey return rate received for this single mailing
was 29% (n = 75). All of the respondents were categorized as. either
intending or not intending to participate in nonmotorized
recreational activities in the future. The delineation for the
intention variable showed a population sample of 91% who intended
to participate, and only 9% who did not intend to participate. Th’is 
showed the majority to be nonmotorized activity participants if -
based upon their intended behavior. Therefore, a very low number
(n = 6) did not intend to participate in nonmotorized recreational
activities.

A large difference was found between that respondénts :
indicated as intended behaVior, and their past behavior. All
respondents were categorized as either nonmotorized or 'mOtbrizéd"

from their indications of self-reported past behavior. The

delineation for the past behavior variable was 63% nonmbtbfizedr Sk

participants, and 37% motorized part‘i(;ipanrt‘s.,
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Clearly, the respondents’ intentions to participate in
nonmotorized outdoor trail recreational activities differed from
their reported past participation in nonmotorized activities. For_
this reasoh, self-reported past behavior was further determined to
have useful value as an additional measurement indicator for
comparison to intention when using the Behavior Intention Model.

Importance of Behavior intention Model Main_Components

The research focus of the relationship between intention,
the attitude component, subjective norm component, and underlying
_beliefs (Ajzen & Fishbéin, 1980) is important. The two major
components of the model can be used to predict intentions of
participation in nonhotorized recreation. The multiple correlation
coefficient between behavioral intention and the attitude toward
participation-and subjective norm was .91 (p < .01) (see Figure 2).
According to the model, the Beta weights of the main
conﬁbohents, attitude and- subjective norms, in a multiple regression
' eduaﬂdh indicate the relative'importanée of these on intentions.
' Analyzing ,éll the subjects together, the éttitudinai component had a
~hjgherrsfahdardizédVregressign :coeffi,cien;c (r = .92, p < .01) than the

subjéctiVVe‘norm (r=.59,p < .,01)'indicatin'g that respondents’

. attitudes toward participation in nonmotorized recreation had more




Behavioral beliefs Personal ‘attitude
and outcome toward ti:@ behavior
evaluations component

kr = .29% wl = —
Past Relative importance of [—.22** > Intention
behavior attitude and subjective R =

r = .26% [norm components B »;% o > o

Normative beliefs \Subjective norm
and motivation to component
comply evaluation

Figure 2. Correlation coefficients of the attitude component
and subjective norm-component to the intention
and past behavior variables.

influence on their intentions than did the influence of referent

groups who are important to them (see Figure 2). Both Beta weights

were high, however, suggesting that the influence of personal

attitudes and the influence of “impdrtant others” are strong factors,  ;7

for intention decisions to participate in nonmotorized recreauon. |
The past behavior variable, based upon what type ofr recreation

respondents had participated in, was analyzed in addition to the

intention variable. The correlations of the personal atutudmal

(r=.29, p <.05), and subjective norm (r =.26, p <.05) components to ;f}i;

the past behavior variable were also significant (see Figure,Z).
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Again, there was greater influence of personal attitudes than the
influencé of “important others” related to past recreational activity
béhavior.

The correlations for the past behavior variable were not,
however, as statistically significant as the personal attitude and
subjective norm components were to intention. [t appeared that, for
the entire sample, respondents’ intentions to 'participate in
nonmotorized recreational activities was of great importance, yet
‘based upon their past behavior, partiéipation in nonmotorized
7 reéreatio’nal activities was not as prominent. |

Differences in Outcome Beliefs and Outcome Evaluations

Since the} Ajzen and Fishbein model specifies a complete view
of both personal attitudinal and normative components, these are
each looked at in greater detail concerning the salient beliefs and
: evrélruation of beliefs for the ‘components.

Intention yariable. The mean outcome belief strength, outcome
~ evaluation, and prodixct scores wéreranalyzed and correlated to the

: peréohalfaftitude combonent for the relationship toward the
:intén’tionivérlrr'iabrlre. The 0uicome strength means and outcome

~evaluation means were multiplied together for a resulting product

: ‘mean. :_T,h:erproddcr:t means of each belief were summed. This sum




and outcome toward the behavior
evaluations component

/R;ve importance of Intention

attitude and subjective
norm components

/Behavioral beliefs |-66** Ipersonal attitude
2

r . I
Normative beliefs Subjective norm
\ and motivations to component
comply evaluation| r =
59*

Figure 3. Correlation coefficients of the salient beliefs,
and evaluations of beliefs for the intention
and past behavior variables.

total was then correlated for the relationship to the intention
variable. For the entire sample, the correlation (r = .66, p < .01)
between the summed products of the outcome strength scores, the
outcome evaluation scores, and the attitudinal component toward
intention to participate was highly significant (see Figure 3).
Table 1 presents the mean outcome strength, outcome
evaluation, and product scores for the intention variable.  There
were highly statistically significant individualr,outcomev strength,
outcome evaluation, and product mean rdi,f:fererices between t:h,os,er

intending to participate in nonmotorized recreational activities and
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Table 1. Mean outcome belief strength, cutcome evaluation, and product scores for
réspondents who do not intend to participate in nonmotorized recreational

» t‘rail activities.and thoSe who intend to participatea,

Non-=Int -

n=1

n=35

: 'Mean outcome strengthb  Mean outcome evaluationc
_ (likely or unlikely)

Intenders

(good orhad) -

Non-int -
n=1

~Intenders
n=35

Product

Means

Non-Int

n=1

Intenders
n=35

- Perceived

Outcome (regarding participation in nonmotorized recreational trail activities)

_ Solitude
Limiting
Fuel Use

Enhance
Exercise:

Share’

‘trails. with

motorized
Share -

(. trails with
- “non-motor

* Share
-trails - with
‘either user
Minimize
trail
impact
" Enjoy
nature
-more- -
-Decrease
trail
, repaxr

7.00
7.00

7.00

7.00

7.00

7.00

7.00

7.00

1001

1.86%*d
1.86%*

1.54%*

'3.40

2.00*%*

3.00

1.49%*

1.31#%*

2’20**'

2.00
6.00

2.00
7.00
5.00
7.00
6.00

2.00

-5:00

1.26
1.46%*

1.31

4.34

1.83%+
3.60
1.31%%
Taar

7123

14.00

42.00

14.00

49.00

35.00

49.00

42.00

14.00

35.00

2.40%*

2.94**

2.26**

17.83

3.77*%*

13.51*e

2.06**

1.60%*

7.09*

i - aTotal N: for both. groups based upon survey results contammg no mlssmg data
: .,bStrength score: Very Likely: 1.0, Likely. 2.0, -Slightly: Likely 3.0, Neither 4.0,

< .- Slightly: Unhkely 5.0, Unllkely 6.0, Very Unlikely 7.0
";CEvaluatuon st:ore Very: Good 1.0, Good 2:0, Slightly- Good 3.0, Nelther 4.0,

- ~Slightly Bad 5.0, Bad 6.0, Very bad 7.0- - .
‘ ;,d**MANOVA tests ‘showed mean scores statistically different at the .01 level

,;:i,e*MANOVA tests showed mean scores stat:stlcally dlfferent at the 05 leve!
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those not intending to participate. Due to the low number (n = 1) of s
nonintention responses however, comparisons'of' means for the
outcome strengths, outcome evaluatidns, and products Was
impractical.

It was noted that those indicating intention (n = 35) to
participate in nonmotorized activities showed outcome strengths as
more likely, and outcome evaluations as good, except for the sharing
trails with motorized participants factor, and the sharing trails
with either type of participant factor. For these 2 factors,
intenders indicated the outcome strength less likely, and the
outcome evaluation less good as compared to the other outcome
factors. The product means for these two factors also reflected
this indication.

Past_behavior variable. For the attitudinal componeht, the

correlation between the summed products of outcome strength
scores, outcome evaluation scores, and the past behavior variable
showed no overall siQniﬁcance (see Figufe 3);

Table 2 presents the mean outcome strength, outcorﬁe
evaluation, and product scores for the pést bérhav,iorr variabl§.~_ ,Fkor",
the individual outcome strength means, thﬁe'rérr were statlstlcally

significant mean differences shown for the Véhar‘i'ng f,"-r,ai,l,S'Wi‘t_h:' A
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Table'2.  Mean outcome belief strength, outcome evaluation, and product scores for
respondents who self-reported past participation in motorized recreational
trail activities, and those who self-reported past participation in
nonmotorized trail‘activitiesa,

Mean outcome strengthb - Mean cutcome evaluationc  Product

(likely or unlikely) (good or bad) Means
. Motor - Non-Motor Motor  Non-Motor Motor  Non-M
: n=13 n=23 n=13 n=23 n=13 n=23

: Perceived
Outcome . (regarding participation in nonmotorized recreational trail activities)

Solitude 1.92 2.26 1.39 1.26 3.23 2.78
“Limiting : ,
Fuel Use 2.15 1.87 - 2.00 1.44 6.31 2.78

, iEhhance 7
- Exercise 2.08 1.48 1.54 1.22 3.69  1.96

Share
trails- with ™ :
motorized 2,46 . 4.17*d 3.39 . 5.09* 11.08 23.70*
" Share -
7 trails s with. o
,nQn-'motor : Z.QO 2.09 1.85 2.17 5.15 4.52
Share:
- trails with :
githef : 2.00 3.78* 2.31 4.61%%e 6.69 19.57*%
Minimize
S trail ) :
. 'ir_h’pact—r - 2.08 1.44 1.54 1.48 5.00 2.35

. Enjoy.
"nature : :
_o‘more 177 1.30 : 1.15 - t1.22 2.46 1.74
: ';Decrease :
T trail e , : :
: srepalr »'j,,-'1'2.785 - 2.26 - 2.54 2.48, 10.85 8.22

aTotaI N. for both’ groups based upon survey resu!ts contammg no mlssmg data.
antrength score Very Likely: 1.0, Likely 2.0, Slightly- Likely- 3.0, Neither 4.0,
- Slightly Unlnkely 5.0, Unlikely 6.0; Very Unlikely 7.0

ore: - Very Good:1.0, Good 2.0, Slightly Good 3. 0 ‘Neither 4. 0,

- Slightly- Bad 5.0, Bad 6.0, Very bad 7.0’

tests showed mean scores statlsucally dnfferent at the .05 level

MANOVA tests showed mea scores stattstucall lfferent at the 01 level




motorized participants factor (mean diffejrence'=_1.71, p < 05), arid
the sharing trails with either type of user factor (mean differenpe ad
1.78, p < .05). Generally, nonmotorized participants- felt it wouidibe
slightly more likely there would be positive consequences to |
participating in nonmotorized recreation activities. Nonmotorized
participants however felt it more unlikely that there would vbe
positive consequences for the following factors; solitude, sharing
trails with motorized users, sharing trails with other nonmotorized
users, and sharing trails with either type of user.

Concerning the individual outcome ei/éluation factors, ther:'er
were statistically significant mean differénc;es for the sharing
trails with motorized users factor (rinean difference = 1.70, P'<~'05')i
and the sharing trails with. either type of user factor (mean
difference = 2.30, p < .01). Nonmotorizedparticipants genetally
believed that the results to participating in nonmotoriied recfeation' k
activities were good except for these two factors. |

The product means for these two factors also displayed
statistically significant mean differences :b_e‘t'\iveen mototized fand
iionmotorized participants. Siiaring trails ewitiif piotprized useré o
indicated a mean difference of 12.62'(p<.054),and‘sharingtr'éilsj '

with either type of user a mean differenceof 1 2.88 (p < 05,
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Differences in Normative Beliefs and Motivation to Comply

_Intention variable. Using the same formula as the attitudinal
component, the normative beliefs and motivation to comply means
were multiplied together for a resulting product mean. The product
means of each belief were summed. This sum total was then
correlated to the subjective norm component for the relationship
toward the intention variable. For the intention variable, the
correlation (r = .59, p < .05) between the summed products of the
normative ‘belief scores, ".trhe motivation. to comply scores, and the
reubje‘ctive norm component was rstat:isti,carlly significant (see Figure
: 3):rvThere was however, no statistical analysis able to be performed
for the individual ‘referent normative -beliefs, motivation to comply,
and product, means. This was again due to the small sampie size and

- missing- data.

"'East beﬁ'avior,varjable. Although'kthe total number of
'respdnses for theireferent questions was very low, analysis was
: performed for the normatuve beliefs, motlvatlon to comply, and
fproduct means for the past behawor vanable Table 3 shows the
"mean normatlve behef motlvatlon to comply, a"ld product scores for

:i"th' 'pas behavxor vanable There was no sta istlcally,sugmﬂcant

Clatto' between the summed products of normatlve behef




Table 3. Mean normative belief, motivation to comply, -and product scores for
respondents who self-reported past participation in motorized
recreational trail activities, and those who self-reported past
participation in nonmotorized recreational trail activities2

Mean normative Mean motivation to Product

belief scoreb comply scorec Means

(Supportive or (Likelihood.to

nonsupportive) comply) 7

Motorized Non-M Moterized . Non-M Motorized Non-M

n==6 n=7 n==6 n=7 n="56 n=7
Referent B
Group (regarding participation in nonmotorized recreational trail activities)
Parents, )
family 1.33 1.71 1.50 3.00 2.17 4.71
Environ-
mentalists 2.00 2.14 2.00 3.14 5.00 6.43
Friends "1.33 1.86 1.67 3.14 2.67 5.29
DNR 1.67 2.57 1.67 3.00 3.67 7.86
Bikers 2.17 2.14 217 3.00 - 5.67 - 6.29
Skiers 1.83  2.00 2.33 3.00 - 533 5.29
Health o ' S
groups 1.50 2.29 233 .- 371 4.33 ~8.57
Businesses  1.67  1.71 200 357 3.83  5.43
Munters 217 1.86 217 2.86 617 471
Snow- » : : : .
mobilers 2.33 4.00 2.33°  4.00 6.67 1814
ATV riders  3.00 4.00 2.83  4.00° 11.00 - ‘1;3'7—.71411?
Horseback - ‘ R T RN
riders 2.33 3.43 283 400 . 917 - 1671
Nearby L LTI e
landowners - 2.00 2.86 72.00,‘7_ 7 ‘2_.'29 e 7'7757.’00’ L8000

aTotal N for.both groups based upon survey results contammg no: m:ssmg data o
bNormative Belief-score; Very-Supportive 1, Supportlv Sllghtly Supportuve 3
. Neither 4, Slightly Non- Supportwe 5, Non= ?*Very Non—Supportwe 7
Motivation to Comply score: Very Likely 1, Likely:
: Slightly Unhkely 5, Unllkely 6 Very Unhkely 7
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scores, motivation to comply scores, and the past behavior variable
(see Figure 3).

There were no statistically significant mean differences
between motorized and nonmotorized pérticipants for the individual
normative beliefs. In general, the motorized responders showed
slightly more support from the referent groups listed to participate
in nonmotorized recreational activities than the nonmotorized
participants. There were also no statistically significant mean
differences for the motivation to comply evaluations. Motorized
responses were noted as slightly more motivated to comply with the
‘referent groups than the nonmotorized respohses.

The productfmeans concurréd with the normative belief and
motivation -to comply;means in displaying no significant differences.
Nc')n’motorizedr bérticipants,generally,'indibatéd more support and
greater_mdtii/ation to comply from the referents with the exception

, o"f'th"e hﬁnte}*s" réferent 'Nonmotorized participants were noted to
have greater support from this referent to. partlcmate in
'ginonmotonzed recreatlon |
L Dlécusseon :

Thls study was de5|gned to use AJZEh and Fishbeins’ Theory of

iReasonedAcnon |n measurmg the attltude behefs, somal norm
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beliefs, and intentions to predict the correlates of participation in
outdoor land-based trail recreation based upon perceived
environmental and health factors. The salient beliefs for the
attitude and subjective norm components are of primary importance
when using the Behavior Intention Model.

The most severe limitation of this study was the response
rate, although those responding, did note some important factors
they consider when defining recreationél trail site use in natural
areas. Most notable were attitude factors concefning who
participants would or would not consider sharing trails with while
participating in their preferred activities.

There were statistically significant differences between
intenders and nonintenders for the individual underiying aftitqde
belief factors evaluated. Due to a very low number of nonintenders
however, comparisons between the groups was impractical. Th'erér
were no statistically significant differenc,esrbétwe‘en intenders: Vahd:

nonintenders for the social norm belief factors.

Modifying the Behavior Intentio’n:’M'odelk by inc!udingr a fpé’st
behavior variable provided some lmportant mformatlon pertammg to 1
support for the use of this addmonal varlable when assessmg

behavior. There were"no statustlcally;,s,tgmflcant 'd:f,fgrrengest
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batween motorized and nonmotorized participants for subjective
norm belief factors, yet differing from the intention variable, there
were a few statistically significant differences between motorized
and nonmotorized participants for the attitude belief factors.

The attitude belief factors considered the outcomes to
participating in nonmotorized recreational activities in wilderness
areas and these outcomes had either environmental or health
implications to the individual. Health implications evaluated by the
individual were either physical or affective. |

Motorized and nonmotorized participants showed statistically
'Significant affective differences when -asked if they would consider
sharing trails. - Nonmotorized participants felt it would be less
likely 'they would share trails with motorized users, or share trails

~with both types, of users, - (This pattern was similarly noted for
~those intending to participate in nonmotorized recreation). The

o indicatidn appears th'at nonmotbrized participants feel a need for

- ;;exclusuve trall use m a defmed settmg which provndes |mportant

x fmformatuon for trall p!anners

@_n_c_lu_s_!o_ne

Although thls study found some sngmflcant dufferences usmg

mtentson nd past behavnor measurements, the number of subjects
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used was low. Additional research using a larger sample size is '
needed. It is also noted that modifications to the theory can further .
enhance the analysis to understanding behavior.

For this study, measuring the intention to participate in
nonmotorized recreation was only partially sufficient in predicting
future behavior. Because the respondents’ intended behavior.
indications differed from their reported past behavior participation,
the past behavior variable demonstrated some influence for
predicting future behavior. Comparisons, therefore«, between
intentions of individuals and their past behavior can strengthen the
use of the mpdel. This finding adds support to Manfredo and Shelby '
(1987) who recommended using self-reported past behavior when
examining attitude-behavior relationships.

Finally, this study provides additional information to the
research of Gladden (1990) who noted éome of the changes: humarj_s
are making in their attitudesrand beliefs toWard the~natu,rra’t WOerd,
Changes in behavior regarding con'sideréﬁon of 'en'vironh:iént‘al : ', .
guality needs and human recreational- needs are cruc1a| so that the

balance between them may be better understood
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DESCRIPTION OF THE BEHAVIOR INTENTION MODEL




Description of Behavior Intention Model

The behavior intention model, developed by Fishbein, is
designed for the prediction of behavioral -intentions, not for the
direct prediction of behavior. As reported by Page and Cole (1985),
although the model is concerned primarily with the prediction of
behavioral intentions, it has usefulness in understanding behavior
because of the relationship between'intentibns and the actual
behavior. According to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), the greatest
asset of the model is that it is simple to understand. The purpose of
the model is to predict the intention to perform a particuiaf
behavior in a given situation. Within the conceptual fr‘améwork,of
the theory, a person’s specific behavior (B) is a functiron' of hIS or
her intention (Bl) to perform the behavior. Behavioral inte;ntio'n (B
is expected to account for most of the'behavior (B) Variancé.: |
Therefore, theoretically if a researcher can predict Bl B,cran‘railsb_bé :
predicted with only a slight deViation.,,rStrOng relétio’nsﬁipé betwéenr
Bl and B can only be obtained if the Bl_istappropriatefdr‘the !

particular behavior under study. ~Additionally, the 'Vle:'srs 'fs'peéi_fri'(r:l the
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behavioral intention (BI) or the longer the time span between the
statement of intention and the actual behavioral performance, the
lower the correlation will fend to be between Bl and B.

According to the model, behavioral intentions (Bl) are
determined by the combination of two major factors: the attitude
toward performing the behavior (Ag) and the subjective norm (SN).
The main equation of the theory is represented as follows:

B = Bl = (Ag)w1 + (SN)wz; |
where:

B = the behavior

Bl

the behavior intention
Ag= attitudé to\rivardi the behavi'or |
SN=the subj:ercftrir\'/e: norm
Wi ) empirically determined weight for the attitudinal
compqﬁéh’t (A8
wz= empirically f"dét';'erm'ined' w‘eligh_;t for the subjective norm
i n
7 Théréfére,b‘e;rrrlarviro"rél;ivhtlention'(BI),iwhich is defined as the

probablhty that a person W||| engage in the partlcu|ar behavuor, is a

- functlon of the welghted sum of the two vanables AB and SN
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The attitude toward the behavior (Ag) is a function of two
subcomponents beliefs about the outcomes (b;) and the evaluation of

those outcomes (g;). This is represented in the following manner:

n
Ag= ) biej;
i=1
where:
b = the belief that performing B will lead to outcome i
e = the evaluation of outcome i

n = the number of beliefs a person fnaintaih‘s about performing
behavior B B
More simply, the attitude toward a behavior (Ag) is the s,um' o’f'the Sl
products of beliefs (b;) weighted by thelr respectlve evaluatlons (e)- .
The subjective norm (SN) is concerned W|th the mﬂuence of
the social environment on behavior. More-specuﬁcally, |t' is a
person’s: perception that most people who are |mportant to h|m or :

her think he or she should or should not perform a specific behawor

The subjective norm (SN) is determmed by two factors normatlve [

beliefs (nb;), which are percelved expectahons of specmc referent

groups or individuals, and an mdnwdual s motlvatlon to comply (mci)

wuth these expectatlons The formulat
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n
SN = z nbimg;;
=1
where:
nb; = the normative belief

mci= the motivation to comply with referent i

n

It

the number of relevant referents

Thus, the sum of the products of normative beliefs (nb;) weighted by
a motivation to comply (mc;) represent the subjective norm (SN).
The empirical weights (wj and w) in equation 1 are

_ determined through multiple regression analysis. The attitudinal
and rsubjective nerm. components are giveh empirical weights in the
erquation,' proportional —td their relative importance in the prediction
of EehaViOral inténtions., Empirical weights will- vary depending
up§h the type of’b‘ehavior' that is being predicted and the conditions
un'dervwhilch Vt'rhe' b,e'ﬁjavior is to be perf_ofmed. Since the Fishbein
mrbdel' utirli'zés:mmtible regressionvtechnidues, standardized
regressmn coefﬁments serve ‘as empmcal wenghts for the

"ﬁ:rattltudmal (AB) and subjectnve norm (SN) components The

f}attttudmal (Ag) and subjectlve norm (SN) components are th(—\ two

0 preq;t. ors and the behavsora| mtentlon (Bl) is the criterion variable.
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Additional Methods and-Procedures

Preliminary survey selection of subjects

The selection of persons to respond to the preliminary
questions was based upon involvement in the specified recreational
activities either as an individual or as a member of an organization.
Publications by representative organizations of either motorized |
(i.e., snowmobiling, off-road vehicle, etc.) or nonmotorized
(i.e., cross-country skiing, hiking, etc.) recreatiohal activities were
obtained and used as information.

The publications contained names of individuals to contact

regarding specific information on meetings, conventions, races, and -

other activities. These individuals were then called by telephone to
ask if they would be interested in dlstrlbutmg a specnﬁed number 7

(12 or less) of surveys to other persons aléo involved in the targét ,

activities. If these contact people agreed, "co'pie‘s"of the'pféliniiﬁaty';

survey along with a letter of explanatlon of the study and dlrectlons'

for completing the survey were sent. Fo!lowup to the contact person

was then accompllshed via. telephone and mail. '
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The effect of using this method resulted in persons involved in
a particular recreational activity answering the preliminary
questionnaire, and then returning the self-addressed, postage paid
responses back to the researcher.

Another method of procuring preliminary questionnaire
responses was by noting Department of Natural Resources
educational classes or courses scheduled statewide. Newspapers
list these events making the information publicly available. Again,
contact persons were called by telephone and with permission, the
researcher would be allowed to attend a class on one occasion to
briefly explain why the information was needed and to solicit
responses to the survey. Respondents then would mail them to the
researcher after completmg the survey. Both methods demonstrated
moderate to good success. See Appendix C for a copy of the
prehmmary ,sur,vey—.

Fmal survey selectmn _of subjects

Followmg the: prellmmary survey. completlon the final survey

‘vyasr formed »Qtthlng resulte from the. prehmmary question -

'}resp'onSes : Thfe‘ determi'nétion of subjects to,'b'e used for the study

o fwas based upon the fo!!owmg consnderatlons mvolvement in either

'fmotorlzed or nonmotonzed outdoor Iand based trau recreation
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activities, and assumed basic knowledge of environmental and/or
health issues in regards to either participation or nonpartircipéti'cm
in those activities.

In order that these considerations were met, research of a
particular organization was then conducted by contacting a leading
representative. [t was important that the organization’s members
represent both motorized and nonmotorized activity involvement.
When it was determined by the representative:and the researcher
that members were involved in both types of activities, permission
to survey the subjects' was then obtaihed; |

For this study, permission was granted to gather data via
mailed responses. To insure the mailing list confidentiality of this
particular organization, all the surveys to bé ,;:orhpleted by the
subjects were sent by the reséarcher to —thé‘organization whoi then |
mailed them as part of a regular ;:'orrrespénden{:e' to its. mémb'eirs.f‘ e

The distributed survey included specific written iﬁstruvctiréhs
for the subjects to follow while completing it; a brief explan"ratirbir’i, ‘
of the survey’s purpose, and directions fégrajrdin’g returnlnglttothe

researcher. See Appendix D for a copy offthg fihalfsu'rve'y.'




APPENDIX C

PRELIMINARY SURVEY




38

RESEARCH STUDY:
Outdoor recreational activity choices related to. -the envnronment. i

The following short questionnaire is part of a research study bemg conducted at the
University of Wisconsin - La Crosse. :
Information has indicated that there are two groups of outd00r trail recreation :
individuals: those who prefer “nonmotorized” forms of cutdoor trail recreation (X-C.
skiing, hiking, snowshoeing, etc.) and those who prefer_“motorized” forms of outgoo
trail recreation (snowmobiling, ATVS, motorcycling; etc.).

This survey is to determine your thoughts regarding parncxpatxon and/or . s
nonparticipation in any of these specified - outdoor-land-based activities. . -
Please amnswer. each question carefully based upon  what- you feel -and/or

actually do. Thank you for your time i assisting with this research. Your answers—;

wiil be held in strict confidence and youy name anonymous

1. Please list any types of outdoor trail activities you participate in (motorized or
nonmotorized):

Note: For the following questions, the term “nonmotorized” was randomly
selected. Please answer each as if nonmotorized were the primary choice for
recreation participation. .

2. In you:i opinion, what are advantages to participating in nonmotorized forms of -
outdoor trail activities in Wisconsin in the next two years? -

3. In your opinion, what are disadvantages to participating-in nonmotorized forms
of outdoor trail activities in Wisconsin in the next two. yearst :

4, What else do you associate with participating in. nonmotorxzed forms of outdoor
trail activities in Wisconsin in the next-two years? f o

OVER
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5, I you participated in nonmotorized forms of outdoor trail activities in Wisconsin
- In:the next two years, are there people or groups who would likely approve of your
o ‘participation? (Pléase give examples)

S i you. participated in nonmotorized forms of outdoor trail activities in Wisconsin
»2in-the next two years, are there people or groups who would likely disapprove of
- your participation? - (Please give examples)

Thank you for your time in assisting with this research study.
Please refold  the -survey, staple and ‘mail to the address listed below.
OPTIONAL: Please. mclude name -and return address.

Do:not Vﬂrlte below this lnng

~ Jeff Melby’
- 632 Silver Lake Drive
* Portage, WI 53901




APPENDIX D
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i Dear Wisconsin Wildlife Federation Member, December 1993

The following survey is part of a research study being conducted at the University of
i* Wisconsin - La Crosse and information gathered from the results will be used by narural

i “resources professionals statewlde. The purpose of the study is to examine personal lifestyle
“ behaviors, attitudes, and beliefs related to recreational activity choice and the epvironment.

~“As a select member of the Wisconsin Wildlife Federation, your response to this recreational

o trali use survey is vital,

E There is fast becoming limited natural resource areas for recreational trail use in

“Wisconsin, Information has indicated that there are two groups of outdoor trail recreation

" partifipants: - those who prefer “nonmotorized” outdoor trail recreation activities (X-C skiing,

“hiking, snowshoeing, étc.) and those who prefer “motorized” outdoor trail recreation activities
(snowmobiling, ATVs, motorcycling, etc.). Whether you assoclate yourself with one or the other

“of these categories or both, please respond to every question by what you feel is a true personal

-‘indication for yourself and what you actually plan to do in the future,

‘Important Note: ‘The term “nonmotorized” was randomly. selected for use in many of the

. rquestions. _This is'NOT an_indication that this study supports one type of recreation over another.
Tt is important that you as a motorized and/or nonmotorized participant answer every question
‘$o.that your ideas regarding recreational trail use in Wisconsin are known, Motorized or

- non-motorized participants not responding in this study may not benefit from the results. -

"’Completior of the survey should only take a few minutes and provides valuable information. You
~will find-upon completion that.return postage is provided to the address on the bottom of the last
“: page. Thank you for your time in completing this survey and hope that you
:respond ' by February 15, 1994.

: ‘Special-thanks to the Wisconsin Wildlife Federation for making this survey possible.

Age _— Sex: M F
1. Do you participate in any type of outdoor land-based trail recreation in Wisconsin?
e Yes No
2.~ Do you prefer motorized or nonmotorized recreational activities? ___Motorized
o __-.Nonmotorized

: 3. Please check any of the followirig you own and/or participate in:

} Outdoor- land-based trail
Own recreational activities which
’ 1 regularly -participate in:

—-..Motorcycle. —.—_Motorcycling
ATV (all-terrain vehicle) - _—_ATV riding
——=ORYV (cff-highway vehicle) __—_OHY riding
. Snowmobile ___Snowmobiling
~__X-C"Skis ‘ ____X-C Skiing
“eHiking equipment __.Hiking.
_._._R_unmng equipment = _.._Trail'Running
~-Snowshoes™ . —.Snowshoeing
© L Mountain Bxke ) _.._Mountain Biking
.. Z_:Touring Bike: - _—_Biking.- -
“Horse (Riding) . Bquestrian -Activities
zoOtherzio ,____‘__ : CLlOther i o o o .

What 1s your favorxte outdoox ]and based trail recreatlon pastime?
g i : (OVER)




S. How do you most prefer to participate in your activity? . ___Alone
) ... With one other person
___With 2 or more others
__..Any.of the above

6. Please check the appropriate response for each of the following factors as to how it mfluences
your participation in your choice of recreational activity:

Not Very  Somewhat Fairly Quite Very
Important Important Important Important Important

Cost of recreation equipment
Increasing tourism to an area
Competition in preferred activity
Fresh air

Abundance of good trails

Low competition/conflicts for land use
Family togetherness

Enjoyment of activity/fun
Participating with others
Courteous trail users

Safety of activity

7. Do you believe environmental issues are an important concern to you?

Not Very Somewhat Fairly Quite - Very
Important Important Important -Important. Important

Please check the appropriate response for each question how you think other people would feel

if you participated in nonmotorized outdoor land-based trail recreation activities on public.
lands in Wisconsin. Would the following people-SUPPORT or NOT SUPPORT your participation in’
the next two years?

Shghtly -Quite Very
Very Quite Slightly -~ Non- Non- Non-
Supportive Supportive Supportive Neither Supportive. Supportive Supportive .

8. Parent(s)/Family
9. Environmentalists
10. Friends

11. State Govt, (DNR)
12, Bikers, bike groups
13. Skiers, ski groups
14. Heaith groups

15. Businesses

16. Hunters

17. Snowmobilers

18. ATV riders

19. Horseback riders
20. Nearby landowners

RERERRRRRRRN
RERRRRREEERE
NERRRRERERRY
NERRRRERERRY
RENEERERRRAN
RENENRERRRRY
SELELEEREE T
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Next, with regards to_participating in nonmotorized outdoot land-based trail recreation
“aetivitles, how LIKELY or UNLIKELY would you be to follow the wishes of the following persons in
“'the next two years?
R Very Quite Slightly Slightly Quite Very
Likely Likely Likely Neither Unlikely Unlikely  Unlikely

- 21.Parent(s)/Family
22, Environmentalists

.~23. Friends

_24, State Govt. (DNR})

=225, Bikérs, bike groups_____
°:26. Skiers, ski groups

.~ 27, Health groups

-.-28. Busiriesses

-*29. Hunters

~-30. Snowinobilers

<31 ATV-riders

32, Horseback riders
33. Nearby landowners ____

HEnS

RERRRED
RERRRRRERRRE

NERRRREERRRRE
NERRERREEREE
NERRERRENRER
RENRRRRNRRRN

- Please':indicate in your opinion, how GOOD or BAD the following-possible benefits or results
: 7‘would be from participating in nonmotorized outdoor land-based trail recreation activities:

Quite - Slightly Slightly  Quite
- Very Good  Good Good Neither Bad Bad Very Bad
34 Experiencing
~'quietness or solitude
-~ while participating in
- ‘nonmotorized trail
< recreation ist o R e . — — —
. Very Good .Good Sl Good = Neither Sl Bad Bad  Very Bad
:35. Consuming little
or no fossil fuel whlle
“participating in
- nonmotorized trail
“iirecreation ist __ o . . . . .
Vo ot . Very Good.. Good: - Sl Good ~Neither Sk Bad Bad Very Bad
»-36: Enhancing fitness- S
- “and exercise while
o participatmg in. e
“ nonmotorized trail
- recreation isi

S } VeryGood Good Sl.Good  Neither SLBad  Bad VeryBad
37, Sharing public =7 : : :
“areas with motorized -
‘ recreation vehicles ..
.-while participating in- 20
,nonmotorlzed trail, -
o ecreatlon is' P

{OVER)




Very Good

38. Sharing public areas
with other nonmotorized
recreation activities while
participating in
nonmotorized trail
recreation is: .

* Very Good
39, Sharing public areas
with either motorized or
nonmotorized recreation
activities while participating
in nonmotorized trail
recreation is: .
Very Good
40, Minimizing
environmental impact
to an area while
participating in
nonmotorized trail
recreation is: .
Very Good
41. Enjoying nature and
wildlife while participating
in nonmotorized trail
recreation is: -
Very Good
42. Decreasing the
maintenance of trails
from participating in
nonmotorized trail
recreation is:

Qitite
Good

Good

Good

Good

Good

Slightly
Good -

Sl Good

Sl. Good

Sl. Good

SI.VGoocl

Neither

Neither

Neither

Neither

Neither

Slightly
Bad

Sl Bad

Sl. Bad

Sl..Bad

Sl. Bad

Quite
‘Bad

Bad

Bad

Bad

Bad

Very Bad;— -

Very Bad -

Very Bad

Very Bad

Very Bad

Please indicate how LIKELY or UNLIKELY the following things are to occur from partié¢ipating in -
nonmotorized outdoor land-based trail recreation activities within the riext two years:

Very
Likely
43. My experiencing
quietness or solitude
while participating in
nonmotorized trail
recreation would be:

44, My consuming little
or no fossil fuels while
participating in
nonmotorized: trail
recreation would be:

Quite
Likely

slightly

Slightly

Likely ~Neither Unlikely

Quite

Very

Unlikely - Unlikely- ,7 :

V-Likely Likely Sh-Likely Neithier Sl-Unlikely Unlikely ~V-Unlikely
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Very Quite  Slightly Slightly Quite Very
. Likely Likely Likely Neither Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely
45, My enhancing my
_fitness and exercise while
“participating -in
“nhotimotorized trail
¢ recreation would be: . o o o . o o
S V-Likely Likely Sl-Likely Neither Sl-Unlikely Unlikely V-Unlikely
46, My sharing public .
jareays with motorized
_recreation:vehicles
while parucipatmg
~in nonmotorized trail
 recreation wotuld be: o L - o . -
- V-Likely Likely Sl-Likéely Neither Si-Unlikely Unlikely V-Unlikely
47, My sharing public
“areas with other
~nonmotorized activities
-while participating in
nonmiotorized trail
I ecreation would be:" . o o . e o o
= V-Likely = Likely Sl-Likely Neither Sl-Unlikely Unlikely V-Unlikely
- 48.‘My sharing public .
‘areas with either
“~ motorized or nonmotorized
“ recreation activities ‘while
“participating.in ]
= nonmotorized trail .
récreation would be: o R o o - . o
S V-Likely Likely Sl-Likely Neither Sl-Unlikely Unlikely V-Unlikely
49, My minimizing the -
“environmental impact
““t0 an area while
“participating.in-
“nonmotorized trail
récreation would.be: L o e o o .
S AR V-Likely - Likely - Sl-Likely. :Neither Sl-Unlikely Unlikely V-Unlikely
*-50. My enjoying” .
- wildlife ‘and nature more
while’ partlc1patlng in
“ nonmotorized trail- -
: 'recreatlon would be e e e - _— .
R L V Lll\ely Likely. Sl-Likely - Neither Sl-Unlikely Unlikely - V-Unlikely
‘.'51 My decreasmg S ' : ‘
“ iraill maintenance by
participatmg in::

“‘nonmotorized trail
-recreation would be:’




Very Quite  Slightly

Slightly  Quite

53. My participating in nonmotorized outdoor land-based trail recreational acfivities in’.
Wisconsin within the next two years is:

Very Quite Slightly Slightly Quite

Very

6

52. 1 intend to participate in nonmotorized outdoor-land-based trail recreational ac'tivi'tries in,
Wisconsin within the next two years: SRS

Very *
Likely Likely Likely Neither Unlikely Unlikely - Unlikely:

Very
Good Idea Goodldea GoodIdea Neither Badidea & Bad Idea ‘Bad'lqeg; 3

Quite Slightly Slightly ~ Quite Very: -
Beneficial  Beneficial Beneﬁcial Neither Harmful - Harmful Harmful
Very Quite Slightly Slightly  Quite

Wise Wise Wise

Very- ‘!
Neither ~ Unwise Unwise = Unwise

54. Most people who are important to me are SUPPORTIVE or NONSUPPORTIVE-of my participation .
in nonmotorized outdoor land-based trail recreational activities in Wisconsin in
the next two years:

Very

Slightly -
Quite

Quite Very
Slightly Non- Non- Non- =
Supportive Supportive Supportive Neither Supportive Supportive Supportive

Thank you for your time in assistinig with this research study. : :
Please recheck that all questions have been answered then refold  the survey,
staple and mail to the ‘address indicated - below.

Jeff Melby

632 Silver Lake Drive
Portage, WI 53901
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The Journal of Environmental Education seeks
unpublished articles on important research; re-
ports on projects, programs, and initiatives; re-
view articles; and critical essays/analyses on is-
sues and policies. The Journal seeks to publish
material that is designed to advance the instruc-
tion, theory, methods, and practice of environ-
mental communication and education. It pub-
lishes articles dealing with environmental edu-
cation at all levels, from primary through col-
lege and adult education. Subject areas include
the sciences, social sciences, and humanities.

Research Articles

A rescarch article can be based 01 erthcr qualita-
tive or quantitative paradigms and must include
the following components: abstract of 100
words, problem statement, review of the rele-
vant literature, description of the research meth-
odology, a report of results, discussion, and
summary. In the summary, where conclusions
are made, they must be supported by appropri-
ate research methodology and documentation.
Recommendations and/or conjecture are -en-
couraged, as long as they are identified as such.

Reports

Reports are sought on projects, programs, and
initiatives that have led or will lead to innovative
advances in the field. Articles should state goals
and objectives, document what was done and the
results, evaluate effectiveness where possible,

and describe the relevance and implications for: 7= -

other practitioners. Anecdotal information: that
illustrates specific points is encouraged.. These
reports should describe what was done without
making unsubstantiated claims. i

: send a diskette with your mmal ma

Essays and Analyses

Critical essays and analyses related to polrcyf"f'
issues, philosophies, or historical perspectlves on
envrronmental education -are invited. 3 :

Reviews

Review articles can'take a variety of form.s, such i
as reviews of educational materials {(books, films, -
videos, software, course degrgns, curricula) or re-.. .

EDUCATION

GUIDELINES FOR AUTHORS

: vrews of réseaich prolect results or developments

““words in length, The Publication Manual of the

“*% " arises the editors cari refer you'to specrf’ c-pages,

m research methodology

The Review Process

Manuscripts -submitted as research artrcles arew S
refereed and will be reviewed by at least two com- .
sulting editors whose expertise is in the field with
which the manuscript deals, Manuscnpts recom-', .
mended for publication will be sent to ourexecu- -~
tive editors, who have the final authority on ac-
ceptance and rejections. Consulting editors may

also suggest revisions; in this case, the manu-.
script will be returned with a copy of the editors’
suggestions. Revised manuscripts will be subject

to a second review. Manuscripts submitted for
other categoriés are subject to a pecr review
process as apprepriate to the nature and content

of the articles.

Manuscript and Submission Instructions

The Journal guidelines require that an article be
clearly written, well organized, and up to 3,500

American Psycholegical Associalion, 3rd edi-

- tion, must be used as a style reference in. the

preparatron of manuscripts. Citations normally -
are presented in & list of references. Explana-

tory notes should be avoided whenever possible.

. Essential notes should be identified with consecui-"

- tive- superscripts-and listed in .a. section entitled

NOTES at the end of the text E

“script to- The Journal of Environmental Ediica- -
tion, Heldref Publications, '1319. Eighteénth:
Street, NW, “Washington, - D :200364802»7

mission. Once the manuscript has been hccepted
- for-publication; authois are strongly raged:
to “submit - the manuscnpt on

copies.of the issue in ‘which’ ther articles': appear )
Keep.a:copy of: your manuscnpt, ifa: quesuon -

paragraphs or hnes for clanf cation: by letter,




