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ABSTRACT

s both sinificance

e
of the unique places they represent, Each naional park s required o evaluate the

1 methods

outcomes of
inTerra Nova

National Park (TNNP), Newfoundland. Data collcted through a questionnaire were used

the park: Canada's nat K system, local

issuesin wical s in TNNP.
more fikely to avail ofthe parks educational programiming than community residents and

that community resident believe the experiences offered in national parks can be found

parks and TNNP, although both audiences demonsirated a generally positive atitude

residents although knowledge ofccological issues was weak among both groups. The

reat bencfit 1 both

Key audi
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OCIAL SCIENCE METHODS TO Vi

OR RESEARCH IN

TERRA NOVA NATIONAL PARK

10 Totroduction

represent.

inthe carly wriings of Aristotl. In ts simplest form. geography s the study of people

and place.

10 this interaction between humans and the environment.

kein €

the outcomes of thei extcmal communications srategy. Social science can assst

 providing valid vay d
- e porks
complement o } mesaging mst b examined.
Parks C pe .
»
imolvement i

Personal Commurication, 2003).



In 1976, Interpretation € i

h obi z ca ites” (Interpretation Canads.

2009, . 1) The role of intepretation s a ool o eduate and elict emotional responses
<o

1993; Dearden

& Rollins, 1993).

messages deivered 1o the park's key audiences? Parks Canada and Terra Nova National

Park e es.and
b
Parks. T National Park, and ccological integrity
science strategy
network within the national park sysiem.
Parks C onal Parks across Canada: this

dimensions study in Terra Nova National Park wil b used 0 est the application and

k seflng,

design. This study evaluates Terra Nova National Park's argets for isior and




Genesis of the study
The Canada National Parks Act sutes that national parks are “dedicated to the people of
Canada for thir benefi, education, and enjoyment” (Ministe of Jusice, 2011, p. 2).

Parks Canada 5 in

educations)

enjoyment.” Inherentin the Act is the emphasis on leaming throu
‘experiences provided within natural and culiural environments. According to Parks

Canada’s (20012) external commy

tions stategy, ngaging Canadians, the more

national park i o, po

da the

more likely they will appreciate these places and support the work required o assure thei

conservation and protection.

Engaging C ud, 20010), enables “Parks Canada to p

by Tocusing

positive impact.” The recent shif within mtional parks 10 emphasise the Engaging

¢ Canada o more

the peop al parks a



Public

o B B
‘communites. The successful implementation of the Engaging Canadians external
mandate of Parks Cs is Parks Canada Agency
through targeted interpreation programming.
ological integrity was documented asthe priority concern for Parks Canada (1994,
G inciples and
Canada National Parks A is defined as. a
is i likely to persist,
y  (Minister of Jusice,
2011,p.1). Ce jecti p i " cial
places without damaging thir intcgriy

The Terra



Nova National Park E: (2000) cearly oulines i

et for vis thrcats o the visitors

2) 80% of

 atleast one.

“Terra Nova National Park level of

park audiences.

Tevels of

pirical findings 1 resl-



world, contemporary problems (Cornell University. 2008). The sim of this ype of sacial

rescatch by examining theory building,theory testing, the interplay of theory and

observation. and the need for descriptive

carch (De Vaus, 1996). Within his emerging.

fieldof social sfentifc study there are many tools available to explore the peaple and
isstes that we stive 10 understand. These tools may be implemented o evaluate both

Social nd biophysical impactsof human activity. According to Dearden and Rollins

(1993),“saciety 1 o §

parks and wikderness proteeton is an iniegral and significant symbol of this change” (p.

2. require g

i Rolins, 1993

Payne & Graham, 1993).

10 2003, Terra Nova National Park embarked on a two part Human Dimensions rescarch

study fihe

implementation of the Engaging Canadians Straegy. Terra Nova National Park

& Bath,

and “This thesis
he researeh, o in 2004, aimed at evaluating the

o Tocal
visitors to Terra Nova Natonal Prk. for this

study were based on the best practices documented inthe 2003 study



12 Geography of Field Arca

Understanding of these issues. paricularly the applicd nature of the rescarch, warranis an

understanding ofthe human and phy sical gcographics of Terra Nova National Park.

Tera Nova Na 42 natonal parks in Canada’s National Park System

fonal Park.is onc:

and the first of three ntional packs established in Newfoundland and Labrador. Each

national park in Canada represents a natural egion of Canada (Figure 1.1). Terra Nova

National Park 1957
Boreal Forest. resultant of Newfoundland'sisolation from other biogeographical aeas, a

Terma Nova

National Park lcs in Eastern Newfoundland st the heartof Bonavisa Bay. The 404

square ilometres now protected by Terra Nova National Park is a glacial landscape.

 the great

shelves of Newfoundland

and pe

evalved by sty rolling hills,rocky iregy sanda

patchwork of bags and forests.
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national

Canada

park (used it permission from Park Canada).
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Figure 1.2
Terna Nowu National Park showing the lecal commnities adjacent 10 the Park within the
d Parks Canada)

The Eastern sland Boreal Forest,as represented by Terra Nova National Park, is

w e unig e

Canada | blach bear,

of Newfoundland eame here afer the glciers etreated about 10, 000 years ago



(Burzynski. 1994 Scot, 2005: and Sommerville, 1997). Flora and f

o nunstak hat were frce

the Wisconsinan. The Iskand's unigueness limits our biodiversity. Many specics that

such as the endangered Newfoundland Marten. In fict, nine of the 14 native mamals in

ada. 2006). Boreal forest

covers seventy percent of Terra Nova National Park, a dominanily coniferous forest of

sproce and fir, inters birch, larch.

and maple.

cover the park

The area now rep “Terra Nova National Park w the

Mariime Archaic Indians 31

(Burzynski, itle, 1997).

bo the

250

200 By 1400 years

ago. 1904



rville, 1997). About 800 years ago the area was occupied by the Recent Indian. &

i of peop Newfoundland

English sctl Beothuk occupicd by the
Park in 1575 but this entire roup of people was extinet by 1329 (Burzynski, 1994).

According to i Kmaw 15005 but

oral y may Canada. 2006).

The Beothuk occupation was sbruptly interruped by the increasing seasonal presence of

» inthe 16" century 17% century. These

carly s s

fall and.

centuris. In the 1800, fishing.logging. and furtrapping prevaled as a livelibood for

Eastport and Clode Sound area (Burzynski, 1994). Inthe early 19005, Newman Sound

wasthe site of 19 family owned sawmill operatons, many of these families sl res

the prester park area. The current location of the Park’s Newman Sound Day-use Area
served at the primary setlement, consisting of over 60 dwellings, bams,sheds, and

cellrs (Parks Canada, 2006). Harvesting of forest resources continued

the park area

up unil k 1957. By that

time almostall white pine in the area had been felled for boatbuikling. Prior toits

blishy i i 3




inhis
protected cosystem that les at their doorseps (G. Stroud, Personal Communication.

2003),

Today there are 12 communitiesthat le within the greater park.

ystem that was

12
s cultural
13
y Parkin 2003
of
TPy Tp—
resources. This firs. iplicability
socialscience
o
- ional parks;and (4)

rescarch objectives

the natonal parks level.



nderstanding with respect o the role of Parks Canada, the rok of Terra Nova National
Park in the National Park System, and key ccological issues in Terra Nova National Park

(e three main themes interprted in Terra Nova National Park) using the.

2003 sy b represcncd by tis hess was
Pk

e J Statcey (Parks Cand, 2001).
The sudy s
i Tema
Nova Natonal Pak. Similr gaps and insccuracis in knowledge wereaso noted by

roud,Personal
¢ o
rescarch. A st
audinces’ understanding of Terr Nova National Park
Nationl




levels of National and Local Park b

14 Thesis Organization
(Chapter One ~ Inroduction — introduces th theory and coneepts that willbe applied and

d

Chapter One

introduces the

“Terra Nova National Park, Newfoundland — the field stady area. Chapter One also



bty al Keys concepts incluing

cologicalintegrty. inerpretaton, and human dimensions.

Chapter Two — L of

methods to park issue: PR ——

Chapler

Terra Nova National

Park and the nationl park system.

Chapter

d Chapter
One. Chapter Three also includes a description of the research population, data

collection instruments, measures, procedures, and data analysis,

Chapter

focusing on the:

results of
‘comparison between visitor and community knowledge. attitudes. and values. Results are

results

highlights the mostrelevant informaion.




Chapte Five — Toward a better understanding of vistor and resident perceprions

presens the results of i

presented in th

irs chapter  illusrating and comparing the know e, values, and
atitudes of epeat visitors and community residents. As n the previous chaptr. results
are presented through a series of ables and figures with the most rlevant information

highlighted by textual statements.

(Chapter S~ Discussion ~the inal chapter intrprets the key findings and discusses the
sl presented in Chapters Four and Five. This chapter also provides a satement of

tions and recommendations for future work in this area. Finally, Chapter Six draws

with respeet 0 the

application of social science methods in the srea of visitor evalustion rescarch,



20 Literature Review
i i butitisan
interdisciplinary best
manage any Bath, 1998).
i social

nena — behaviours,values, experiences, knowledge, and attudes. Human

1998). Winter and

portant.” Community




spectives. Thind i
human.

temporal. and financial resources.

21 Natural value for natural areas

George Hanzog J i ked that

rather, parks exhibit

uique valus in

inistering 10 the human mind and spirt” (Tiklen, 1977). There are

y Values for

environment. is 0 2 s

1997), There

are two b types of environmental values: nstrumental and instrinsic

1994). According to

Rolston's

instrumentally. However, valuing occurs from the viewpaint of a conscious valuer. Only




dependent of human valuing. T
s quite apart
lectual, . it
(Ellor, 1994, p36). Atibutes such as di b conplesity, bes e
ety b ereativity. orz wricacy. cles
alue of nature.

- ive nature it

G ‘anada

betwen 1893 and 1914,

urban fife. The idea of nature s a fimited storchouse was a result ofthe death of
the myth of abundance. The idea of nature as  temple was an atempt 10 alleviate

3

and _



I y wildemess.

A Keller (1989)

outlines valucs applid 1o the valuation of wildlife. Winter and Lockwood (2005) use the
Natural Area Value Scale (NAVS) to measure relative strengths of ndividuals” intrnsic,

non- for natural arcas

this sudy arc adapted from 3 series of 14 identified values and accompanying definitions

presented by Negra and
parerthesis). y
) i od or spi $
being)
for historical P
Z
sl value, for example




express an obligation to respet and protcet other lving things. Finally. nature i a place

where many

in the future.

Netgra and Manning (1997) found that there was a hierarchy of values for parks.

dominated by the traditional values of recreation and sppreciation for natural beauty and

scconded by cton of $
for nature. Furthermore, they discovered that religious or spiritual maters were not

mental well-being. Finally, Negra and Manning suggested tha park management

1 contras, Winer and Lockwood (2005)
found .
n a st that bothsrong
negative i impact
making. 2 and community engagement pro

ly o

‘which respondents lace the greaest importance.



22 Interpretation and transfer of learning in national parks

Interpretarion dealy, inerpreta

s about ey Suceessfil

imterprecaion is ofien about publc el

jons and revelations or “PRR” — provoke:
relate, reveal (Veverka. 1994). Interpretation is a three sep transfr of eaming proces.

Step one s itmay

Siepworis

he audience.

meanings and expose greater applicaion of that information. Experience is fu

comnections between

mans and nature.

Freeman Tilden (1977), the father ofinerpretation. first provided the profession with o

19:

by f i by

rather

Interpreters

are usually patrioic o the s pr

ples ioneered by Tilden (1977):

0 et e o ot sonbow e et it bing dilyed o
1o something within the personaliy or experience of the visitor will

@ Informmion, s mch i vt ke, Ierpretation s evladon busd
informa

@ 1..|mm. mbi whether the materials
el we bblodboncapisn e g e pgmind

(60 el e ko, o,
(5) Interpretation should aim (o present  whole rather than  part, and must
addressitself o the whole man rather than any phase.



(6) Imerpretaton adkdressed 10 children (say up 10 the age of 12) should not be &
o of e prescnaion o sl bt Rl o S
Tobea

‘anada Charer,

= in the TNNP Managemea Plan

n
otriag, o of e s,
@) To communicate messages. e and culure, including natural
md sl proeses phens i breieioy o Jpopid

7o oo people oy g st (pr)
poiiio s acbolhrue o

4 Toufft e beaviont ud s of e bl oy s
matural resources, the presensation of cultural and natural heritage. and the

et o o e nm (uhurnl environment
57 e el i and

i ket o R
bl o e £

Beck and Cable ( piog

Tikden's origi 15 principles

George Hartzog Jr.

We who have spent our ives wrking in and for parks should not expect other

T & poone St kel of k. sates A wior

ojoment s wdersimaing of s prks dos ot come sl 5 most

poiie | The Ay’ o shiasice ookl iyt
frequent visits. (Knudsor

he product, »




w >
parks sysiem. =
y -
sgnificance oftheir histor and their culural surroundings” (Knudsen t al.. 2003.p.§).
Canadian Yorke e job o
peop o the word's st ece e

L when

e e

‘added up,tell what the workd is sbout” (Knudsen er a 2003, p.3). National park

221 Experiential Learning Theory

rexperienced the trembling whispers of the golden

about tin a book, without having ¢
. orsleeping under the desert moon? We can't

aspen, the howling of wolkes in the

p life This isthe basis of

ong-

1983: Gass 1995

Miles. 1991). The first two stepsinthe cycle are experience and rflecton. ltis



describe, discuss, analyze, and understand what they are lcarning (Bacon 1983 Miles.

1987,
for leaming. audiences how
undesirable
valuable and
John

respect 0 interpretation delivery,the most elevant i 10 be made is

that ences, it

spectrum, yet




incentives and reinforce the expectation of the “song and dance.” Dewey siates that

‘satsfaction of personal inteests ™ 1f everything is made playful we distract and over-

stimulate. Parks must carefully package interpretation experiences so that 1

‘and meaningful experiences that engage visitors in he process.

222 The Power of Metaphor

%

A metaghor,ini s defined as a

figure ofspecch that y Z
subiect (Bacon 1983; Gass, 1995). Often this defniton i extended to include parable:

and allgory k e

whieh unconsciously.

e isomorph
between the metamorphic situation and reallife (Bacon, 1983). Metaphors must be

For example. inthe park ‘.

s that of




species needs. Ideally. all lements in the metaphor are symbolically identical to

ehbor
103 groc 1y 10 find food, and s0 on
conducting
inall
preters ry
difficult when the

spealer wants the lstener o lca something new. The abilty 1o learm new strategies by

1995). iehly i, may be aimed st

223 Faciltation

s in which the

Teaming. Gass (1995), an ad

educator, refered to G

programs. Firs,



|
[
|
[

derive ther own personal understanding of the program. This may lead paricipants to

. Enterthe

interpreter who interpretersthe experience on behalf of the participant by informing them

What they have -
diversity i priorexp
The
Debriefing allows the partcipants o “leam through reflection.” The “circle-up”
Any
flec y
information
They may
elland personal insight F Dirccting

visitors before the experience begins or pre-briefing, may g0 beyond logisties and sfety.

Finally, i he

experience. This technique involves framing experiences isomorphically — or

o preter. Deliberate




a atca ence's I reality by discussing the

onnections between the nature experience and everyday lives.

23 Interpretation rescarch

Few parks.

address social science needs (Zarki, 2004). Vander Stoep (2004) has seen a decline and

" noting thatin

1994 the US National Park Service had one social science unit dircted by  part-time

university professor. Zark level,

but desper
" did §
s of inteep s
d benclits of rescarch.
o seement in Canad’ y P
el



0

support of park values™ (p. 9. Payne and Graham (1993) support thi idea and profess the
Payne and
emergence of new ,
of social sciences including geography. recration, and eisure studics
i
other scienc level. Firstly, Zark
dly
K
managers. C i oy to rely on
their own inti vistorsrather
community (Loomis 2002: Zarki 2004),

Former Director of the US National Park Service, George Hartzog Jr sated i

- . " o

(Tilden. 1997). Knudsen e al. (2003) renforce the importance ofinterpretative




processes of management. They also stae that “an organisaion that fil 10 cvaluate

» heir work”™

(Knudsen eral. 2003, p. 367). They a erpretaive

“The National
1990. Exal
necessary. They
. i visitors. L
that on.” Wiles

Knowledge about resource issues but that knowledge is generally insuffcient in

wortcd by Bright e .

atitudes. 1t



Knowledge scores

W aitudes whereas the taditional method did no. Lecming et al

d knowledge. They program

but did not

environmental ssues. Iterestingly. parents of the participating children also

demonsirated more positive attitudes

by many '

merpretation

more study in

24 Exploring social science methodologies

s (used to refer

(used to refer

frameworks. A third mixed method




3

questions. Timiations. and dynamies™ (Bickman & Rog. 1998). With respect 10 choosing

youmast best a $

aailable e

ces” (Bickman & R

1998). It critcalthat the rescarch problem be

clearly defi allstakeholders. y highlight the

¢ most
appropriaicly and frequently used within the contextof evaluation rescarch. The

combination of sl these elements will form the methodology

24,

Evaluative rescarch

e bou

a social intervention” (Riddick & Rusell 1999). The evaluative rescarcher uses a

i (Riddick &

Russell, 199, p ). Evaluative research measures the elfctive

55 of programs, polcy.

or pracice. T 0 or

exploratory (Newnan, 2000).

‘According o Loomis (2002)the implementation of evaluative studiesis ot a widespread

practic. H

emergence of professional associations, ncreased professional development



The growth

2 sraphy issue of the

Joumal of Interpy

wdicals. 130 workshop.

ding: estodies snf cvsk

o0:

Managers, insitutions,

and researchers have noted tha there may be a fear o finding “no signifcant difference”™

oo 8 Tack of

of evaluation, the nature ofth insit W lack o

exaluation studies” (Bitgood. 1996).



evaluative
studies. Despi i i here
(Loomis. 2002).
2002)
from $
research methods (Krathwohi, 1998; Riddick & Russel, 1999)
242 Qualitative, quantitative and mived method frameworks
diat
experience of the eval audience for
procedures (Riddick & Russel, 1999).
What? *
pri pine.

Knowledge™ (Creswell, 2003, p.18). Quanttative rescarchers emphasise the measurement

ool B . y

rescarch design. F e, Hammitt et al. (2001) used




3

a 3 factor

dimensions of wiklemess privacy over an 18-ycar time frame where statcs of privacy

.
. ' d, larl

For example, Kyle and Chick (2002)

‘and behaviour with respect 1 visitor mtivation for repeatvisitation to an apriculursl

faie snd the focus of heir involement

research

collecton asociated with both forms of data. s expar

- (Creswell, 2003, p. 208).

prag




d differr Nastod

(Creswell, 2003, p.

1)  of ealiy

liberally

ofthe research problem (Creswell, 2003).

onc o secks to

@) concurrent

identified for choosing a specifc mixed method strategy (Creswell, 2003):

= Will priority

2 s be intege
Wil n overal theoreical perspective be wsed?
ol cation,education.and resonrce ficds,
For example, .
. evaluate the
the forest stewardshi

statements of NIPF owners. Bath (2004, 2003, 2002) used a mixed method strategy




243 Survey rescarch and ex post fucto desizns

Sunvey sed to identify, deseribe, and

ds.atitudes, beiefs, prefe

5 prevalence of

It

expectations, and self-repored behaviours (Creswell, 2003; Neumman,

2000; Riddick &

Rusell, 1999). Survey designs sample from the rescarch population in a effor 10

eneralse the resuls 10 the entie population (Creswell, 2003; Neuman, 2000). The

design may be beliefs

sef-
. or cross sectonsl
Russll, 1999)
i freaccs, sl belaiowa, hen
Rusel, 1999)
sbocrves, and
hot conditon

(Riddick & Russel, 1999). Survey research is ofien defined n terms of ts approach and

method s of key

Vaus, 1996):

“varigble by case

matrix™ 0 collct data sbout he same variables from muliiple cases
. i s, hower

‘causal infernces by comparing cascs.



* Sunvey

e 3 - o whatis
practiced by survey researchers. Survey research is affected by a pumber of atrbules
resanch

Table 21

by D Vs (1996). 2
sty

survey techmique.

0 st understand the phenomenon being studicd.

Table 2.1
o Vaus, 1996)
Common eriticisms of survey rescarch

* Surveys can not establish causal connections.
* Surveys are incapuble of eeting at meaningful aspects of social action and do not

examine hmlmmwmbﬂ‘ s ard actons occur.
* Suvys stume uman action s deamined by xirl o d nglects o

o i ot mesumble by ey
S0rveys ar o siriced by smces

-q...m,._a.m ol ingab oo B
thoorctcal value. Surveys are oo sttistical and reduce inresting. questions. 10

* Survcy rescarch is itrnsically mamipuliiv. sientisic. and techaistic




While many a

approach, Krosnick (1999, p. 560) suggeststhat “survey rescarc

e with new

the dynamics of social interaction (Krosick. 1999).

Wellman and Fahmy

rescarchiis

particularly within the context of evaluative rescarch. For example. Negra and Manning

programs,

244 Data collection methods

There are many i Data




study. by f and The

There are thr basc survey methods: mail, telephone. and face t face (Czsja & Blai,

1996). " .

technologics, idely

problems sil persist (Cook et a. 2000 Duda & Nobil, 2010;

OLear, 1996),

may incorporatc both open- and closed-ended questions (Riddick & Russell, 1999),

data from a large »

1998,

(Goyder, 1985, Mangione. 1998).




harmed sursey rescarcher’ reputations. raised the public’s suspicions. and contibuted to
increased efvsal rates.” Howerer, the most common ertcism of surveys. paricularly

mil-out questionnaires, s low response rates. Dillman et . (1974) ilustrated that the

mail wiculaly i o

+1989). Furthermore, factors that may

e manipulated to increase response rates (Dillman et af., 1974; Goyder, 1985 Heberlein

& Baumgartner, 1978). According (o Fowler (1998).the design of survey questions is

the most ritcal

response ates. Despi o
respeet
For example, Shaw e al. (1991) used data from the Canada Fitness Survey to explore
Interviews iy accep
used in a variety 2000). According to Neuman

(2000) survey interviewing is a speciaised kind of intersiewing: specifcally, it s  social

relationship involving social roles, norms, and expectations.  Furthermore, “th interview

s short-erm, 0

‘purpose of ne person’s abtaining specific information from the other” (Neuman, 2000,

p274), ful when i i o collect

istorieal information (Creswel

According to Kaplowitz and Hochn (2001

therefore




insight absent < in fact Kaplowitz

“aprobeisa

 (Neuman, 2000, p. 277). 1

Timitations; for example. information s gathered ina designated “place” rather than a

natural field setting.
understanding of

2000).

(Creswell, 2003). I therefors important tha inerviewers have a cle

topics, questions, and i combination strategies (Goyder, 1985). Similar to
cthods ews may be
Lin person or throug! 1 2000; Veal,

wred personal

hr et al. (2003) conducted s

1997). For example.
 project 1

devel i

with environmental reporting in news media.



Focus groups have emerged asa powerfl too i the analysis of public values (Davies.

1999: DiCamillo, 1995). Focus groups may serve a varicty of purposes. For example,

they may forthe desiga of

po peopk & Russel, 1999).

stimulate

(Neuman, 2000; Riddick & Russell 1999;

ewart & Shamdasani, 1998). For example.

Egan et al, "

responses.

and negative (Kaplowitz & Hocha, 2001).

ths of this

method is that
(Riddick & Russell, 1999).  There are however associated problems of dominant group

members, pece-pressure, csalt

Dict

they i i According

intimidated. Howeve

focus group (Davis. 1999; Riddick & Russel, 1999). Recognising that public




instiutions. Smith and MeDorough (2001) used focus groups o evaluate faimess in

natural resource decision making.

howeer,this method

may be particularly useful for evaluating hehaviour since people’sacton is central to any

socialinquiry (Riddick & Russel, 1999). Participant observation involyes studying the

actions of peop ep

howenr,

& Russell, 1999) 1

@ Iy (Veal, 1997), wedto

by another

method.

description s the primary inent of the research (Riddick & Russell, 1999 Veal, 1997).
Furthermore, the quality of the observation can be influenced by the quality of the

investigator (Burch, 1974; Riddick & Russell, 1999). The primary disadvantage of the

bservation technique s the 2000).

P be diffcult for
participants todiscus. For example, Godbey and Blazey (1983) used observation

local park

behaviour.



The Delphi Process. named afer the classical Greek oacle of Delphi, prosides an

opport
(Veal, 1997),
cate s This wehi

sl when sudy

such as the choice of appropriate measures and terminology. For example. Egan ef al

evaluated forest stewardship.

" butthat

the biases o ane method may cancel the biases of another (Creswell, 2003). The term

“forge valid

factors”

when

(Egan crat, 1994, p. 438, This type of

anplicd 1o poorly undersiond phenomen

(Neuman, 2000). The purpose
from multiple data collection methods (Riddick & Russel, 1999).



Triangulation of methods.synonymous with a mixed method strategy. provides “a means

 (Creswell, 2003, p.

15). Egan e al (1994) suggest that the inegration of techniques may provide insights

encrally  singl
Iy bet
The purpose o
framework.
2000). Iy i For example.a
wiangulation of
b " females (Parker e al., 195),

findings.

Chapter Two, Literature Review, has presented the current lterature relevant 1o the

application of
many ways that people value natural and protected areas, ranging from human-centred
Values such as a perceived cconomic benefit o carh-centred values such as protecting

ecological itegrity. Experiences that are tied 10 these fundamental values are likely 0

have a greater i



Furthermore. experiences facilitated through interpretation programming can have a

positive impact on leaming and transfer of knowledge in national parks. In fact, a

positive learning environment, a5 offered through interpretation programs, not only

increases knowledge but also can help foster positve atiudes and insil positive values

Inthis crpretation has the power o ncrea and natural

history s it relaes 1o national parks. Interpretation programs that are carcfuly crafied

within the construet of experiential education and employing deliberate metaphors and

strategic use of faciltation techniques will be able 1o ereate the strongest connetion

s everyday

This review has also identified that rescarch that addresses the social science necds

within national parks has been limited but s needed for both academic and practical

reasons. The uiiliy of
that interpectation cfforts are focusing more and more on influcncing atitudes and

eliciting positive responses in support of park values, - Given the range of alterative

approaches and methads, selection of the appropriate set of methods for this rescarch is
ritical. This will be the foeus of the following section, Chapter Thee, Methodology,

which the




30 Methodology

The best design for any given rescarch problem must consider the strengihs and

weaknesses of various methodalogies. how they have been previously applied. and the.

Chapte Threep
Jogy ive the
iy e
e natonsl
park sysie, (2) Terra Nova National Park's ae
ety within TNNP.
methodology used "
One,i discussion of the
y o analysis
procedures s consideratons o eliaily and valdity
A1 Rescarch design
“This
sty son of al
rscarch

implementation, the design was adapted from Dillman (1978, 2000).



rescarch

The survey

plemented following guidelines provided by Neuman (2000) and Creswell (2003).

residents.

32 Data collection instrument

A

rescarch populations: esidents in commuritis adjacent to Terra Nova National Park and

) park o, with
ity fssues in TNNP A total of

Knowled des,and values, igned i et

§ i s and ‘onverse

and Presser (1986). Most items were closed-ended and easily quantifiable. The survey

d park

managers. »



33 Data collection methods

ocal
communitics 2s direcied by the Engaging Canadians External Communications Strategy
for Parks Camadda (2001). Repeat visitors were defined 10 inclusk park vistors who spent

theast s campgrounds,

o pork seafl. Local

by Parks Canada.

from 2003, Rescarch populations were sudicd using quantitative survey methods (Tablc
.

Table 3.1
Tocal residents Repeatviars
Population Sire 180 (2003 Cenusdot) 952 (2003 Park database)
Data Callection— Mailout 0 75 residents Mailout 10 695 visiors
Instrument Quesionmaie
Sampling Sratesy b s S 03
comm e of

foidahy iy inpd
pork during the year: 185 reminders
0 ramdom addesses

N 154150 make)
B

-~




Repeat visitors were sampled using a systemaic sampling of 2003 park daabases on

repeat visiation

O 185 isitors: oy 4% of vsitors wha received the reminder retumed the survy.

are lower than

150 surveys).

TNAP.

Tema Nova

Ecosysiem.

s shown in Table 3.2. For example, Bumside-StChad’s

represcntation by communi
represcnicd 4.3% of the total research population and represented 2.5% of the final

rescarch sample. yielding a discrepancy of -1.8%. Community residents were

“The refusal rate

of peop i 15%,
mailed to hich yielded
of . Remi 200 residents; 149% of

size o 20 surveys).



Represeatation (74)
Popuation Sample
BumideSLChad's 43 25 T
Charlotitown 61 64 03
Cull'sHarbuour 43 0 33
Eastport 90 16 +21
Glovertown as 0o v12
Happy Adventure ‘2
Port Blandiond I w0 42
Salvage 20 3 ‘os
Sandingham 51 4 07
o 39 20 19
53 59 06
1000 1000

34 Data analysis
AW data analyses were performed using the Statistical Package fo the Social Sciences.

(SPSS 12,0 for Windows). The analysis was divided into two separate sages: univariate

demonsirating the statstcal signifcance of resuls

Chapter 4,




questionnaire.  This strategy was seected to evaluate the understanding of specific park

s national park

system,local per TN, writy issues in

NP, as outlined inthe objectives in Chaper One.

Priorto

coding. e
is accepted. Frequency

hased on large sample sizes the assumpion of normal

each survey ly
deseriptive
. ocal,
" y simply due
05 level of

of Variances was employed to consider

significance. Lever

methods: Principal C¢ dysis (PC

binary
Chapter s,
Iy




Mahalanobis

distance at p < 001 removal

‘Mahalanobis distances were greaterthan 7 for iven degrees of freedom. Specific

outcomes are eported for cach of the rescarch themes in Chapier S

341 Principal Component Analysis

Principal C ysis (PC

themes. According 1o Tabacknick and Fidell (2007), PCA s the solution of choice for

PCAsa

(Tabacknick & Fidell, 2007). Components are thought to reflect underlying processes.

hat i ! peA




increase iterpretability. and iterpretaton of results. According to Tabachnick and

Fidell (2007), 300 cases provide a good sample size for PCA - n this study the total

» 354, A matr that sizable
corelations (interpretable  values > +/- 30) in this case, there were multiple
comelations excecding 30 n the observed correlation matrx. Outliers among variables

were also screened out using the Mahalanobis critrion.

PeA

matrix (Tabacknick & Fidel, 2007). Most of the values in the anti-image correlation

matrix aily A s sampling

partial

ations are small, values of 0.6 and above are required for o e

e PCA. Values

w

rotation was used 1o maximise the variance of compo

loadings by making high

Repeat

residents were ot dichotomised for this analysis.




estimatd. they are ofien more refible than scores on individual obsersed variables

(Tabocknick & Fidell, 2007). Componets are simply aggregates of correlated variables:

h

factors,they are simply empirically associated. Labels applied to derived components are

ordered,
east o
¢ PCA were used in
function

‘analyses for cach park theme.
342 Binary logistc regression
This binary »

variables that may be. cres, dich

ell, 2007). 1. than the other

variables. Therefore,

There may be two outcomes (groups)that may or may not have order. Logi

» case. I this study



oei used primarily

changes by one unit, The co-efficients () are the natural logs of the odd atios. An odds

ratios g

than one indicates a decrease in 0dds (lessthan chance). For example. an odds ratio of

I a 15 b
e ~one” with a one
50 percen. {ndicae 8 20 pe
Goodnessof

model using Wald Statistcs, -2 log likelihoods, Nagelkerke R squared values, Cox and

A1 R squared values, and the Hosmer Lemeshow test

3 Discriminant function analysis

Inthis sy,

opistic egression. Discriminant




& Fidel,

007). iy cway

Inthis case, the
primary
well the
T
ellicients,
component,

There were over
sizes greater than 20 cases are lrge enough to suggest normality of sampling

predictor

variables (6).

Fidell, 2007). SPSS, i protects

necessary. Wilks'

of the main flects and interactions between predicors



40 Understanding of Park Themes by Park Audiences

Chap

. v Park.and (3)

represents the research commissioned by Terra Nova National Park to fuclitate

poorly understond among park audiences.

possible

visitors

(D~ 15.47), ages ranged from 1810 75, The co-eflicient of variaion showed 34%

1013 181085 years. i i 19%

ty e The

difference between the means was significant at (326) = 498, p <01



The gender profiles for communities snd visitors were strikingly diffs

rescarch sample was comprised mostly of males (72%) and only 28% were female as the

compriscd mostly of females (57%), 43% were male. Given the marked difference,

‘sender. The regression was based on th principal compor

hapter 5.

sutisically

resident and not attributable to gender differences.

41 Understanding Canada’s national park system

The fo i ¥

of natnal parks in Canada. Al of the visitors and 989% of residents had beard of Parks

Canada. Canada was

1056, 20 national parks, and

ranged from 110 60. Half (50%) of both groups could idenify the number of ational

100f1 the time of

41 national parks).




@

parks in Canada. Many visitors, 39%, indicated that thee were not enough parks, while

most residents, 0%, were unsure. Very few respondents indicated tha there were 00

many. only 2% of isitors and 3% residents.

Canada. Figure 4.1

able 0 answer the setof true or false questions correctly. For example, 92% of vsitors

deniifed th

s compared to L

fact, 29% of vistors and

chose false. Less than 15% recogniscd that s an incomplete system, not every natural

region is currenily represented by a nationl park. Only 52% of residents and 70% of

aware of the inclusion of i
hile ised tht ’ Visiors
exhibited
330,p< 05) S
spe (1290) = 455, p < 05)
have been privatised ((331) = 332, p < 05).



T
o 3

’ = 1=
significant differences between mean responses at p < 05).

Resporndents were then ssked to mame $ national parks in Canada. Of the visitors, 38%
n%of

Visiors and 15% of esdentsdid ot attempt 10 entify one national pak. Diferences
102) <351, p>72

Table 4.1 shows the most dentified parks by visiors and residents. For cxample. §7% of

parks. = et Jasper. Fundy.




Result of  mew summer ccopal program that parinered with Kejimkuiik National Park and

al e with Terra.
2004, Also, 6% of fed Al Provincial Park
Ontario us a national park

Table 4.1

Comparing the mo,

Viitors Residents "
TN N =
Gros Mome Gros Morme w
Banit Bonit s
Jasper 3 s 3
Fundy 31 Fundy 2
Cape Breton 16 Cape Brton 7
Kejmbujih 15 Algonquin o
Prince Edward lskand 5 Point Pelee 6
Algo 5 Wood Buffalo 5
Glcier 4 or 4
Figure 42 par

of the Parks Canada Agency’s mandate; paricipants were given a seris of rue and false

Parks Canada.

who responded correctly. For example, it not the role of Parks Canada 1o ereate

employment in local communities (although this may be a “by-product” t s not a rol);

only 38% of vi a
Pk

The majority of

‘Canada's true mandate. For example, participanis ecognised that it is Parks Canad's

erity of

f Canada’s natural




eritage. and foster public understanding. apprecation. and enjoyment. Howerer,there:

what

60% ofvisitors and 56 % of residents understood tht national parks are representative of

onc ofthe c

national parks

also poorly Iy 6% o

protection of Ca Parks Canada.

Parks Canada. visitors

showed marginally higher understanding than residents.



Figure 13
L 3
’ -1 I Tests revealed
ignificant diffrences between mean responses at p <05),
nade,
ity res i that i, the rokes which




stighily different order. From the rols e in Figure 4.2

porks

iempuid for future generations 2 critical roles of Parks Canada

Table 42
po by visitors and
residents
Vitors e 3
| Leolopcal mcery 351 Eeolepical meprity )
2 Natonsly significant cxamples 17 2 Nl [
3 Natora e B3 Ui fo fue gencrations 15
4 4 Ntiowally
Figure 4.

witha sries

positiv atitues than residents.



e st s s




Table 4.3

The majority of

respondents, 99%. of

aworthwhil e

(1329) =371, < .05). Most visitors and residents agreed that national parks: provide

faces tha

aduls enjoy. provide opportunities o leam, belong (0 the people of Canada, and

-

than communities (1(326)

< 05: 336) = -6.16, < 0: (335) = -5.66. <
H325) = -3.29,p < 05: (333) =266, p < 05: (332) = 228, p < 05). Visitors and

Canads’s natural

sigificantly more positve responses than communities (1330) = 327, p < 05: 1(329)

330.p<.05)

aresultof

experienced during time spentin the park



Table 4.3

national parks. , whire | - strongl disagree and 3 = sirongly agree
Meam Seore T S
Vs Residens
Positine oy nems
(TR g — i ) FTREF TR
Proscion of naunl srss roqies co- 463 s o
opeaton ol Cnadns.
Wikdmess prsevation s a wordhile goal 461 s WA
Parks Conada i be e 1o prtecs w417 w 0w o
ol e
Nt Pk vl s s ot 408 o 2 osw
bl anwhere
Thee is 3 ned for more Notional Paks in 387 m oA
Canada
il Parks provide pportmites 1o fam 430 a0 08 am
shout st bitory
Nationsl Parks e f laces o chikden 447 s B wre o
M s i €8 son s se 0
s 2 aw W2 o
N i e ety o o 448 an woase
g bl eimen o o 340 s woe m
ot thn proviin campin s
anada s & resposhle guarian of 422 596 0w
Provinces should be allowed 0 ¢ s 202 B W m
it ol park
ol skt b s 0 s ks ot 179 2 W w0
e s i gl s 232 23 E
prtecting e el ensonment
e e more mportan han WG i & 20 o2 o
el prk
‘Newtratsurvy ems
Vistons shoukd be e imvolvel 1 ok 357 = W oar n
plannin
i n moer

Communies shod be more insolved i ik
on making

pEeT——



It terestng o note from Table 4.3 that visitors and residents varied in their oprions.
3 0% of residents
‘agreed that vsitors should be more involed in park planning. while 36% of visitors and
Mol plan
i ourof
05 1334 <647, p<
05 for the later.

than the other in park planning with esidents demonstrating a stronger desire o be
involved than visitors.

ly 67% of
anced

response for residents was significantly low

The

han visiors, (333) = -4.93. p < 05.
Parks €
an wildife n & national
only 48% of visitors and 70% of s

cated that maintaining & healthy

Interstingly.this s
Iy

than vistors, 1291

i higher
71, p < 05. This difference may relat to perceived geographics.




daily operators

ies. Communitis sce themselves as “outliers” of the park

and visitor servicesacti

forfuture generations, 11% of visitors and 32% of residents agrecd tha provinees should

significant ot (328) = 576, < 05. Furthermre. while most people seem o understand

ficanty

333~ 418,p<

05, As moted inthe lierature review. previous o the stablishment of the park, TNNP

v senlhoemlt weed|

berny picking.

proteetion of the area s a ntional park.

of national

0 Canadians.
. pirnal cultial, hespeasic, st fc, cducational.
itude, intllectal, moral, 3 most
National parks.




esthe

and recreation. Residents perceived the national parks to be valued by Canadians

that

residents. The importance ofthis core value of national parks adds

other vistor




- Visitors (Green) va. % Residents (Blue)
Figure 44

Comparing the vatues of national parks tha isitors and residens rask as being the most
mpurtans o Camadans.

Visitors and Residents were lso asked fo iy the mos important valucs of stions!

dents. Table 4.4 shows | value scores for

and residents. Visitors perceived significanty higher importance of ecreational

(1272) = 176, p < 05), therapeutic (327) = 372, p < 05),aestheic ((336) = -231. p

.05, edueationsl (1301

327, p < 05), soliudinal ((324) = 2,41, p < 05) and

intelectual (1(323) = -2.93, < 05) values than esidents. Resi

ol perecived

significantly higher importance of elgious (1318) = 321 p < 05), cconomic (/323

407, p < 05), and resource (1325) = 3,16, p < 05) values than vsitors.



Table 44

wsing a lincar scale from 0 10 13.9 where 0 ~ not valued and 13,9 ~ highly valucd

Vatue Vidtors

Eobance the conomy w25

ey < 05

42 Local perspectives in Terra Nova National Park

of Terra Nova National Park (TNNP). The fist question posed a sries of

and obje
e and alse statements tosee i participants could coreetly idenify the key roles of

Figure 4.5 visitors and

rsand 719% of

residents that identified the statements a true. For example, 47% of i

i is not TNNP »

it common

1 statement




clear » in TNAP. TN

visitors and 73%

ent “TNNP protects the shelered occan environment” as tre. Vistors were less

y 10 comectly

entify this satement as fals:

Visitors and residents cleary identified a number of oles of TNNP. At last 80% of

fontering the

ponds, bogs, TNNP,

diffculty identiying the false statements corrctly. For example, only 20% ofvistors

and 1 TNNP does ot 2

furthermore, only i deni TNNP docs not

proteet the Long Range Mountains

g abruptly from coastal plains. Visitors were

o

“discomnect” between residents and the Park. This may suggest tha interpretation

cqually that

there may be  lack ofinerestinthe park from residents. There was a large number of




ces (47% of isitors, 60% of rsidents). fisheries (48% of visitors and 63

residents), wihe
park (37% of viitors and 48°% of residents). While spin-off cconomic opportunites do

existin the park and adjacent communiics this i ot the role of TNNP. These findings




Figure 45

where -1 = 3
differences beween mean responses at p < 05).



regron of Canata N

mpuortant. This reflccts the tie o the cultural history o the anc as maay residents i the

.
s the Park. Generally. b

reflcctthe s of TNNP within thesystem of natios parks.

Table 45

Compar important roles of TNNP s perceived by
Viitors Communities 3
i ! 5
2 2 1o
3 3 [
4 Eajoyment for Canadians 4w . loker 7
§ o s 7

bl
J Figure




while

mean responses for vistors and residents

P g e o o e

T 16

TNNP s
stromg disagreement and 5 = sromg agreement.




There. i the

effeciveness of park

o manage the natural heriage of TNNP &5 opposed 0 76% of residents, 332)

<05, Similarly, $6% of vi iy
managed by sl significantly higher forvisitos, (333) = <241, p < 05. Most
o ™~

).

percive alack of wikdermess protection, €325) = 307, p <05 and that TNNP is not s



2
L H327) = 202, p < 05. Generall e
L P . 1324)
. p < 05, possiby reflecting the value of tourism and the associated cconomic
benefis to local commitis.
TNNP provide belongs to the
of Canada, "
Significantly
0% 0% of TNNP has
111, p = 27. This was also true regarding the provision of unique.
expericnces: 73% of isitors and 46% of residents greed that TNNP provides
)= -5.86.p< 05

Figure 47 illustrtes the percentage of visitors and focal residents that were able to

comectly identify a seres of general knowledge-based questions on TNNP as tre or
W ‘encra e

false. For example,the majority of visitors and residents understood that TNNP is not
e However,

forest
O TNNP s a healthy ecosystem; only 10% of visitors and 8% of rsidents idenified this




INNP

black egctation.
 TNNP. ol
privascly Finally ™R
resdents S
Knomae mdcaons

T
P, where -

=
differences between mean responses at p < 05)



Vistors were selected based on having visited TNNP. while 97% of residents indicated
that they have isited the park. The mean number of visits 10 TNNP was 3.8 visis for

vistors and 5.3 e

(1302)= 1,147, p > 05). The mean number of days spent in the park for cach vist is 89

7 for residents. I signif 294)

~5320,p <05, Therefore, most isitors isit the park on aserage 310 4 times per year

for: y park an average of 5

yorless. On

ina year.

1 high smong v

erfo residents.

Terra Nova

National Park. For example. 7% of visitors have visted the Visitor Information Centre

‘ascompared 1o 72% of community residents. This trend continues across all programs
With 96% of isiors having attended an evening theatr program, compared 10 only 44%

2% of visi 10 24% ofresidents:

9% of r 3 %ot

sitors have attended  special evens. compared 0 34% of resident.




completes 6 107 imes per year. The average vsitor also atlends evening theatre

The most pop

s visiting the main information cenire once or wice pr year.



Table 47

Mean seore 3G =
e Residents
BD ) EREC
o n 2 s W
6 » R
6 126 wosae w
Specilevents s o WA w
Campie program o as moan w
Vistor Cnte Yy [ 2 s w
e ap 05
43
Ecological inegrit

it the guiding principle for the management o national parks. TNNP actively

» mainaining

ecological intgrity and slso messages spec

10 number of ceologial isues such as

dspeciesatisk. Although e
mainaining 1 is the most important role of TNNP, man respondents had not onee:

heard of B 419% of isitors and 32% ofresidents had heard of he term 1.

B 10 29% of resider ikely

refering



deine 1 5

B 18% of

have a good understanding of

s corectly
‘named one of the key threats o ecological integrity as ullined in the park’s Ecological

" he

ey threats. This suggests tha residents are betie informed on the park's ecological

planming processes and ecosystem mansgement.

Many respondents indicated gencralthrcats such as “humans” or “pollution.” The threats

most identified by visi 1) included: vi humans.

(32%). fie (28%), and introduced species (119%) (Figure 4.9). Only 49% of

Iy 2% identified i in

TNNP. S y indicated the:

impact of moose and squirel introductions.



Figure 49
Visitor percapions of threats 0 the ccolegy of TNNP.

fire (27%),visitors o humans (18%),and poaching 10%) (Figure 4.10). Only 2% of

i i 54 of

i ol that the ccology of

he park i fully however, park

programiming specifcally addresses the ey issues i both in-park and outreach

communicated 1o ther key publics



Figue 410
Resident

of thrcas o the cculogy of TNNP.

Generally, visi "

In particular, there were a couple arcasthat illustrate a lack of larty (Figure 4.11). For

e

ot necessarly estore pre-human contac: colopical conditions. The majoriy of visitors

teprity ly  of park
ity is matintained.

isiors.

significant dfferences herween the means o the wo groups.



T A1
> 3 point scale
where -1 = incorrect response and | = correctrespowse.
lvel of g
INNP. Generaly, Vi i posity
jaure 4.12).

specific statements.
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wikmess il
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marten on both tems at (335) = -4.55. p < 05,

nd 1281) 695202, p < 05.

respectively. Both a

on wildiie in TNNP. The

¢ appeared 1o be a ot of uncerainty or eutralty on many

other isucs. While dih .

on forest cology i y les), 45% of

3

mean score o this item was significant at (321) = 7.66,p < 05. In addition. 60% of

40% of resident, also significant at 330) = 402, p < 05.

2%t

nificant ot 1(330) = 6.89,p < 05. Also, 55% of visitors and 70% of residents believed

e visitors and

8% of visitors

283.p<



he wical issues » risk. human

mpacts, ageing forest., landfills. and water polluion (Table 4.9). Community esidents

— one of
Tandrils, »
Table 49
C P
residents
% Res %
3 i K]
i 3 »
H W 7
5. Waterpolltion s | s s
Chapter Four,
by
instrument there bath
pect 10 he naional park system and TNNP.
Generally, i il
Canada’s ational parks and TNNP were positve
Iy witha few
A sof
™. ¥ eh

. both




again with a few

addressed by

lysis. binary

confirmatory dicr

“The Parks Canada Ag

Park. and ecological

inegrity Chapter Five




Visitor and Residents P

50

Chap Iy
compare results

Chapter Three, Methodology. Chapters four and five both s

obtained. Hower

i the ariables and how

Chap

visitors and residents ae expected ta respond o the variables. As n the previous.

ha
“hapr One. (1) 10 provide

with respect 10 the role of Parks.

‘measurement of visitor and community understandi

Canads, (2)to document visitor and community understanding with respect 0 the rolc of

Terra Nova National Park sy
integrit. For

themes, dyss,d

function analysis, and logistic reression.

The fi Parks Canada ) perspeciive: Foc

the national park system.

s park sy

‘Canada Agency and mandate. The second rescarch theme was the role of Terra Nova,

National Park.

issues. I this second theme, 49 variables from the original data et were used as



reditors” of isior and community understanding of TNNP. These predictors
included items used o measure atttudes towards and knowledge of TNNP, as well as

ves. The third rescarch theme was

W general park

participation in park programs

discemning ecological priortes in Terra Nova National Park (TNNP). For this third

theme, 61 as “predictors” ofvisitora

wrty in TNNP. o

determine i participation i park programs elcitd an effeet o atitudes. values.

Similaly, they

e

also include the 14 value-based variables that were used in cach analysis o determine f

Knowledge, or partcipation

s it relates tothe three main interpretation themes,

idenified and removed using the Mahalanobis distance. Twenty-five cases were

removed from theme one, using riterion, p =001 with 56 o, crtial '~ 94.47. These

2 e

typesof FCamade's
A park

= 001 with 49 dF and eiical 2 = 85,35, These 24

sample sie of pup

evaluat NN,



using crterion. p = 001 with 61 df.critical ' = 102.15. These 27 cases were removed.

TNNP.

51 Principal component analyses

dysis (PC variablesin

ach section into  smalle setof “super variabls” or “components.™ These new

Iy @ 2
 Tobachnick and
Fidell (2007),
There were i i intPCA, 49

e third PCA

i the second PCA measuring understanding of TNNP and 61 variables i

20 cases used in the i

measuring understanding of ecological integrty. There wer
PCA: ol three of the 56 variables did notload on any component and were removed

Logistic Ry 4 Disr Function

Analysis). There were 325 cases used in the second: only three of the 49 variables did
ot There

were 327

component and were removed from further analyses



For cach ofthe three separate PAS. mostof the values n the

age comelation

of sampling ac

racy was 75 for the first theme. 71 for the second and .78 for the third.

CA. Evalustion of all

in Chapter Three. Methodology. revesled o concerns.

5.1 PCA- Understanding Canada’s national park system

the PCA outlined

FACTOR on 56 tcmsfrom the Parks
-39, ariance
v lowertoelp
ight Fidell, 2007, »
e plot (notshown). Figenvalues for the
rater han 1.9, These 3Whof
ofcgenmalues gester than one and ollowing rotion.

I the Rotated Component Matrs. (Table 5.1, the 56 variables (indicated by their

Toading t fac . For example

from the

have National Parks for Canadians. Loadings are only shown fr the component in



100

which preta variable is “a

- Only

prescicd.

highestat 72, »

Toad thelowest, at 43, This indicatesthat ducational values account for the greatest

o

oth load at 60 suggesting tha they iteractin  similar manner. Also nine of the

@,

iapis The lastrow o

pli

total variance in the model.

Table 5.1
Understanding Canada's national parks: Rotated Component Matrix with Varimax
y

Compoen
Variables R

X plce o gt cser o sl mtcrs s
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atons o
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maragementof Natoral o Sics %
Nationa! parks protect and prsen rsicnaly sgafican
cxamplsof Cnad's ol hetge

Narl pats cen he e s of <
provinceand e

R Pk s b e e il

Koo ks et it s s oo
of Cumad's sl

Natons prk e e of
T ot et o ol . o cch
esionin Canads

Neton! ks proide eppoctmitis 10 e sbot the
preptin
Natioal parks foser public undersianding. sppeciaion.

ot varia

T

towards the Parks Canada Agency and the National Park mandate. Component two.

explains 7% of

ks are places

" , -

fun places for children with a loading of 70, The last two variabls,

national parks

both load st 41 suggestng that they also

6 of

This

Terra Nova

National Park
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and visia ¢ Pk a

programs load the highest at 81 and 76, espectively

forthe describe

“The first variable, representing a resource value of parks, load negatively at - 65. while

future development loads positisely at 61
Iy perccived
d sy agrectoa
Statement that inclu resourees.

arole of Parks Canada. Both resource (a source of resources for society 0 use n the

values (a pl

cantribued negatively o the component, while uiiarian perceptions of the role of

ownership over

y e Jackof

however, are not v «




10

includes six of the
the
 demands
" The
ighestat 57
andhe. par
atds,
Canada mandale. Thi
e Canada A

highest Parks C »

understanding. appreciaion. enjoyment loads lowestat 32,

512 pCA

ol perspeetives in Terra Nova National Park

FACTOR on 49 items from the Terra Nova National Park setion of the survey

325). Six factors

Eigenvalues for




with e

walues

r than ane and following rota

I the Rotated Component Mate, (Table 5.2). the 49 variabls (indicated by hei

by magitude of loadi

o fclitate understanding. Interpreative labels are suggested

for ach factor. Component one has been atrbuted the label  posiive values, and

shows similar charac

s 10 the like-named component from the previous model

characteized by positive values of nature and the national parks system. This component

variables from the

parks, that i, values tht a Irough the Parks Canada

Mandate. Companent ane. positve values. epresents 8% of the variance i the dat set

al values (a place 1o the highestat

80: educa s(ap

Values (a place to enoy the beauty of nature) also load high at 79.and 75 respectively

Recreationsl pla o

Also, 5 of the § varigbles load values in excess of 60,

Table 52
Local Perspectives in TNNP: Rotated Component Matrix with Varimas Rotation and
Cais 2.

Component —
Varibies 73
COMPONENT ONE FOSITIVE VALUES

A lace o protet e and Ting i
[ ——— »
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Ap\K:m(wmmw e recurchon the sl 68

vl howsus s poghs e 2

A plce o honour and remener historcl vt st

A plce o croy ondoo ecenion s P
TWO: PARTICH
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Uscof slfuided kin s 2
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™

i i
e eovies o i sl gl i
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A place o conce the cunomy thoegh desclapnent st
INNPprtects h b istoryof he s e
COMPONNT FoURs POSITIVE ATTTODES
“TNNP provides eaming opportn o
T on i o e -
TNNP i efctvly managed by park stafl @
TNNP synboliesthe ey of Canad s
prinees hat e ot provided o

i — @
TNNP i ot s iporan s e ol pks 5
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widite
COMPONENTONE PERSONALVALUES
A place o refecton pesona xperences 7
A plce o 80 wherecvilzationdocs ot it L
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1o et loser 0 pirial matrs @
TN rprescnts  niue sl s of Conada s
NP s e
rwr- protcts  represcntine example of h b "
ww bk leme s ot "
N it and h g rcares hat e "

e
TNNP et he sl cean oo "
843 Te0 755 574 ST 50|

49 variables

The second componen, labelled participarion.

i the madel relaed to trends in participation and component

explains 8%

programs load the highest at 82 and .76, respectively., and therefore account for most of

the variance in this companent.

Jabelled the total variance in

is comprised o nine variables, most of which

this second model. This compane

statemens,

TNNP. For example, the arisble “TNNP develops the cconomies oflocal communities

68 fallowed by »

perceived 1o be a ole of the Park. The variable “TNNP protcts the cultural history of



NP,

this component a

64 and - 34 respectivel

. suggestng that respondents who

Values are shared by Canadians with respect to TNNP.

Auitdes that

scores of 66 and 64, respectively. The component s defined by positives atitudes
towards TNNP.

based variables.

highest score of 77.

108
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The sivh and ast component is park knowledge. This component explains 5% o the

TNNP. This

TNNP since

seven of the variables tha represent the Park

scores ranging from 64 10 45, while & common misconception about the Park, that

his

Environment,

doesnt represent as reat of a knowledge gap as thought by park saff

3 PCA - Discerning ecologieal priorities in Terra Nova

FACTOR on 61 items from the Feological Integity section of the questionnaire and

tems from the C section

=

Eigenvalues for the first seven components were all greater than 1.77: subseqent

» of I one and

following rotation.

Inthe Rotated Component Matri, (Table 5.3) the 61 variables (indicated by their

wr Toading t fc For example, ent one has.

i comprised of 11 variables fr



1o

data st cach representing the perceived importance of an ecological ssue in TNNP. The

ity in 8, while the

following four variables epresening various resource use isses llload positively ot
6. suggesting they interact similaly. The importance of i polluton loads the lowest,
a1 50, Also, nine o he 11 s have loadings with magnitudes inexcess of 60,

indicating a igh levelof ovrlapping varance, Component on sccounts for 10% of the

otal variance in the model,

Table
Diterning Eeologel Priorites INP: Rtated Conponens aris it Varimax

"~ Compor

Varisbles S
COMPONENT ONE: FCOLOGICAL ISSUES.

The mportance of g o €1 n TNNP.
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Ecological ity exchdes homas from e
sl i i oy e reponsii o

pork
L —

%% of variance cplained % 79 e s iio o

abelled positive values.

risbles in the mode and is charactrized by positive values of national parks.
e i
79.and 78, "
i includes
‘Terra Nova National Park

Terra Nova National Park.

8Land 76,
respectively, as they did or the previous theme.

the s6.
or parks. This component




s be derived

P national
tourism, The highest loading variables. both positive at 69 include the planting of trecs in

the park suggesing

ity in the matix.

“The fifth component,labelled posiive attitudes.is comprised of six of the original

4% of the toal i

TNNP. forest due

mm— el Both
st with loadings of 78 and .72
e variables and
Four o value-based
e that f
ectual (A place to
i one’s . The fifth z




more typical of younger park audiences. Sofitudinal values load the highest with a score

of 71

The seventh and last component. labelled poor 1 knowledge, explains 4% of he toal

four varable: This

component is characterised by poor understanding of what is meant by ccological

wegrity

. ho he nes that £1

« for

by visitor use (54).

52 Binary logistic regression

direct

preditors for each of the three pask interpretation themes ~ Canada’s national parks,

Terra Nova National Park icl integrty. The primary purpose of selecting the




i Terra Nova National Park. The binary logistic regression computes Wald sa

» 329 cases 188 residents

psisted of 325 cases,

(eoded 0)and 141 visitors (coded 1). For theme two. the sumpl

comprised of 1 . »
32 dor 139 vistors
(eoded 1)
enificant £ (6.329) =
20464.p< 001 fortheme. et el

it test for themes

50,64, p <001 and (7,

w0 and three were also statsticaly significant at (6.
327) - 176,29, p <001 respecively, indicating that al predictors relsbly disinguished

therme were

presented in Table 5.1, 52, and 5.3, respectively

The Cox and Snell R squared value was computed to measure effet size for the model,

taking into account sample size. For theme one R’ = 46. A derivation of this measure,

the Nagelkerke R squared value was also measured (R’ = 62). The Cox and Snell R

Squared value for theme two, R = 32 with a Nagelkerke R squared value of R = 50 and

56,




The Hosmer-Lemeshow statistc also was used o formally evaluate goodness of

produce value
Inthe case oftheme one the test was non-significant a ' (8) = 883, p > 001. The test
was also non-sgnificant for theme 2and 3at_ ' (8) 10.09,p> 001 and 7 (8) - 768,

P> 001 respectively

1 BLR - Understanding Canada’s National Park System

Classification based on the

tinterpr theme, understanding of Canada’s national

parks and based on equal prior probabilie, is pescnied in Table 5.4, Classif

revealed that 87%

sidents and 79% of visitos were corecly clasified. while

overal, fed. Classifi 25 residents

roup while 2 w©

the residents.

Tuble

Classification o respondents based on o outcome groups: visitor and residents using.

Logisic heme 1) @)
Predicted Group Membership  Percentage
Observed Resident Vistor Sanee
Sept Resident 6 R
Visior » n "
u

T e



n7

sing 95

Wald,

the exception of wilitarian cibics reliably predict the group (p < 05). For cxample. the

increases by onc. the espuondcnt i 3.26 Emes more likely 1 be a visior. Shoukd

i robes

visitor. Additicaally

respondent is neary twice aslikely 1o be 3 visior. A one uni incrcase in the scores for

1.5 tmes more fikely o be a resident.

Table 5
Logic esssion s of sdersendig of heme one - ' nainal park
e s S
Wald
ot o s hb

Pusi a2 655 T o 0
Posiive atiud 8 w0 o 326
Participation 275 @20 | o 156
Uilirian Fihics 20 1 I 2 12
Antheopocenisn a o I o

Sysem knowledge ® e | 0 1o
Comsant 2 100 | o 25

The




quent paricipaion in park y o exhibit more

Canada’s national parks. I

el

comelaton of - 4

respondents with posiise atitudes towards nstional parks do ot necessarily cspouse

L national parks.

20 between

d positive hat

Tikely t0 display pos

and positve values wilh respect 1 national parks.

Table 56

i
lian pocenris Ko

Posiive Poiine Parc
i ion

s atindes s letge _
o7 o O
10 ko o ) o
5w . ™ 2 2
s v " x
o o ® o
2 2 T 0
o8 2 2 @ woow

522 BLR- Local perspectives in Terra Nova National Park

¢ o cond

TNNP, s presented

i Table 5.7 Binary logistc regression revealed that 85% of residents and 71% of visitors




1

visitors, while 40 visitors demonstrated responses typical of esidents. Onerall 79% of

cases were comectly classified.

Table 57
Classification of respondents based on two outcome groups: vsitor and resident using
2

Predicted Group Membershie — peyecniuee

Observed Visior Cor
Sepl Residem ] W %
Visitor o % 7
Overal Percentage »

et vaie i SO0

). Wald satstes

(Wald) ) o5
, 10 the Wald
. didnot
it e o, For exampl
beta value of 1 Furber
e espondent
Hikely o be a isitor. Lik he
w© A

o ing 2. wobeavisitor. If




1 whe
avisitor
Table 5%
Logistic regression analsis of wnderssending locul ixsues in TNNP as o funcrion of
vl Anowledge vintors 1 revdents
W W S Odkose
Predictor = b
Pt vaucs I 5 T
o8 1 o P
Fahe perceptmoms ae 1 o 207
Pt s Bas 1 o 2
Pl vakes s 1 xn
Knowledge e o
Comstant sn 2
36,
i i viee
score of 31 ieipation in TNNP" img




Table 39
Correlaion M .

Fase

Posiive  Paic-  persptio
Contant__vaes__puion "m0

[ o o

os o 1w 3 PR
o o T m o
o ® % W o 1

TNNP is presented in Table 5.10. Binary logistic rgression revealed that 85% of

residents and 73% of visitors were correetly clasifid. Simila to previous

while 37

typicalof esidents, Orerall 80% of cases were comectly classified.

510
Classification of respondens based on two outcome groups: visior and res
L )

s using.

Predicted Group Membership

Percentage
Observed Residen it Correct

Sepl Residen & & 5
Visi n 0 7
Overll Percenage ©

T curvaive i 500



Table .11 prescnis regression cocfTiien:s () and standard crror (S.£.). Wald satistics

(Wald)..

Wald crterion, only participation. anhropucentrism, and positive atitades elably

(p<05). Thea B
Amowledpe. ositive valoxs 3nd persons! values did ot relisbly prodict the groap. For

p— o5

Fartherm. b onc unit.

e respuorndnt i .59 times more likely % be a visior, Likewise, if the score on positive

of Fely o bea

sisitor 2

imes as likely o be a commnity residert.

Table 5.11
e, knowl variabies: visitors v residents
Wald a sk Oddsrtio
v B Chisgquare Explp)
Feolopial fsves 7 B 0] w5
Poniie valwes 21 o 16 st
aricipaion 218 om0 w 59
Anthavpocenisn - FE " %
anides 1o a1 w 205
Personal values 33 mo 05 139
o ET i) o ros
Comant £ iw 1 o 7




k. programs incresses. positive st scores abio increase. and vice versa As might

b .
oading of -2
Table 512
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om indicates consistency among the data. Fisher' lincar

similarity in clss

discriminant arey forcach theme to »

Abiy a forall

atitude:

and knowledge. Fisher's Linear discriminant functions alo revealed that the single best

L
participation.loading a1 77 for understanding Canada’s national park system, .69 for

in TNNP and 75 for discerning ccalogical issues.

ocal perspective:

Box's M for ach of

F 21,329)

the three analyses. Forthe first theme, this test was statistically significan

120.57.p<.001. Also, one diseriminant function was calculated with canonical R* =

5% confi This o for

45, Eigenvalue = 75
100% of variance. - For the second theme, the est was statistically significantat * (21,

325) = 132.65. p < 001, Also, one discriminant function was caleulaed with canonical
R? = 35, Bigenvalue 53, and with 2 95% confidence interval. This function accounted
est was also statistically significant for the third theme at '

for 100% of variance. The

03,08, p < 001, Also, one discriminant function was calculated with

08,327
canonical R = 40, Eigenvalue = 66 and with 1 95% confidence interval. This function

accountd for 100% of varance, Wilks' Lambda s sasicaly sgnficant for o (6.
329) < 18053, < 001,22 (6,325) - 135,61, p < 001, and (0, 327) - 16273, p < 001

forall three themes, respectively
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Canads’ 1 pork ocal

perspectives in TNNP, and understanding of ccological issues in TNNP. Theme one.

Theme two.
- N cipation, false
il valucs, and park Knowledge. The thind theme.
posi 2 i i i values, and
poor ccological integrity knowledge.
the
roup e For ther
classified: fed o cspestivel
=
that

Knowledge are ikely aresult of group membership.

For theme

reliably a paticipation; Knowiedge, and|
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p the odds tha the respanse was from

resident. For theme two. four predictors relibly predicted group membership.

participation, dknowledge. The

predictors. positve vales and personal values. did not reiably predict group

membership. Similar to theme one, increases in scores for participation. falsc

e three, only three predi s
Increases.
= - while increased
Foral three the clationshi
frequency of paricipation in park d positive

aitudes

and indicated that he single best predicto to differntinie betwen vistor nd resident

was participation.

Chapter S, Di il the indings from

protected arcas.



The introductory chapter of histhesis stated tht social science methods yield effective

This sty ~

NS s -
ant

srmegically To s, the ks

respect 10 the role of Parks Canada, the role of Terra Nova National Park n the National
Park System, and key ccological issues in Terra Nova National Park - the three main

themes iterpreted in Terra Nova Nationsl Park. The three primary objectves included:

J hanging

o et s

c ‘Nationl
=1 Tocal Park for
recommendations with respect o each group:
The final chaper will pr fndings y
objectves. v
and park visi
Theref
including:
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.

demographics:

Determine if
atitudes and increased understanding: and

offer.
e TNAP 10 5
these 1o
Key audiences
y values,
par
"

intepretation of natural history and research rlated o interpretation in natural sttings.

his type

of research within a national park environment




rescarch and for the re-application of the data collction instrument for measuring

temporal changes in understanding.

5 o y Parks C

homogenous.
9% 10 84%.
e eroup.
nificantly . atitudes,
i Canada’s National Park System, (2 Terra Nova National
Park,and (3 v
nd

Knowledge, and values.




62 Participation

visitor used in this

study. 2003 scason.
day trips. Rep !
fact
progr
model.
1t may be infered o behavioursby

availing of s many and as varied apportu

ies that e offered by park staf. As

" '




primarily i w e
making it casy
s Nature House. iy be more
residents
» g
participat of participation i dvites. While visitors
park. w y arc op

and enjoy nature.

anitudes i ifthe

Hall, 2005 Bright e al.. 1993). In this study.



[5)

exploratory

system,local i Terra Nova N

i Park. and

ecological integrity

oug)  improvement
over ime.
Hilton
63 Atitudes
iy »
Canada

‘Agency and the opportunities that national parks provide to Canadians. These findings

significantly

example.

experience i far more valued than any ccological value of national parks. Also. nealy a




national parks.

0 continuing P

present and fuure.

Wit respect o local TNNP. both

were generally

en destination for

provided inthe park. This is to be expected asthe park s a cho

visitors 1o the park:

destination. There are several exceptions. Visitors viewed the level of protction for

found in TNNP.

parks. This i explained by low participation in park programming. Local residents do.

ot availof e, thérefore, e

Yet,anly agreed that

iltes

“The third theme. e
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thatvisitors were sigificantly more positve than residents, whik residents

de v e
positive,
siificantly
from the o

removed from the park 1o curb the cffects of moose herbivory in TNNP. The issue of fire

Tocal

residents. Since the park was establshed, there has been lingering discontent and

TNNPin

Atitudes may




64 Knowledze

I higher levels of e

es. both

eroups recognised the mast important roles sanctioned by the Parks Canada mandate:

Canada’ i for
Resul of
the natonal parks s higher than residents, although knowledge of

of the arks system orthe need to create additional parks. In additon, both groups

a general lack of knowledge regarding national parks in Canada,

Knowledge of perior among.

While both groups stated the mostimportant rles of TNNP with

they had

considersble dificuly deciphering which roles were false. The results o the logistc:

o NP

information

e park astrue statements. The superiority of visitor knowledge of park issues and

programming. Ci

oflaming.
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Ditna and 1l cducation

significantly I 10 partcipa -
cracd programs with carefully designed metaphors and faciltated by skilled
iterpreters, whereas residentsare less exposed to these types of programs and

educational progeams i gencrl,

integrity wos weak lin reference

on ‘ens for TNNP. On indicators of

ognising the most importan ccological co

Knowledge of wegrity. Higher

Teels of knowledie than visitors. This was further documented

the logisic regression

hat confrmed visitors had marginally poorer knowledge of ecological inigsity than

vesidents although th difference was not significant. In eecent years, the park has

conducted programs and

ecological issues and may have I

and priorties for Terra Nova National Park. This may provide ane explanation for higher

residents. Al
dircetly
a preater iterest i these ypes o ssues.
Asalluded t0in partci » e ha
debated. of
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from ollowing in the ootsteps of Loomis (2002) who focused on how knowledge is used

s Study of
verpretatie mansgers.
65 Values
great burian benc i » a

3 die thropocéntrc values of the
Consistent with Negra
and » gencraly
L, therape f

gl

more s0 10 visiors

important,they were both significantly more important to residents. While it is spparent

sirumentally both g

value of national

y by aesthet ional, values. Similarly, Negra and

ot

ecological roles. Witer and Lockwoord (2005) concur with this philosoy




making but sl that educationsl programmes would be most effective if they address the
values perceived as most important by park audiences. Values may have considerable

would help to.

here was.

factor, although Fisher's incar co-cficients did eveal bi-polarity hetween the two

* Inthe second

Park and

ecological isues Ay, values

personal values. In the second model, visitor and resident esponses were nearly identical

but bipolarity was

than esidents whom also perceived posi

e values s more important than visitors. The

kinter

e gap p wothe

prominent values demonstraed by each group.
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66 Summary of Applicd Findings

¥ vl These
tems include:
- Parks € i
comysi i Cands Comonicaing mesngesshost ober el ks can
nhance the fecling that TNNP is a unique plac
= The ok ofte Parks Canada Ageney 5 o e the ccologcal ety of cach of
‘anada Agency
i .km.m s g e s
pmmnl\ hnough he adminsiration o  ncwor of National Hiore Scs
NP
protects.
* For
resources must b larifid.
. TNNP 10 be healihy. The p the forest

sitors willbe more ikely o put

i, 1 i ot ey

extraction. I

. ity isan
unknown concept for many residents and visitors. Park messagin must focus on

Often these

mvymn.mu ..m. ssues may be o
& o o o et poory undensood s the impact of iodced

Topertive o abdeas s s

e that e o be better communicated o visitors include:

i il
environments. In TNNP, it must be communicated that the fores a it has exisied can
persist. i ively p

vsitors.
the ecosystem in maintained (or remediated),
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cat opporturity t involse visitors in the work of the park. Repeat
Torimvolsement the

course ofthe

Finally, there are man items that should be considered in the development of

Resklents reponied hriag,
ccological issues may be an effectve way 10 share messages relating o ceological

* Focus on engaging residentsin “on location activities™ to help foster a positve
TNNP and
TNNPas

Ielp o fostr gencral support for park i

atives. Residents don't perc

ther from their own
backyards.
« Similarly

the park

park environment.
* Residents also exhibited a lack of trust i park s, Improving relationships and
building FTNNP and

support 0 park nitatives.

Iso les knowledgeable. Increasing resident

elpto

ncrease both know e levels and improve aitudes towards the Park.
. fire and the use it

ecological issues are warranted.

61

pe Anill-




timed abour dispute and federal electon interrupted the mail-out process possibly

» S pre-notifcation

weakening the
effectiveness of the survey procedure. The 2003 repeat visitor database provided by

NP dated, s had be

1999, The survey was orgi

spring ys. unfortunaich

delays, the mail-out Asaresultof

survey out, a proper pi worded

and academics.

conducted in iences. However, the

sutistcally

jificance. The discrepancy in gerder response rates may have been an ssue, although

e

y gher percentage of male

responses.



The inclusion of

and allowed for g

the results.

Howerer, I

68 Susgestions for Future Research

for this study
itades. and values over
" poorly defined
or redundant time for cduce the
item cost o
atiudes using 1 4
in future long o

discern differnces in understanding and stiudes over time.

The e

s and measurement.

The data was.

2003, hov




prior 10 2000

significantly

iy to mail

o, thsk y typiclly mailed o the
entire sample. Many studies show tha such cards boost response rate. To increase the
2awecks of the initial
mail-out.
Park for
s used. it should
i i April This has been
Furthermore.
be implemented y seement planning to
an
intemally

pre-norificat on,mail-ou, reminder mail-ou, and d




dent staf a

Atthe very Iy

specialis,either
contracted orintermal,
g
knowledge, atitudes
pes of pr I foct, many other

cqually

(Dearden & Rollins, 1993; Payne & Graham, 1993 Vander Stocp. 2004: and Zarki,

2000, i s

eneral. Consistent wit Knudsen efal. (2003), this study einforc




69 Conclusions

To summriz, this thesis has presented the resuls of the rescarch study as directed by

arch. Chapter T ented peer

Chapter Thice, Metho

community

ity issues in

Chapter Six. Di

research projects.

rescarch n Terra

Nova National Park was effectve and yielded useable results that should be used to

ducational programs.

del
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s Edueationl pro

of protected ar

espanse to National Parks and the impor

" et the lack of

understanding exhibited by communities. Strong educational,affective, and experienti

progams have been proven 0 strengthen understanding and atitudes. ‘This type of

ducational programming plays an important role in conneeting national park audicnces

and Canadians t the natural environm

is imperative

National parks p

o cnsure that national parks provide opportuniies for leaming and enjoyment for future

encrations, while protecting v

within them. peor peor

adjacent to mational parks and by involving park audiences in the important work

al and ccological potential of Canada's

of national parks, and e

park system,
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Appendis A: Questionnaire



Terr Nova National Park Study .
Questionnaire

DR
2004 Ve
[ —
On: -
Dear
Thook i this sy
the following questions shout ccologicl istegrity and the roles of Parks Canads and
Terra Nova National Park (TNNP). Your answers ase important in guiding TNNP in the.
develogencns of programs and scrviccs that increase education opporttis for both
ocal communitics and visitors 1o TNAP. Please answer the following.

Terra Nova National Park

16 you have any additional questions regarding this study,
please contact (709) S33-2801.



Section 1: PARKS CANADA

1. Have you heand of Parks Canada? VES NO Notsare
2 How many Cannda?
[ Not cnouh Jus: cnough Too mamy  Not sure

5. Ave the following statcments about Paks Canada Troe or False?

Gemeratty | Gemeratty | Net Sure |
| “Tree | Vahe |
) Th national pac sysicm i mcomplte T v ~
b1 Natostparks b b pevatind T T
ot of Canads
) Th Parks Canada Apcacy & repuonibe for T v B
Natwonsl Marsnc Comervation Arcan
@) Natonal parks arc managed by thec respective | T ¥ N
peovincil povernments
0 Thors s currnly onc or more ol parks | T ¥ N
conring cach atual segion in Canada
7 The Parks Canads Agerey s responsibe for 7 2 N
the managementof Natonal Histric Sites

4. Name S national parks in Canada.
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) proectand pesentnatoaly significant cxampls of
Canda’s natral briage

1 reane camploy et pporunities for ol
Sommnntics

@) Toterpublc anertanding. appeecition.
ety

5 prost el v s ot of
Camade'smtors regiom.

5 et o st g of e i s
erritory of Canada

) cmmare th cculopical miegrt, of e sl places
o ftare gemeratioms

3 comi it camping fciiies st pecs of |
Camsiism.

Which of the previous statcments is the most important rok of Parks Canada? (Select

oy omc).
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Ts[ B NTATSE
ppnream—— ) P ) Y
ot

o T N F N RN
—

il e e gl OREOE
s o e i [T T3 %

froares

€} vinktor services showkd b 2 Bigher prioriy than prosocting e | 1 | 2| 3 |4 [ S
e vt

ot s o e o T
ks s S o o T
) Pk Cond 3 mied i of Comda s i s | 1 23| 4%
i e ol e i B e i [ 13 [ 3[4 %
DR T e e N R KN
W) peple are mare important than wikdlife ~ithin national parks | 1 [ 2 [ 3[4 ]S
T s o e v vl s P g DO EIEIE
™ DO EEE
W OHEEE
0 . T[T E
g compin i

» x DB E




7. Place an X indicat the imy of the Fllowing s 0 bave
o ks o 6t g 110 WA | I i o

Exame gvn: amional prs s iy it 1 peovile 5 poe A
P Ao

Not important N T Fxtremely important
A ' Appeeiationof ntural bty 0

OF the previous statements, which i the most important reason to have national parks?
(sclect only one)




Section 2: TERRA NOVA NATIONAL PARK

1. a) Have you visited TNNP? VEs  No

b 1 s how many times per year do you visit TNNP?

) On average. Bow many sights do you stay per visit”

) 1 you stay overmight, where do you stay? (Check omc).

MMl T Nowman Soumd
__Frembiamdy _Tow Maladh Head
= —
VES [ N0 [ iy0n, bow mam times®
) Outdos thestre programs. v |~
) Nature owe actiities VW
G waiks Ll L
[0 Seif-gunded i (with miepretatne sigm) | V| N |
) Specal events (K Doy Farks Day. i) | V| N
B Canpiie VN
w e VW
NP irue o fulse?
Gameraty | Generaty | Not
Trve | Vabe | Sure
) TNNP i purt o langer sysem ofprotecd are T v~
) The ol o b ot operied by TN i N
5 ik sproe b fr et the vegetaion T T~
0 The are commaites i the Sowiris of TNNT- T L
TN i By ottt willprst pemcrions T L 5
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4. Which ofthe following statements arc roles of Terra Nova National Park?

boreal forest

T Generaty | Gemeraty | Nt
i (i ot
) protect a unique natural region of Canada. T ¥ L
[0 prtect e o rnge v i sy 0 v
Fom coatl s
) rotctponds, ke bogs and wetlnds T W
5 i and et h el et sy | o
Teveiog e coomoreis o ol o v
5 provie crjymment ol Canadins T ]
ey T ]
0 e shries i onavia By T (]
o T oo o B T TN
T protec bt and i creaties ke s | T W
) et e hefred o emvroment T R
T e b e o et Bevlopent £ N
) provide viiors Wi frs-lass ol s | T C
e sl el W e of e | T v
O rotct epeseave sample o e g T TN

Which of the previous statements represents the most important role of TNNP?
only one).
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Do you agree or disagree with the following statements ahout TNNP?

SO-crongls disagree Ddisagree  Nencuiral  Acagree

SAstrongly agree

EIDEIRES
a1 s cnough camping fcilites 12fs]a]s
el Il el
) s s tht can b rsied o protest the heriage of INNP | 1| 2| 3| 4| 5
) providesexpericnces that are ot provided csewhers T[T[s[4]5
@) provideslarning opportunites T[T [4]*
5 ot s mportan s ifer natonal parks n Conads T[T 4]5
) Symibolisesthe matual beauty of Canads T[T[s[4[%
) docs ot v cnough protecion for wikimess NEEBOE
0 belongs o he people of Canada IEEBOE
5 shoukdplce mors importance on viior service than wildie | 1 2 | 3| 4| %
) s cliectively managed by park sl EIE] #T
Section 3: G Rty
[ 1. Have you heard of ecological integriy? NO Notsure

¥

Name one of the main threats o the health of the ccosysiem in TNNP?




Do you agree or dissgree with the following sia
Park?

SD-tronely disagree Dodisagree Noveural  Acagree

a0 vsitor use should be esiricted akomg wikderess s 23|45
) e mumber offhing permits should e unfmited in TN HEEE
) rduced species egtiely mpactth ecology of e park HEOE
@ TNNP s lrge crogh o manage widie populaons HEDE
[ Newfoundiand martcn rs e B e
7 precribed bums can be sty used 10 replace the e 3 IE}
exele
5 Tores st utbreaks shoukd be sonrlied in TNNF- BEHE
) Tiresin TNNP Rave o posine cologieal mpacis HEEE
B he TCTTdocs ot ifet Wil in TNNP BEE
) snowshos hares v a posine impacton forest regencraton HEE
[0 alln tres and windfal shod be cleared fom the frest BEOE
1) wasps and ants should be controfled in the camperound BEEE
0 s should b plated f rstoe naturl orests n TNP HEEE
0 o popultions Shoukd b el siie ey ar ot HEEE
v 0 ur cosystem |
)l Tires should b suppressed i e park HHEEE
1 mporant protect e Newfoundind marien HEEEE




4. Place an X on the line 1o indicate the importance of the following issues to ccosystem
mansgement n national parks. on a scalefrom 10 where i ot imporast and 10
i extremely important. Example given: Air pollution s not very important.

Extremely importa

@ . A ollaion
x

woy Apeig forest due 10 absenc of matur fre yle "
o "
W "0
o Ackd i "0
0 "
® w0
Wy ok w
W » "
I w0
' Lanati A

[ 0
m oy Vistor ingocts on abitt "
W Marin poltion 0

I thre i there another s that you fel s imporant t ccosysem heath in TNNP.

please nam




5. Are the following statements about ccosysicm bealth rue o fase”

31 ccosysicm it s cuy the respomsibiley of park
ey

Cconmtcm i charicrnti of £ el ‘g

ccobopacal mscyres e it sl o

e s il he o s et

B o it 3 by coomysicm, € it 1o
oo el e soch =

Generatty | Generally | Not
Tewe | Fabe | Sume

v ¥ ~

) cvony e bl et b s drrbane

) peosccting cological gy mcam by
[ ——

) the health of the ccosystcm is mot mpained by visior

Section 4: PERSONAL INFORMATION
1 A
2 Gender: Ml Female

3. City.

[ perom i ek com oy i e
ccological megrty of atioesl parks

=¥ ¥ ~
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