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ABSTRACT
Just as opinions, preferences, religions, and beliefs range dramatically from person to person,
so does the way in which individuals value the natural environment. Some people see the
environment as an economic resource from which elements may be extracted for
anthropocentric gain, where others value it for its ecocentric and inherent beauty. Dunlap and
Heffernan (1978) proposed that nonconsumptive recreationists value the environment more
than consumptive recreationists. A nonconsumptive activity involves actions, which are
considered to be ‘environmentally sensitive’, and do not involve taking anything from nature
(e.g. kayaking, canoeing, tramping, wildlife viewing). In contrast consumptive activities are
extractive and are arguably viewed as environmentally ‘insensitive’ (e.g. fishing and hunting).
The purpose of this thesis is to further explore the environmental value differences between
nonconsumptive and consumptive marine tourists utilising the South Island of New Zealand
as a recreational setting. The study involved a postal and hand delivered survey distributed to
visitors at selected South Island sea kayaking and sea fishing operations from 01-July to 31October, 2002.

Profiles of sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists revealed the activities attract different
individuals who are representative of distinct and separate user groups. It was then determined
that nonconsumptive sea kayaking tourists value the environment more than consumptive sea
fishing tourists and that this environmental value variation represents a key divisionary tool
segregating the two groups. This conclusion was established after examining the statistically
significant relationships emerging between the ‘integrated values scale’ and demographics,
setting circumstances, and more frequently with tourist typology. Despite this division it was
evident that both sea kayakers and sea fishers maintain a reasonable level of environmental
appreciation, which is encouraging for activity and environmental sustainability.
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CHAPTER 1.0

INTRODUCTION
1.1 Introduction
What was the Lorax? And why was it there? And why was it lifted
and taken somewhere, from the far end of town where the Gricklegrass grows? The old Once-ler he still lives here. Ask him. He Knows.
“Now I’ll tell you” he says, with his teeth sounding ray, “how the
Lorax got lifted away . . It all started way back . . . such a long time
back . . Way back in the days when the grass was still green and the
pond was still wet and the clouds were still clean and the song of the
Swornee Swans rang out in space. . . one morning , I came to this
glorious place (Dr .Seuss, 1971, p.1).
In 1971 Dr. Seuss introduced the world to the eco-friendly Lorax and his environmentally
destructive neighbour, the Once-ler. This adult-focused children’s book tells the tale of two
individuals who value the environment in very different ways. The Once-ler capitalises on the
forest as an economic commodity while the Lorax rhythmically protests for its natural value.
“I’m the Lorax who speaks for the trees which you seem to be chopping as fast as you please”
(Dr. Seuss, 1971, p.16) he says to the Once-ler as the forest slowly disappears. As the last tree
falls to the ground, forcing the Lorax and other Truffula Forest creatures to relocate, the
Once-ler begins to see the inherent value of the forest as well as the economic value.

The environmental values of these characters contrast considerably; the Lorax saw the forest
as an inherently beautiful place to live while the Once-ler preliminary viewed this
environment for personal use. These opposing environmental views can be traced back to the
utilitarian-conservationist debates between Muir and Pinchot. Muir crusaded for the
preservation of wilderness, while Pinchot campaigned for human use of public lands (Nash,
1967). Environmental value differences were further examined by Dunlap and Heffernan
(1975) who proposed and supported the idea that nonconsumptive users such as the Lorax,
value nature more than consumptive users, such as the Once-ler. A plethora of re-studies and
parallel studies have since been conducted generating inconclusive findings (Van Leire and
Noe, 1981; Jackson, 1989; Theodori et al. 1998). The intention of this thesis is to provide
further insight and understanding of the varying environmental values and behaviours of those
tourists who may be categorised as nonconsumptive or consumptive. This chapter introduces
the reader to some fundamental ideas regarding environmental values as well as

2
nonconsumptive and consumptive tourism. The research objectives are presented, followed by
an outline of the thesis structure.

1.2 Environmental Values
It is impossible to understand the differences between recreational user groups unless we first
identify or create profiles of the individuals involved, including their demographic
characteristics, trip characteristics, environmental values and environmental behaviours.
According to Kellert (1978) fundamental differences in philosophical outlooks, such as
environmental values, are often the roots of other problems such as user group conflict.
Conflict between groups utilising New Zealand waterways for example, has been identified
and examined (Cessford, 1998; Hawke, 2000). However, the user groups involved were not
profiled beyond their generic demographic and trip characteristic categories, therefore it is
difficult to deduce the primary or core reasons for discord. Thus, in order to create useful and
comprehensive profiles of user groups it is useful to examine their environmental values.

Environmental values are enduring environmental beliefs where a specific mode of conduct is
preferred to another (Rokeach, 1973). For example, the Lorax preferred to preserve the forest
and the Once-ler originally preferred to consume the forest. The examination these diverse
environmental values seems a logical step in human attempts to understand our place within
the natural environment. This intangible environmental information combined with tangible
biological and scientific environmental information will undoubtedly compliment this
understanding.

Examining intangible elements such as environmental values presents significant assessment
difficulties for researchers. It is possible to observe individuals within a particular
environment, however conclusions may be subject to observer bias, resulting from personal
perceptions and assumptions. Dunlap and Van Liere (1978) recognised this and developed the
New Environmental Paradigm; an environmental values scale designed to assess the
environmental values of individuals and groups. Other validated value assessment techniques
have been developed (e.g. Kahle, 1983; Pelletire et al. 1998), however each exhibits
significant disadvantages as well as advantages. There are difficulties in designing a generic
scale that effectively examines environmental values due to the fact that values are
transitional (Crick-Furman and Prentice, 2000) and shift with setting circumstances.
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Accessing and understanding shifting environmental values is of little worth unless we can
pinpoint the origins of these feelings. For example, we cannot encourage the growth of proenvironmental values if we do not know how they were germinated. Researchers have
proposed various ideas, which all likely have some impact on human value variation. Other
than the nonconsumptive and consumptive user group distinction (Dunlap and Heffernan,
1975) the most frequently supported factor in environmental value differentiation is
demographics, suggesting that gender, age, education, and income are influential (Geisler et
al. 1977; Uysal et al. 1994; Theodori et al. 1998). Hobson (1977) believes that activity
specialization is also important, meaning that as individuals become more committed to an
activity their values shift from consumptive to preservationist. This idea is also evident in the
research completed by Scheyer et al. (1984) who believe the amount of information a person
has available to them, by means of past experiences, affects how they behave within natural
environments. People seem to appreciate and sometimes even gain strong admirations for
particular settings (sense of place) when they have been exposed to them before (Scheyer et
al. 1984). Setting circumstances are therefore also related to environmental value variation.
Crick-Furman and Prentice (2000) re-iterated this idea stating that values are transitional, thus
someone may feel a much stronger connection to a place where they have had a positive
experience compared to a place they have never been. Despite numerous research findings,
which attempt to relate environmental value variation to demographics, specialization, past
experiences and setting circumstances, Dunlap and Heffernan (1975), Jackson (1989) and
Zwick and Solan (1996) maintain that tourist typology is most influential. For example, they
suggest that nonconsumptive participants are more likely to value the environment than
consumptive participants.

1.3 Nonconsumptive and Consumptive Tourism
Nonconsumptive tourism generally includes passive activities that do not involve taking
anything from the environment (e.g. sea kayaking, hiking, wildlife viewing). Inversely,
consumptive tourism is seen as exploitative and generally includes extracting something from
nature (e.g. fishing, hunting). There is much academic debate as to what exactly defines and
differentiates nonconsumptive from consumptive tourism. A recent example of this is seen in
Holland et al. (1998) and Fennel (2000) who openly discuss fishing as a traditionally
consumptive activity and consider the possibility of including ‘catch and release’ bill fish
angling as a form of ecotourism. Holland et al. (1998) creates a solid argument for billfish
angling by relating the activity to the currently loose definitions of ecotourism. However,
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Fennel (2000) professionally disputes the argument suggesting that despite pro-environmental
intentions or motivations, even ‘catch and release’ bill fish angling should not be considered
nonconsumptive ecotourism for it is philosophically and fundamentally different in intent.
Angling, regardless of a ‘nonconsumptive’ or ‘consumptive’ intention imposes pain and
extracts living things from their natural environment. Arguably, this distinct difference is
what traditionally separates nonconsumptive from consumptive activities and is also the
dichotomy that will be adhered to throughout this thesis.

Warranting the philosophical and fundamental differences between nonconsumptive and
consumptive tourism it is reasonable to believe that people participating in the two activities
likely value the environment differently. A string of research supporting this idea has been
conducted (Van Leire and Noe, 1981; Jackson, 1989; Theodori et al. 1998), however
contradictory results are evident. In some cases discrepancies involved whether or not
nonconsumptive and consumptive tourists should be considered separate user groups.
Therefore, it is important to extensively profile these user groups including an examination of
aspects that could potentially identify their differences or similarities. These profiles would
then determine if the groups do or do not encompass distinctly different people. If it can be
established that the user groups are in fact distinct from one another, a further examination
can be completed regarding aspects that distinguish the groups including; their demographics,
trip characteristics, environmental values, environmental behaviours, past experiences, and
activity specialization.

The nonconsumptive and consumptive user groups targeted in this research included sea
kayaking and sea fishing tourists who utilised ocean waterways around the South Island of
New Zealand between 01-July to 31-October, 2002. For the purpose of this research a sea
kayaking tourist was defined as an individual engaging in a sea kayaking experience through
an accredited tourist operation. A sea fishing tourist was characterised by the participation in a
boat-based sea fishing experience through a charter boat operation. These marine tourists
were targeted as engaging in valid nonconsumptive and consumptive activities and were
therefore used to create user group profiles.

1.4 Research Objectives
Two main research objectives were developed which sought to answer two major questions
regarding the environmental values of nonconsumptive and consumptive tourists. First, can
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nonconsumptive sea kayaking tourists and consumptive sea fishing tourists be considered
distinct and separate user groups? And if so, do their environmental value differences validate
this user group distinction?

Objective 1.

To profile sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists with regard to their
demographics, environmental values and environmental behaviours.

This objective will allow conclusions to be drawn as to whether or not sea
kayaking and sea fishing tourism draws distinctly different individuals and
could therefore be considered separate user groups.

Objective 2.

To examine the effect that demographics, specialization, and setting
circumstances have on environmental value variation.

This objective seeks to determine if these factors are more or less influential in
stratifying the environmental values of sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists
than tourist typology (nonconsumptive versus consumptive).

1.5 Structure of the Thesis
The research objectives of this thesis are examined and discussed throughout six different
chapters. The first chapter has introduced the reader to some basic background information
regarding the research area and research objectives. Chapter Two presents further insight into
the topic area through the presentation of related literature. The nonconsumptive and
consumptive user groups identified in this research (sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists)
utilise New Zealand’s marine environment, therefore the first section of the literature review
acknowledges marine tourism environments making specific reference to New Zealand. The
second section further delves into the research questions presenting pertinent information on
environmental values and behaviours including past researcher’s opinions on the origin of
environmental values. The third and final section presents an historical representation of
nonconsumptive and consumptive tourism discussing previous research on these groups’
differing environmental values and behaviours.

In Chapter Three the methods utilised in this research are described. The chapter addresses the
use of a quantitative research approach and specifically the use of a questionnaire, which
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included a developed environmental value assessment scale. Distribution methods are also
discussed along with response rates and implemented data analysis techniques. Results from
the questionnaire are presented in Chapter Four. A comprehensive profile of both sea
kayaking and sea fishing tourists was created including user group demographic and trip
characteristics as well as an assessment of their environmental values and behaviours. After
the user group profiles were created a further examination of sea kayaking and sea fishing
tourists’ environmental values was undertaken allowing the researcher to determine the extent
to which sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists’ environmental value variation was based on
tourist typology (nonconsumptive versus consumptive); demographic characteristics (gender,
age, education, income, place of residence, specialization, past experience); or setting
circumstances.

Following the results chapter, a discussion of the findings is presented. Chapter Five draws
parallels between these findings and those of previous research. The chapter also creates a
foundation for the final chapter (Chapter Six), which generates some conclusions from the
findings. The chapter includes discussions on, the research objectives, limitations, the
integrated values scale, applications of the research, recommendations for future research and
a few closing remarks.
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CHAPTER 2.0

LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Introduction
Travel and tourism largely exist because of a human fascination, attraction or value of settings
outside the home environment (Holden, 2000). The marine tourism environment in particular
has intrigued millions who are interested in experiencing its’ unique aesthetic attractiveness
and living resources (Thomas, 1990). The increasing popularity of marine tourism (Orams,
1999) brings with it the challenge of balancing tourism growth with environmental protection.
One of many elements that can be monitored in attempts to sustain natural and marine
environments is the evaluation of tourists’ environmental values. The way with which
individuals value the natural environment is quite variant and seems to be dependent on
various factors including demographics (Geisler, 1977), specialization (Hobson, 1977),
setting circumstances (Crick-Furman and Prentice, 2000) and tourist typology (Dunlap and
Heffernan, 1975).

One long-standing and generally supported environmental value hypothesis suggests that
nonconsumptive tourists value the environment more than consumptive tourists (Dunlap and
Heffernan, 1975; Jackson, 1989). For example, someone engaging in a consumptive activity,
which involves extracting things from the environment (e.g. fishing, hunting) would have
different and lower environmental values than someone who was participating in
nonconsumptive activities (e.g. sea kayaking or tramping). This hypothesis can only hold true
if the proposed nonconsumptive/consumptive user group division is valid. The dichotomy has
been previously debated (Holland et al. 1998), however generally accepted (Jackson, 1989,
Zwick and Solan, 1996; Fennel, 2000). There has not previously been a debate of this nature
in the New Zealand context therefore, this research recognises the user group division while
examining the differing demographic profiles, environmental values and environmental
behaviours of what are arguable considered consumptive and nonconsumptive tourism user
groups (sea fishers and sea kayakers). To fully assess these differences it is necessary to gain
an understanding of 1) marine tourism, 2) environmental values and behaviours, and 3) the
typology of consumptive and nonconsumptive tourists.
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2.2 Marine Tourism
The majority of marine tourism is based in coastal areas rather than actually on, in or under
the water, thus Orams (1999) outlines it to include recreational activities involving travel
away from one’s place of residence to participate in an activity, which is focused in saline and
tide-affected marine environments. Oram’s (1999) definition restricts marine tourism to
recreational events excluding business or work-related activities such as commercial fishing,
shipping, oil exploration and scientific research. The marine tourism industry therefore
involves a diverse range of recreationally based businesses that are either directly or indirectly
using a marine environment for participation. The direct industries include small operations
such as charter fishing-boats, sea kayak tours or SCUBA diving instruction. It also involves
moderate and multi-national operations, such as whale-watch cruises, charter-yachts or
international cruise ships. The indirect operations include boat maintenance shops, coastal
resorts, marine equipment rental shops and ferry services (Orams, 1999). The industry has
experienced significant growth over the last few decades as humans have succeeded in
accessing various marine areas (Orams, 1999). It is arguable that the tourists who participate
in these marine environments could better be defined as marine recreationists especially if
they engage in marine activities close to home and for short periods of time. However, the
World Tourism Operation acknowledges individuals who engage in day-trips as tourists. Hall
and Kearsley (2001) further suggest that the line between recreational activities and tourism
activities is becoming increasingly blurred. This is evident by the 1999 inclusion of day trip
tourism as a valid sector in the Forsyte Research (1999) study of tourism for the first time in
their 19-year history (Forsyte Research, 1999).

2.2.1

Tourism Growth

To properly introduce and further discuss marine tourism, an understanding of the tourism
industry as a whole must be presented. The tourism industry has exploded into one of the
largest international businesses in the world generating $US 463 billion in the year 2002
(World Tourism Organization, 2002). The World Tourism Organization (WTO) believes that
“The substantial growth of tourism activity clearly marks tourism as one of the remarkable
economic and social phenomena of the past century” (World Tourism Organization, 2002,
p.2). The fifty-year spread between 1950 and 2000 saw a global increase of international
tourist arrivals from 25 million (1950) to an incredible 699 million (2000). Tourist numbers
dropped slightly to 693 million in 2001 likely due to weakening economies of major tourism
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generating markets and the impact of the terrorist attacks of September 11. However tourist
numbers are expected to rejuvenate after this slight decline (World Tourism Organization,
2002). Marine tourism shares this growth trend and is predicted to increase rapidly (Orams,
1995 in Orams, 1999). Unfortunately, government and industry tourism studies fail to
effectively document the nature of coastal zone tourism however, a consensus in the literature
suggests that marine tourism is growing at an even faster rate than the general tourism sector
(Miller, 1990 in Orams, 1999).

2.2.2

Tourism Growth in New Zealand

Parallel with this incredible global growth, the New Zealand tourism industry as a whole has
now surpassed traditional New Zealand industries (agriculture-meat, dairy and wool) to
become one of the country’s principle foreign exchange earners (Tourism New Zealand,
2002) generating $NZ 4.2 billion in 2000 (Tourism New Zealand, 2002). New Zealand hosted
1,880,000 international tourists in 2001 representing a 3.3% increase from 2000.
Development of the tourism industry in New Zealand officially began in February 1901 when
Sir Joseph Ward, then Colonial Secretary, and Thomas Donne established the ‘Tourist and
Health Resorts Department’, signifying the world’s first government agency designed
specifically to develop tourism (Collier, 1994). This revolutionary department saw many
changes over the last century, eventually becoming today’s ‘Tourism New Zealand’ (Tourism
New Zealand, 2001a). The original role of the department was to globally promote New
Zealand as a tourist destination. Global marketing schemes have greatly changed since then,
to include the current “100% Pure New Zealand” campaign. In July 1999, New Zealand
launched this international tourism marketing campaign using natural words and beautiful
wilderness images to lure international and domestic tourists alike (Tourism New Zealand,
2002). Although the 100% Pure New Zealand marketing scheme has likely aided in attracting
visitors, the influx has been annually increasing over the last eighteen years (see Table 2.1).
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TABLE 2.1
VISITOR ARRIVALS TO NEW ZEALAND 1985-2001
Year
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

Arrivals
596 995
689 073
763 209
855 492
867 522
933 431
967 062
999 714
1 086 557
1 213 318
1 343 003
1 441 838
1 551 341
1 468 144
1 517 324
1 787 000
1 880 000

Source: modified from Hall and Kearsley (2001); Tourism New Zealand (2002).

Historical visitor trends indicate continued tourism growth both globally and within New
Zealand. This growth will inevitable bring infrastructure pressure particularly to New
Zealand’s main tourism product; its natural resources. The natural beauty and uniqueness of
New Zealand is effectively summed up by the Department of Conservation (2002).

From the mangrove-fringed tidal inlets of Northland to the snowcapped volcanoes of the central plateau, from the forests of the
Urewera to the majestic fiords, glaciers and mountains of the south,
this land is unique. Plants and animals found nowhere else on Earth
can be found here.

Along with a unique range of landscape, flora, and fauna, New Zealand supports a large
marine ecosystem. According to the IUCN (1991 in Weaver, 2001) a marine environment is
“any intertidal or subtidal terrain together with its overlying water and associated flora, fauna,
historical and cultural features” (p.265). The New Zealand marine environment involves an
extensive coastline considering that no part of the country is more than 128 kilometres from
the sea (Frommers, 2000). The environment provides habitat to a variety of fish, marine
mammals, crustations and other organisms, including about 8000 marine species, 61 seabirds,
41 marine mammals, 964 fish (of which one hundred and eight are endemic), 2000 molluscs
(snails, shellfish and squid), 350 sponges, 400 echinoderms (kina, starfish and so on), 900
species of seaweeds and 700 species of micro-algae (Department of Conservation, 2000a).
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New Zealand’s unique marine environment draws millions of international and domestic
tourists each year who are seeking to participate in activities such as; fishing, diving, marine
mammal watching (dolphins, whales, fur seals and penguins), seabird watching (Albatross
and Gannets), kayaking, sailing and cruises. A national marine study outlined tourism growth
finding that 61% of New Zealand’s 376 marine operations in 1995 were less than five years
old (McKegg, 1996). In 2002, it has been unofficially estimated that 650 marine tourism
facilities are operating in New Zealand (Higham, pers comm, 2002) indicating not only
incredible growth, but also a positive public value for marine environments. Most of the
marine-based operations in New Zealand are located around the North Island (68% in 1995)
and are mainly based in the Bay of Plenty, the Coromandel, Whangarei, the Far North,
Auckland and Wellington. The remaining South Island operations are found in Otago,
Canterbury, Kaikoura, Nelson/Marlborough, Fiordland, and Stewart Island (McKegg, 1995).

2.2.3 Management of New Zealand’s Marine Environments

Management of these marine areas is shared by different New Zealand agencies representing
both central, and local government. The Ministry of Fisheries (Te Tautiaki i nga tini a
Tangaroa) manages New Zealand’s fisheries under the Fisheries Act (1983, updated in 1996).
This national government body is responsible for the sustainable utilisation of fisheries which
involves “ . . .conserving, using, enhancing and developing New Zealand’s fisheries resource
to enable people to provide for their social, economic and cultural well-being” (Ministry of
Fisheries, 1996, p.2). The organisation works cooperatively with commercial fishers,
recreational groups, environmental groups, regional government and local government to
ensure that the amendments of the Fisheries Act (1996), set environmental principles, catch
limits, and the Quota Management System (1986) are responsibly abided by (Ministry of
Fisheries, 1996a).

Ensuring the protection of natural areas, including marine reservations and unique species, is
the responsibility of The Department of Conservation (Department of Conservation, 2002).
The Department of Conservation (DOC) is a government organisation established in 1987
resulting from the conglomeration of several environmental agencies. This organization is
central in New Zealand’s commitment to environmental conservation and sustainability,
which is evident in their mission as protectors of New Zealand’s natural and historic heritage
for all to enjoy now and in the future (Department of Conservation, 2002).
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Beyond the government agencies and marine legislation meant to protect New Zealand’s
marine environment, codes of practice are becoming an integral and common component
among marine operators in New Zealand and around the world. There are general codes of
practice established for basic New Zealand environmental care (e.g. New Zealand
Environmental Care Code and Water Care Code) (Department of Conservation, 2002) as well
as industry specific codes. The Sea Kayak Operators Association of New Zealand has set
forth a code of practice for operations, which includes the need to explain an ‘environmental
impact code’ and provide an explanation for its necessity. There are also codes of practice for
charter boats set forth by local communities whose expectations go above and beyond that of
the governmental regulations put forth by the Ministry of Fisheries (e.g. Code of Practice for
Patersons Inlet) (Ministry of Fisheries, 1996b).

Past management of New Zealand’s marine environment was largely focused on sustaining
fisheries and marine life for human use rather than for the inherent characteristics of local
species. Values have changed from this past anthropocentric management strategy to the
current ecocentric approach (Ministry of Fisheries, 1996a). The development of ecocentric
values is underlined by The Ministry of Fisheries who stated that, evolving societal attitudes
toward natural resources during the last decade has created a new awareness that natural
systems are valuably interconnected (Ministry of Fisheries, 1996a). In February 2000, the
Department of Conservation released a ‘biodiversity report’ making a strong commitment to
environmental bio-diversity and preservation including the protection of marine environments
(Department of Conservation, 2000a). This commitment is evident by the number of marine
areas currently being considered for legal environmental protection. This protection is
accomplished by New Zealand’s (1971) Marine Reserves Act, which allows for the
preservation of Marine Reserves. According to the Department of Conservation (2000b)
Marine Reserves are similar to National Parks in that they protect New Zealand’s unique and
representative habitats and species, however they occur on and in the water versus the land.
Reserves are currently the best method of protecting underwater scenery, natural features and
unique marine life in New Zealand. Four years after the Marine Reserves Act was
implemented, Cape Rodney-Okakari Pt Marine Reserve was created (1975) protecting 980ha
on the East Coast of North Auckland. Since then, fifteen further Marine Reserves have been
established in New Zealand (see Figure 2.1). Other efforts to protect New Zealand’s marine
environment are evident, including five Marine Protected Areas, seven formal applications for
new Marine Reserves, and seventeen sites under investigation for protection (Department of
Conservation, 2000b).
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Figure 2.1: Marine Reserves and Marine Protected Areas in New Zealand

Source: modified from Department of Conservation, 2000b
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Although ecocentric approaches are evident, there is still room for improvement in the
conservation effort of New Zealand’s marine environment. There are currently only a limited
number of species protected under law, including all marine mammals (Marine Mammals
Protection Act, 1978), most sea birds, and other species including the spotted black groper,
marine reptiles, black and red corals (Wildlife Act 1953) (Department of Conservation, 2002).
The importance of conservation efforts has however been realised prompting numerous New
Zealand focused marine studies.

2.2.4 New Zealand Marine Tourism Impact Research

Significant marine research efforts have focused on the impact that tourism has on marine
mammals in New Zealand (Gordon et al. 1992; Lusseau, 2002, Neumann and Orams, 2002).
Gordon et al. (1992) discovered that whales are clearly disturbed by marine tourism boats
when they investigated their behaviour in the presence and absence of vessels. Disturbances
were more commonly noted when whale watching vessels were not abiding by established
guidelines and codes of practice, however it is suggested that the whale watching industry in
Kaikoura has reduced its disturbance on whales following recommendations and guidelines
made as a result of previous research (Gordon et al. 1992). Neumann and Orams (2002)
further investigated the effects of marine mammal watching vessels on short-beaked common
dolphins in the North Island of New Zealand. Their findings supported Gordon et al. (1992)
when they suggested that the behaviour of common dolphins, like the whale behaviours, were
very much affected by boat tourism. They further stated that adherence to the New Zealand
Marine Mammal Protection Regulations combined with the currently low level of tourism in
the area is keeping the disturbances to a minimal. Unfortunately in Doubtful Sound, which is
home to a small population of bottlenose dolphins, the impacts are more obvious. According
to Lusseau (2002), 66% of the observed interactions between dolphins and tourism boats
violated the Marine Mammals Protection Act in some manner. Although effectively proven
regulations are in place (Neumann and Orams, 2002), it is evident that if these guidelines are
not strictly monitored and adhered to, marine mammals will be negatively affected by marine
tourism.
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2.2.5

Sea Kayaking Tourism

The various impacts that non-motorised vessels have on marine environments are generally
less extensive than those caused by motorised crafts. Sea kayaking for example, is considered
to be environmentally ‘sensitive’, for participation creates minimal impact provided rubbish is
disposed of appropriately. In his discussion on sea kayaking, Weaver (2001) stated that a
canoe across the water leaves no trace; therefore it is an environmentally friendly activity. The
pro-environmental reputation of sea kayaking tourism is promising considering its
phenomenal increase in popularity and subsequent growth (Weaver, 2001). The activity is
most fashionable in North and Central America but is also becoming important in European,
Oceania, and Asian markets (Weaver, 2001). Growth in the industry has most certainly been
the case in New Zealand specifically in Abel Tasman National Park. Located on the northern
tip of the South Island, the park is one of the nation’s most popular paddling areas. In 1986,
the first commercial sea kayaking companies were established including, Abel Tasman
Kayaks, and Ocean River Adventure Company. The number of commercial operators has
dramatically increased from two in 1986 to fourteen by the year 2000 (Caradus, 2000, in
Hawke, 2000). According to Hawke (2000) sea kayaking companies are the predominant
commercial operations in the area. This is not surprising considering high demands and the
ability for operators to supply the activity year-round. The increase in operations is directly
related to the aforementioned high demand. The number of sea kayaking tourists in that area
has doubled over the past five to six years (Hawke, 2000). If no user restrictions are
implemented, the demand is expected to further double within the next ten years (Department
of Conservation, 1998, in Hawke, 2000).

2.2.5.1

Sea Kayaking Tourism Research in New Zealand

The massive growth in sea kayaking tourism in New Zealand, specifically around Abel
Tasman National Park has catalysed research projects and reports, including Cessford (1998)
and Hawke (2000). After conducting a survey in the park Cessford (1998) of the Department
of Conservation suggested that sea kayaking tourists were generally satisfied with their
experiences. Environmental impacts were examined and cross-referenced with visitors’
perception and tolerance levels. Interestingly, 55% of visitors identified that they noticed litter
on the water or at beaches, yet 42% further expressed “they were not notably bothered” by it
(Cessford, 1998, p.38). The high percentage of respondents that were limitedly affected by
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human waste in a natural area could indicate a general lack of pro-environmental values or
perhaps simply a high tolerance for human impact in exchange for a sea kayaking experience.

Acting upon recommendations set forth by Cessford (1998), a further study of Abel Tasman
National Park users was conducted (Hawke 2000). Cessford (1998) found that 53% of sea
kayakers were disturbed on the water by motorboats and suggested that further examination of
this observed user group conflict be evaluated. Hawke (2000) followed up this research
recommendation and found significant reason to believe that the user groups experienced
discord, stating various reasons for conflict. Sea kayaking tourists for example, dislike the
noise, wake, and pollution created by motorised watercraft users. Sea kayakers were also
concerned with the potential danger posed by motorised vehicles utilising the same waterway.
Motorised watercraft users inversely saw sea kayaking tourists as a hazard and perceived
them to be a danger to boating and water-skiing, considering they are difficult to see and to
avoid (Hawke, 2000). Along with the user group conflict that Hawke (2000) established
between sea kayakers and motorised watercraft users he also recognized that they exhibit
differing demographic and trip characteristics. Sea kayaking tourists were predominantly
younger, females with higher levels of formal education who engaged in longer trips with
smaller groups. Comparatively, the motorised watercraft users were generally older males
with lower levels of formal education who engaged in shorter trips with larger groups.

2.2.6

Sea Fishing Tourism

In contrast to the nonconsumptive nature and perceived environmental sensitivity of sea
kayaking, sea fishing is often regarded as consumptive and extractive (Jackson, 1989).
Globally, it is one of the most popular forms of outdoor recreation, likely due to low
participation costs and lack of physical demands (ASA, 2001 in Ditton et al. 2000). In the
United States efforts have recently been made to promote fishing tourism and remove
constraints from travellers, thus further increasing the activity’s attractiveness (Ditton et al.
2000). Popularity in fishing is also evident in the southern hemisphere. Tasmania estimated
that in 1983 around 25% of their total population were engaging in some form of salt-water
fishing (Lyle and Smith, 1998) and in 1996 approximately 22+% were participating (Lyle and
Smith, 1998; Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2002).

Without conducting extensive research projects it is difficult to determine the exact number of
people engaging in salt-water fishing considering that licenses are not required. However it
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can be stated with certainty that global sea fishing participation is high and escalating (Ditton
et al. 2000). Unfortunately, little is known about the total recreational fishing catch that these
sea fishers are logging. The lack of information is mainly due to difficulties involved with
counting the catch as well as a lack of implemented sea fishing studies. For example, before
1991 there was almost a complete deficiency of quantitative information on the total marine
recreational fishing catch in New Zealand (Bradford, 1998). During the year 01-November,
1997 to 31-October, 1998 the Ministry of Fisheries expanded on the series of exploratory
surveys that had began in 1991, and attempted to create a vivid picture of the New Zealand
recreational fishing industry. This research used a ‘diary method’, targeting a total of eightyfive charter boats. Results indicated that between 1997 and 1998 there were 7,941 fishing
trips logged catering to 50,421 fishers who documented a catch record of 20,341 fish,
representing 105 species (James and Unwin, 2000). This national charter boat research was
shewn with limitations as the sample population proved to small for valid statistical analysis,
and the sample of overseas fishers was unknown. Thus, in 1996 the Ministry of Fisheries
initiated a two-year programme to estimate fish catch effort in the New Zealand marine
recreational charter boat industry. This effort produced various publications some of which
are still being processed (Bell et al. 1998a,b,c,d; Bell et al. 2000a,b).

Each of these publications examined the demographic characteristics of fishers in New
Zealand as well as some of their specific trip characteristics. The findings suggested that
people engaging in sea fishing in the South Island of New Zealand are older (41-40 years)
males who generally make more than five trips a year with a travel party of less than three
people. The most popular time for fishing occurs in January, February and March where
fishers generally target Blue Cod and Snapper (Bell et al. 1998a,b,c,d; Bell et al. 2000a,b).

The limited amount of recreational sea fishing data within New Zealand is surprising
considering it is an island nation with prominent fishing history. Thomas Edward Donne,
cofounder of the Tourism and Health Resorts Department, felt that New Zealand was a
sportsman’s paradise when he began the establishment and introduction of reserves, licenses,
seasons and quotas for hunting and fishing recreationists. Zane Grey, an American novelist
and avid angler also catalysed strong publicity and a sportsman’s boom in New Zealand. Grey
became a strong spokesman for New Zealand fishing, stating “New Zealand waters are
undoubtedly the most remarkable in the seas for magnificent game fish” (Tourism New
Zealand, 2001b, p.20). Grey’s publication ‘Tales of the Angler’s Eldorado, New Zealand’
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(1926), sparked further recognition for New Zealand in the international fishing tourism realm
(Tourism New Zealand, 2001b).

Popular tourism settings such as New Zealand’s marine waterways are susceptible to over-use
and environmental impact. The dependent relationship that exists between tourism and the
environment is well documented and known. However, it is most effectively summarised by
Budowski (1976) who suggests that the relationship involves either, conflict or symbiosis. For
example, the natural environment could potentially be harmed by tourism and hence the two
are viewed as being in constant conflict. Or perhaps tourism and the environment have the
potential to work together in a symbiotic relationship thus enhancing the positive aspects of
both. It is hoped that the latter is true and that tourism helps improve individuals’
environmental values.

2.3 Environmental Values
There lies considerable variation in the way with which tourists value and behave within
natural and marine environments. Sea kayaking and sea fishing for example often attract
different individuals who arguable maintain dissimilar environment values (Jackson, 1989).
Factors such as demographics, past experience and specialization are also thought to be
influential in distinguishing value variation (Luzar et al. 1995; Schreyer et al. 1984; Hobson,
1977). This section briefly examines the history of environmental thought, thoroughly
discusses the concept of values and valuation methodologies, and further examines previous
research regarding environmental value and behavioural variation.

2.3.1

Brief History of Environmental Values

Human’s awareness of environmental issues is vital for the sustainability of nature as well as
the human population. Simply put, we would not exist without the natural environment. Our
place within that environment however, has been the subject of mass interdisciplinary debates
for centuries, revealing three main positions including: ‘humans under nature’, ‘humans
against nature’ and ‘humans with nature’ (Harper, 2001). Throughout history we have moved
through these positions from hunter/gather societies who saw themselves at the mercy of
hidden natural forces (‘humans under nature’), to agricultural societies who regarded the
environment as something to be conquered for personal benefit (‘humans over nature’) to
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industrial and modern societies who are beginning to understand the interconnectedness
between nature and humans (‘humans with nature’) (Harper, 2001).

The way in which humans’ value the environment has changed over time and continues to be
an important debate considering the vast number of environmental spokespersons, groups,
philosophers, policies, laws, and publications addressing the issue today. While there are far
too many relevant people and publications to recognise within this thesis, a few individuals
will be identified to illustrate the evolution of environmental values. Before this is presented it
is important to acknowledge that all of these publications take on some aspect or another of
what O’Riordan (1976) classifies as ecocentric or technocentric modes. In order to define
ecocentrism it is best to begin by describing its philosophical opposite; anthropocentrism.
This worldview opposes ecocentrism in that it places human values at the centre of all
creation (Pepper, 1996) and suggests that nature is at the mercy of human development and
needs. Therefore, ecocentrism is a mode of thought that regards humans as an interacting part
of the natural ecosystem and emphasises a strong sense of respect for nature in its own right
(Pepper, 1996). The ecocentric mode was brought about by philosophies of the Romantic
transcendentalists of the mid-nineteenth century (O’Riordan 1976). This rebellion for change
was likely resulting from the previous tecnocentric mode of thought, which was
anthropocentric in position. Technocentrism was believed to have evolved from biblical times
as can be seen in Genesis which states that, as humans, we should “have dominion over the
fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air and over every living thing that moveth upon the
earth.” (O’Riordan, 1976, p.12). According to O’Riordan (1976) this evolution from
technocentrism to ecocentrism was directly related to a transformation in values.

The seventeenth century renaissance writer/philosopher Francis Bacon (1596-1650)
maintained anthropocentric values and supported the ‘humans over nature’ position, stating
his belief that by breaking nature down into parts and observing it in its basic fundamental
units we should be able to manipulate it for our own ends (Pepper, 1996). Seventeenth
century philosopher and colleague, Rene Descartes (1561-1626), supported Bacon’s views
and further believed that humans were hierarchically superior in all ways to animals (Pepper,
1996). Two centuries later Gifford Pinchot (1865-1946) was still arguing for the
anthropocentric use of land however, John Muir (1838-1914) publicly opposed Pinchot’s
human centred views (Nash, 1967) and began a conservation age creating the first of the
National Parks system (Yosemite in 1890) and the Sierra Club in 1892 (Holden, 2000). Henry
David Thoreau supported Muir’s ecocentric stance in his book ‘Walden’ (1845, re-printed
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1971) where he expressed a spiritual communion with the natural world (Sax, 1980). Similar
to Muir and Thoreau, Aldo Leopold (1887-1948) spent extended periods of time in the
wilderness generating a strong connection to nature evident in his prominent and influential
book ‘A Sand County Almanac’ (1949). A decade later Rachel Carson (1907-1964), created
vast environmental awareness through her publication ‘Silent Spring’ (1962), in which she
critically attacked the industrial use of the pesticide DDT in US farming practices (Holden,
2000). Norwegian eco-philosopher, Arne Naess (1912-present) then developed the deepecological platform (‘The Shallow and the Deep, Long-Range Ecology Movement’, 1973), and
expressed strong ecocentric and inherent value for nature. There are numerous other
influential contributions to environmental literature which take on various anthropocentric
and ecocentric positions however, it is evident that environmental values have changed over
time and are likely to continue evolving in the future.

2.3.2

Defining Values

Rokeach (1973) stated that these evolving values are enduring beliefs where a specific mode
of conduct is preferable to its opposite. Pizam and Calantone (1987) further suggested that
values are hypothetical constructs manifested in humans through experiences and
communication. The term value is often thought to be synonymous with other ideas such as;
interests, attitudes, beliefs or opinions. Although they are quite similar in meaning, these
constructs are differentiated by Pizam and Calantone (1987) who consider values to be the
most effective element for measurement, stating that lower constructs (opinions, beliefs,
attitudes and interests) have historically generated inconclusive results. For example, in their
study of values as determinants of tourist behaviour, Pizam and Calantone (1987) found that
the use of values predicted up to 81% of travel behaviours indicating a significant success
rate. In order to measure travellers’ values Pizam and Calantone (1987) used a value
assessment scale however, measuring intangible elements such as values, no matter what
method used, is a very difficult task.

2.3.3

Measuring Values

The existing value measurement methodologies are ridden with controversy as it is difficult to
quantitatively measure intangible feelings and qualitative assessment techniques breed
researcher bias. However, many attempts have been made to develop assessment techniques
including numerous quantitative value scales such as; Rokeach’s (1968) Value Survey,
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Kahle’s (1986) List of Values, Pelletier et al. ‘s (1998) Motivations Towards the Environment
Scale, Dunlap and Van Liere’s (1978) New Environmental Paradigm, and Dunlap et al.’s
(2000) New Ecological Paradigm. Although a comprehensive literature search revealed many
other single and multiple methods of value assessment, they are generally based on the above
paradigms (e.g. Pinhey and Grimes, 1979; Pizam and Calantone, 1987; Zwick and Solan,
1996). There are various value elements assessed in these environmental attitude scales,
which attempt to reveal individual’s overall values. Some popular methods include measuring
environmental world-views (global values), assessing resource specific environmental values
(contextual values) or evaluating travellers’ motivations to participate in specific
environmental activities (situational values) (see Table 2.2).

TABLE 2.2
ELEMENTS OF VALUE METHODOLOGIES
Assessment Element
General or Global Values
Specific or Contextual Environmental Values
Motivation for Participation

Research
Rokeach (1968) Value Survey
Kahle (1983) List of Values
Dunlap and Van Liere (1978)
Dunlap et al. (2000)
Pelletier et al. (1998)

Examining each of these levels (global, contextual and situational) is important because of the
transitional nature of values (Gnoth, 1997; Vallerand, 1997; Crick-Furman and Prentice,
2000) It has been suggested that the way an individual values an environment will vary in
accordance to their current aims and objectives within a particular situation or setting (CrickFurman and Prentice, 2000). Therefore, measuring all levels should prove successful in
gaining a more comprehensive understanding of respondents’ environmental values. Each of
the above-mentioned methods of environmental valuation offers specific advantages. In order
to determine the scales usefulness, an examination of each assessment technique is presented
including their individual strengths and weaknesses. The following scale summaries focus on
quantitative methods, as the assessment technique employed in this research is also
quantitative.

2.3.3.1

Rokeach’s (1968) Value Survey

Rokeach’s Value Survey has been widely utilised as an effective measurement of values. The
instruments’ popularity can be attributed to researchers’ success in finding specific values that
differentiate various political, religious, economic, generational, and cultural groups
(Braithwaite and Law, 1985). Some research has applied this approach in accessing value
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differences of consumptive and nonconsumptive tourists (Zwick and Solan 1996), examining
the Australian Ecotourism market (Blamey and Braithwaite, 1997) and comparing traveller
personality type, values and travel style (Madrigal, 1995). The scale has also been used as a
base for other assessment techniques including, The Value-Attitude-Behaviour Hierarchy
(Homer and Kahle, 1988), and the List of Values (Kahle, 1983).

The Value Survey is attractive to researchers for various reasons including its versatility,
economic viability, and ease of use (Braithwaite and Law, 1985). Respondents are required to
rank eighteen end states of existence (terminal values) followed by eighteen modes of conduct
(instrumental values) in terms of importance as guiding principles in their lives. The ranking
system used involves a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1) “I reject this as a guiding
principle in my life” to 7) “I accept this as of the greatest importance as a guiding principle in
my life” (Braithwaite and Law, 1985). Although important values research has been
established with the Value Survey, it is not without criticism. The scale is long and time
consuming, causing a lack of focus and therefore inconsistent lasie-fair responses
(Braithwaite and Law, 1985). It has also been criticised as ambiguous and inconclusive, as the
criteria for item selection are arbitrary and subjective (Jones et al. 1978 in Braithwaite and
Law, 1985).

2.3.3.2

Kahle et al.’s (1983) List of Values (LOV)

Kahle et al. (1983) developed the List of Values (LOV) in response to criticisms directed at
Rokeach’s Value Survey. The LOV is a simplified nine-point version of Rokeach’s eighteenpoint terminal Value Survey. The list is assessed on a five-point Likert scale ranging from
‘extremely unimportant’ to ‘extremely important’ and has been successfully utilised to
examine leisure behaviour (Veroff et al. 1981, in Madrigal, 1995), as well as tourist behaviour
(Madrigal, 1995; Muller, 1991, in Madrigal, 1995). An aspect of Kahle’s List of Values that
differentiates it from Rokeach’s Value Scale is that the LOV includes an evaluation of
internal and external loci of control (Madrigal, 1995). According to Kahle (1983 in Madrigal,
1995), values such as; self-fulfilment, accomplishment, fun and enjoyment in life, excitement,
warm relationships with others, and self respect represent an internal locus, whereas; security,
belonging, and being well-respected represent an external locus. The measurement of internal
and external orientations greatly enhances the relevance and usefulness of assessed values
considering the fact that evidence exists relating internal orientations to heightened
environmental values (Kahle et al. 1986; Crick-Furman and Prentice, 2000).
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Similar to Rokeachs’s Value Survey, the List of Values is not without flaws. In past research
values have been conceptualised as enduring, static guiding principles in one’s everyday
existence, however current research suggests that values are varied and exhibit situational
shifts (Crick-Furman and Prentice, 2000). The values assessed in Kahle’s instrument are
abstract and do not relate values to site or activity-specific situations. The second major
criticism of the List of Values involves the idea that true values are difficult to capture and the
effectiveness of a scales assessment is therefore dependent on how fully an individual engages
in self-reflection. Thus discrepancies will exist between individuals and their ability to assess
accurate personal values. Crick-Furman and Prentice (2000) go on to emphasis the importance
of assessing internal and external orientations, which are also exemplified in Pelletier et al.’s
(1998) establishment of a unique valuation methodology involving the measurement of
individual motivations towards the environment.

2.3.3.3

Pelletier et al.’s (1998) Motivation Towards the Environment Scale

The Motivation Toward the Environment Scale (MTES) examines environmental awareness,
environmental attitudes, and their effects on environmental pro-action. Pelletier et al. (1998),
state that the MTES is unique because it takes assessed environmental attitudes and examines
whether or not their behaviours are reflective. There is common agreement that motivation is
generated from an individual’s need, want or desire for satisfaction. For example, needs
generate an uncomfortable level of tension within individuals’ minds and bodies thus causing
actions designed to relieve tension and generate satisfaction (Fodness, 1994). Therefore, these
needs are satisfied by action or behaviour. The idea that behaviour is directly related to
individual values is well accepted and supported (Pizam and Calantone, 1987; Gnoth 1997;
Crick-Furman and Prentice, 2000) and rarely disputed (Zanna et al. 1980; Diekmann and
Preisendorfer, 1998).

Pelletier et al. (1998) used four case studies to reveal that the MTES is a valid method of
evaluating motivations for environmental conscious behaviour. Validity was determined when
Pelletier et al. (1998) revealed similar findings to Kahle et al. (1983). The use of MTES found
that people are more likely to act positively towards the environment if they are intrinsically
motivated versus extrinsically. Intrinsic motivation to participate in environmental activities
may include, a love for nature or self-determination. In contrast, extrinsic motivation often
involves a need for recognition or a tangible reward (Pelletier et al. 1998). The MTES is
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relatively new in comparison to other value methodologies and has not been thoroughly tested
or utilised. Therefore the benefits and drawbacks of the methodology are unclear at this stage.

2.3.3.4

Dunlap and Van Liere’s (1978) New Environmental Paradigm

The most notable and historically durable method of measuring environmental values is
Dunlap and Van Liere’s (1978) New Environmental Paradigm (NEP). General societal beliefs
were historically summarised by the Dominant Social Paradigm (DSP), which promoted a
belief in limitless resources, continuous progress, and the necessity of growth (Albrecht et al.
1982). According to Albrecht et al. (1982) the New Environmental Paradigm contradicts the
seemingly outdated Dominant Social Paradigm for its orientations assert the desirability of
restricting growth, the protection of ecosystems, and the promotion of harmonious
relationships between humans and nature. Dunlap and Van Liere (1978) developed a twelvepoint scale designed to measure peoples’ environmental attitudes towards nature in three main
categories. The categories were termed factors and include; balance with nature, limits of
growth, and man over nature (see Table 2.4).

TABLE 2.3
NEW ENVIRONMETNAL PARADIGM
Factor One
1
2
3
4
Factor Two
5
6
7
8
Factor Three
9
10
11
12

Balance of Nature
The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset
When humans interfere with nature it can produce disastrous consequences
Humans must live in harmony with nature in order to survive
Mankind is severely abusing the environment
Limits to Growth
Human population is approaching the limit that the earth can support
Earth is like a spaceship with limited room and resources
There are limits to growth beyond which our industrialise society cannot expand
To maintain a healthy economy we will have to develop a “steady state” economy where
industrial growth is controlled
Man over Nature
Mankind was created to rule over the rest of nature
Humans have the right to modify the natural environment to suit their needs
Plants and animals exit primarily to be utilised by humans
Humans need not adapt to the natural environment because they can remake it to suit
their needs

Source: Albrecht et al. 1982, p.41

Dunlap and Van Liere’s (1978) twelve-point New Environmental Paradigm scale has received
significant attention over the last two decades including both support and criticism. The
successful accounts seen within the academic literature utilising the NEP are overwhelming
making an exhaustive review of the instrument beyond the scope of this thesis. However, a
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few examples of the success of NEP include; Jackson, (1989), Uysal et al. (1994), Jurowdki et
al. (1995). More recently Higham et al. (2001), used the NEP in their study to achieve a clear
profile and understanding of visitors to ecotourism operations in New Zealand. Support for
the NEP scale is expressed by Albrecht et al. (1982) who in their article ‘The New
Environmental Paradigm’, discuss the scale and empirically certify its use for successfully
evaluating environmental values. Geller, and Lasley (1985) further support the validity of
NEP in their 1985 article, ‘The New Environmental Paradigm Scale: a re-examination’,
however recognising that the twelve-point scale could be reduced to nine-points whilst
maintaining its validity in evaluating individual environmental values. Noe and Snow (1990)
showed further support for Geller and Lasley’s nine-point scale and for NEP in general stating
that “Despite doubts about the scale, it still represents an advanced tool for measuring
environmental concern when compared with techniques available only a decade ago” (p.26).

Despite numerous successes, there are also many examples of where the NEP has been used
unsuccessfully. Many researchers utilising the NEP found their results to be inconclusive or
unsupportive including; Geller and Lasley (1971); Geisler et al. (1977); and Van Liere and
Noe, (1981). Personal communication with Michael Lück, a PhD candidate at The University
of Otago, Dunedin, New Zealand (Luck, 1998) and Susan Russell, a Masters recipient from
The University of Otago, Dunedin, New Zealand (Russell, 2002) indicated a lack of success
coupled with a magnitude of frustration in working with the NEP scale. Both individuals
suggested that the scale did not produce significant results and that data analysis was difficult.
There are many concerns and criticisms associated with the NEP. The original twelve-item
scale and revised nine-item scale primarily tap ‘primitive beliefs’ about humans’ relationship
with the natural environment (Dunlap et al. 2000). The assessment of these primitive beliefs
makes it difficult for researchers to make concrete conclusions about individuals’ varying
environmental values.

2.3.3.5

Dunlap et al.’s (2000) New Ecological Paradigm

The New Ecological Paradigm was therefore developed in attempts to improve the New
Environmental Paradigm. Dunlap et al. (2000) revised and updated the original scale in
several respects. Firstly, the New Ecological Paradigm taps a wider range of ecological
worldviews; secondly it offers a balanced set of pro-and anti-NEP items thus encouraging
internal consistency; and finally it avoids outmoded terminology currently evident in the
original NEP scale (Dunlap et al. 2000). The revised instrument consists of fifteen-items
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versus the original twelve, however maintains the use of the five-point Likert scale (see Table
2.5).

TABLE 2.4
NEW ECOLOIGICAL PARADIGM
Question
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

We are approaching the limit of the number of people the earth can support
Humans have the right to modify the natural environment to suit their needs
When humans interfere with nature it often produces disastrous consequences
Human ingenuity will insure that we do NOT make the earth unliveable
Humans are severely abusing the environment
The earth has plenty of natural resources if we just learn how to develop them
Plants and animals have as much right as humans to exist
The balance of nature is strong enough to cope with the impacts of modern industrial nations
Despite our special abilities humans are still subject to the laws of nature
The so called ‘ecological crisis’ facing humankind has been greatly exaggerated
The earth is like a spaceship with very limited room and resources
Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature
The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset
Humans will eventually learn enough about how nature works to be able to control it
If things continue on their present course, we will soon experience a major catastrophe

Source: Dunlap et al. (2000)

While The New Ecological Paradigm is relatively young, Dunlap et al. (2000) presented
content validity by cross-comparing NEP results with other related studies that used different
methodologies. For example, Kempton et al. (1995 in Dunlap et al. 2000), concluded that
three environmental beliefs play crucial roles in American culture those being, 1) nature is a
limited resource upon which humans rely, 2) nature is balanced, highly interdependent and
complex, and 3) materialism and lack of contact with nature have led our society to devalue
nature (Dunlap et al. 2000, p. 425). These roles are strikingly similar to the basic premise of
the New Environmental Paradigm and the New Ecological Paradigm, which are, 1) balance
with nature, 2) limits to growth, and 3) human domination over nature (Dunlap and Van
Liere, 1978, p.11). Despite improvements, The New Ecological Paradigm scale has only a
slightly higher internal consistency than the original New Environmental Paradigm (Dunlap et
al. 2000). Even with the improvements and published support it seems that the New
Ecological Paradigm remains inconsistent and problematic.

2.3.3.6

Values Summary

The historically validated methodologies discussed above have produced important
information however, establishing accurate and consistent value results has been difficult.
Table 2.6 displays the significant advantages and disadvantages involved in utilising any one
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of the aforementioned valuation methodologies. As displayed through this value assessment
summary table, the ample disadvantages of each scale makes it is difficult to determine which
method of evaluating humans values is most appropriate and useful.

TABLE 2.5
ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF VALUE ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGIES

Value Survey (1968)

List of Values (1983)

Motivations Towards
the Environment Scale
(1998)
New Environmental
Paradigm (1978)

New Ecological
Paradigm (2000)

Advantages
-Widely used
-Vast published results
-Successful use
-Determined validity
-Other paradigms based on it

-Simple version of value scale
-Short 9-point scale
-Includes internal-external assessment
-Published success
-Examines values and pro-environmental
behaviour
-Includes internal-external assessment
-Unknown due to lack of thorough testing
-Widely used
-Vast published results
-Determined validity

-Similar to NEP
-Updated version of NEP
-Increased internal consistency

Disadvantages
-Lack of focus
-Long and time consuming
-Criticised as ambiguous and
inconclusive in assessing values
-Arbitrary and subjective
-Researchers have questioned
usefulness and meaning
-Difficulties with data analysis
-Assumes values are situationally static
-Generic
-Not activity or site specific
-New
-Not widely used

-Inconclusive results
-Unsupportive results
-Ambiguous and generic
-Measures overall world view
-Not activity or site specific
-Dunlap et al. (2000) cautioned against
using NEP as a good indicator of sitespecific behaviour.
-Taps ‘primitive beliefs’
-Similar to NEP
-Not widely tested
-Only slightly increased internal
consistency

Rokeach’s ‘Value Scale’ (1968), Kahle’s ‘List of Values’ (1983), Pelletier et al.’s ‘Motivation
Towards the Environment Scale’ (1998), Dunlap and Van Liere’s ‘New Environmental
Paradigm’ (1978), and Dunlap et al.’s ‘New Ecological Paradigm’ (2000) all assume that
environmental values are enduring and stable beliefs. More recent research suggests that
values are not stagnant and instead should be seen as transitional and situationally dependent.
For example, Crick-Furman and Prentice (2000) suggest that how people depict an
environment and what they value within it varies according to their immediate aims and
objectives within a particular context. Other research compliments this idea suggesting that
site-specific environmental values may be more effective in determining true environmental
concern versus a more traditional worldview assessment. Dunlap and Heffernan (1975)
proposed the idea that site-specific environmental concern is most important because
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environmental concern differs depending on what aspect of the environment is being
examined. Inconsistent results have been reported (Van Liere and Noe, 1981, Theodori et al.
1998), however there is support for the idea that people value environments needed to
participate in desired activities more than those which are not needed (Dunlap and Heffernan,
1975; Crick-Furman and Prentice, 2000).

2.4 Environmental Values and Behaviours Research
Despite methodological difficulties some important and relevant environmental values and
behaviours research has been established. Once again a value is believed to be an enduring
belief where a specific mode of conduct is preferable to its opposite (Rokeach, 1973).
Therefore the way people feel about the natural environment is reflected in the way with
which they behave in that setting. Warranting the generally accepted relationship between
values and behaviours (Pizam and Calantone, 1987; Crick-Furman and Prentice, 2000), it is
reasonable to discuss them simultaneously. Evaluating environmental behaviour is a much
easier task then assessing values, however, it also has weaknesses. Measuring behaviour
generally occurs through either, direct observation, or by collecting self-reported behaviour
statements. Direct observation is problematic as the evaluation is inevitably based on the
perceptions of the observer and may not necessarily reflect a unanimous opinion.
Alternatively, self reported behaviour scales could result in inaccurate descriptions as people
may rate their pro-environmental behaviour higher than it actually is, thus reflecting how they
feel they should act and not how they actually act (Hines et al. 1987).

Researchers have however, managed to produce a wide array of useful environmental values
and behavioural information, including an exploration of the potential factors influencing
value and behaviour levels. Some explanations for the differing levels include the effects of;
demographics (Hines, 1987; Uysal, 1994; Luzar et al. 1995), past experiences (Schreyer et al.
1984), levels of specialization (Hobson, 1977; Wellman et al. 1982, Hobson, 2000) and tourist
typology (Dunlap and Heffernan, 1975; Jackson, 1989; Zwick and Solan, 1996). The extent to
which demographics, past experience, and specialization play a role in shaping environmental
values and behaviours is discussed below. Tourist typology (nonconsumptive versus
consumptive) will be examined in Section 2.5 of this chapter.
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2.4.1

Demographics

A plethora of environmental value and behavioural research has been conducted. The majority
of this research has successfully examined respondents’ demographic characteristics in
relation to their environmental values and behaviours. Results of these investigations have
produced inconsistencies. For example, Uysal et al. (1994) examined tourist characteristics
and maintained that demographic characteristics are not reflected in environmental values or
behaviours and further suggested that any variation has more to do with personal preference
for different types of recreational settings (e.g. outdoors versus indoors). Partial exception of
the idea comes from Hines et al. (1987) who suggested that most but not all demographic
characteristics are influential in stratifying environmental values. Other researchers dispute
any proposed lack of relationship suggesting that personal characteristics most certainly play
a role in distinguishing environmental values and behaviours. Geisler (1977) conducted a
study on outdoor recreation and environmental concern concluding that age, education, and
place of residence accounted for most of the variation. Results suggested that age was
consistently the single most influential factor and that older respondents showed lower levels
of concern than younger cohorts.

The finding that age and education are consistently good predictors of environmental
awareness is further supported in numerous other studies (Dunlap and Heffernam, 1975;
Pinhey and Grimes, 1979; Van Liere and Dunlap, 1981). Hines et al. (1987) supports the
relationship between age, education and environmental behaviours and further contends that
income is also a factor. His meta-analysis involved the conglomeration of environmental
behaviour research from 1971-1987. The study excluded research that could not be located
and those, which did not have empirical data leaving 128 of 380 studies to be examined. In
their compilation of responsible environmental behaviour and demographic variables they
found that younger individuals with higher levels of education and higher incomes were more
likely to engage in responsible environmental behaviours.

2.4.2

Past Experience (age of exposure)

As noted, age seems to be directly related to environmental values and behaviours,
specifically suggesting that younger individuals exhibit higher pro-environmental values and
behaviours. This could be due to the fact that people today are experiencing more leisure time
(Holden, 2000) and therefore participate in more outdoor recreational activities than societies
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of the past. Thus, generations today have generally been exposed to outdoor recreational
activities at younger ages than generations of the past.

Schreyer, et al. (1984) related this concept of ‘previous environmental exposure’ to ‘past
experience’, suggesting that experience has two differing connotations. The first connotation
represents an individual’s psychological interpretation of a given event (“to have an
experience” or to “experience something”) and the second represents the amount and types of
events in which an individual has participated. The second experience connotation is utilised
in Schreyer et al.’s (1984) research on recreational participation in static settings, and
participants’ relative environmental behaviours. The authors discuss the fact that behaviour is
resultant from the accumulation of past experiences, explaining that people act in accordance
to the amount of information they have available to them. Therefore, someone who has
abundant experience participating in the outdoors is likely to value the environment more than
someone who has spent most of his or her leisure time indoors. The idea that past experiences
are good predictors of environmental behaviours has often been discussed in tourism research
as ‘specialization’’; Hobson (1977) for example, observed that the behaviours of trout fishing
recreationists differed in accordance to past experiences and specialization.

2.4.3

Specialization

In 1977, Hobson introduced the concept of specialization to the field of recreational research.
Specialization “refers to a continuum of behaviour from general to the particular, reflected by
equipment and skills used in the sport and activity setting preference” (Hobson, 1977, p.175).
As an avid angler and teacher, Hobson personally experienced conflicts existing between
different user groups (e.g. hikers vs. off road vehicle users, canoeists vs. power boaters,
anglers vs. rafters), but was much more fascinated by conflicts that seemed to occur within
groups (Hobson, 2000). Hobson (1977) interviewed, observed, and examined secondary
research on a population of trout fishermen finding that fishermen move in a predictable
pattern over time from non-specialized to specialized. He also suggested that as the,

level of angling specialization increases, attitudes and values about the
sport change. Focus shifts from consumption of the fish to
preservation and emphasis on the nature and setting of the activity. In
short, for the most specialized fishermen the fish are not so much the
object as the experience of fishing as an end in itself (Hobson 1977, p.
186).
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The concept of specialization has been applied to other recreational groups in examination
their environmental values and behaviours. Wellman et al. (1982) for example, evaluated
attitudes towards depreciative behaviour between specialist and non-specialist canoeists. As
suggested by Hobson (1977) high specialists are more likely to be concerned with
conservation than low specialists however, Wellman et al. (1982) concluded that canoeists
with minimal involvement in the sport viewed depreciative behaviours in the same manner as
those which were most involved. Although Wellman et al.’s (1982) hypothesis that committed
canoeists would exhibit attitudes regarding potentially depreciative behaviours differently
than uncommitted canoeists; they still support the theory of specialization. They stated that
although specialization proved to be of little value in predicting attitudes toward depreciative
behaviour among canoeists, they emphasized that Hobson’s (1977) idea is worth further
empirical testing.

The concept of specialization is related to that of serious leisure. According to Stebbins
(1992) serious leisure falls between the realms of committed work and casual leisure allowing
for people to express their abilities, fulfil their potential and identify themselves uniquely.
Serious leisure requires the development of skills and knowledge, the accumulation of
experience and the expenditure of effort therefore a certain level of commitment to a
particular activity is required. Specialization (Hobson, 1977) and serious leisure (Stebbins,
1992) also relate to ‘special interest tourism’, which occurs when tourists are motivated to,
and therefore participate in specific activities that satisfy distinct interests and needs (Weiler
and Hall, 1992). Sea kayaking and sea fishing for example, can be considered special interest
tourism for the activities involve very specified outcomes. Sea kayaking may provide an
individual with the opportunity to interact with nature or to view wildlife. Sea fishing may
satisfy similar needs as sea kayaking or perhaps fulfil an individuals’ desire to ‘catch a fish’.
These activities are examples of two different types of special interest tourism and are often
considered to represent polar aspects of the nonconsumptive/consumptive recreation
spectrum.

2.5 Nonconsumptive and Consumptive Tourism
To effectively define and explain nonconsumptive and consumptive tourism it is logical to
begin with a brief discussion on the broader types of tourism, for example nature tourism and
ecotourism. Nature tourism involves travelling to unspoiled places to enjoy and experience
undeveloped natural areas or wildlife (Goodwin, 1996 in Fennel, 1999). Similarly, ecotourism
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is responsible travel to natural areas that conserves the environment and sustains the well
being of local people (The International Ecotourism Society, 2002). Boo (1991: xiv, in Hall
and Kearsley, 2001) disputes this suggesting that ecotourism is a conservation-focused sub-set
of nature tourism and excludes any cultural elements in his definition. However, Fennel
(1999) acknowledged that the relationship between nature based tourism and ecotourism
should be recognised given the tremendous variety of nature-related tourism interests and
activities available. He further states that, in light of the relationship, there is still ambiguity in
distinguishing nature tourism from other types of tourism such as mass tourism or
consumptive tourism (Fennel, 1999). Weaver (2001) makes this distinction clear suggesting
that ecotourism can, in fact, be further classified as exploitative, passive or active, in
accordance to the resulting impacts on the environment. There is however, still much
academic controversy involving the extent to which exploitative tourism can be classified as
ecotourism. For example, Holland et al. (1998) presented support for the consideration of
billfish anglers as ecotourists catalysing further debate and rebuttal on the subject (Fennel,
2000; Holland et al. 2000). The currently blurred definition of ‘ecotourism’ has prompted
other researchers to argue for the inclusion of specific activities such as scenic flights
(Westwood, 2002) and pest hunting (Schoenfeld and Hendee, 1978). What constitutes an
ecotourism’ activity or an ecotourist is not the subject of this research and will not be further
addressed, however the differentiation between exploitative tourism and appreciative tourism
will be thoroughly examined.

Exploitative tourism is more commonly referred to as ‘consumptive’ tourism. Consumptive
actions involve taking something from the environment (Jackson, 1989), which generally
includes traditional activities such as hunting and fishing. Nonconsumptive or appreciative
activities include; sea kayaking, sailing, canoeing, swimming, wildlife viewing, natural
photography and tramping. Vaske et al. (1982) arguably suggests that there are two goalorientated differences between participation in a consumptive activity versus a
nonconsumptive activity. Firstly, the goal of a consumptive activity is specific, central and
observable when compared to the goals of a nonconsumptive activity. Secondly, consumptive
recreationists may have less control in achieving the defining goal of their activity (Vaske et
al. 1982). These differences are based on the idea that the primary goal of a consumptive
tourist is to extract something from the environment. This is debatable considering the fact
that some fishers or hunters may participate in the activity to experience nature, enjoy the
company of friends and family or get away from busy urban life. However, Vaske et al.
(1982) predicted and proved that consumptive users reported lower satisfaction levels than
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nonconsumptive users except among hunters and fishers, who were successful in killing their
prey or bagging their catch. The notion that consumptive recreationists seem to satisfy their
desires by extracting something from the natural environment makes it reasonable to assume
that they may exhibit lower pro-environmental values and behaviours than nonconsumptive
users. This assumption has been examined and re-examined over the last three decades,
generating inconclusive results (Dunlap and Heffernan, 1975; Jackson, 1989; Zwick and
Solan, 1996; Theodori et al. 1998).

Dunlap and Heffernan (1975) created three hypotheses regarding recreation and
environmental concern, catalysing a string of other research (Pinhey and Grimes, 1979;
Jackson 1989; Zwick and Solan 1996). Their first hypothesis suggested that there is a positive
association between participation in outdoor recreational activities and environmental
concern; the second predicts a stronger association between participation in nonconsumptive
activities and environmental concern than between consumptive activities and environmental
concern. The third and final hypothesis examines the idea that there is a stronger association
between participation in outdoor recreational activities and concern for protecting aspects of
the environment required for that activity. The ideas were examined through the use of a mail
out questionnaire asking respondents to hypothetically allocate government funds to various
environmental and societal issues. All three ideas generated support however, the later two
were highly substantiated meaning that individuals engaging in nonconsumptive activities
maintained higher values than those participating in consumptive activities, and that their
level of environmental consciousness was directly related to the settings, which were required
for participation.

Pinhey and Grimes (1979) found further support for the second hypothesis when
nonconsumptive

recreationists

exhibited

higher

pro-environmental

positions

than

consumptive recreationists by positively responding, more frequently, to questions concerning
potential land use of natural areas. Even more support for the idea came from Jackson (1989)
who conducted a study in Canada examining the environmental values of people participating
in three different types of recreation. He focused on self-propelled activities
(nonconsumptive), mechanized activities (abusive) and extractive activities (consumptive).
These activities are based on a continuum of environmental exploitation suggested by Dunlap
and Heffernan (1975). The continuum moves from nonconsumptive activities to abusive
activities to consumptive activities. Jackson’s (1989) results were supportive of Dunlap and
Heffernan’s (1975) second hypothesis, finding that nonconsumptive recreationists had higher
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environmental values than consumptive recreationists. People who preferred self-propelled
activities, such as cross-country skiing, canoeing and hiking, more frequently held higher
environmental values than participants of consumptive activities such as fishing and hunting,
as well as participants of mechanized activities such as snowmobiling, motor boating, and dirt
biking (Jackson, 1989).

Further support was established by Zwick and Solan (1996), who used a mail out survey
based on Rokeach’s (1968) value survey, to test the environmental value differences between
nonconsumptive and consumptive participants. Results of the study revealed significant
variations between hunters (consumptive) and non-hunters (nonconsumptive) in ten of the
eighteen terminal values. The exact same results (10/18 values) were gathered between
anglers (consumptive) and non-anglers (nonconsumptive). Jackson (1989) concluded that
anglers and non-anglers, as well as hunters and non-hunters possess different attitudes
towards the environment and suggests further study in the area.

Jackson (1989) also discussed the idea that not only do different types of recreationists
display their values while participating in respective activities, (consumptive or
nonconsumptive) but also, that their values directly influence the activities they choose to
participate in. This ‘chicken and egg’ idea suggests that we can make clear distinctions
between nonconsumptive and consumptive recreationists based on the fact that they have
chosen to participate in a particular activity be it nonconsumptive or consumptive. Theodori et
al. (1998) disagreed with the nonconsumptive/consumptive user group division when they
conducted a random sample survey as well as multiple interviews finding no differences
between activity participation and pro-environmental behaviour. However, Theordori et al.
(1998) admit that they did not check to see if respondents participated in both consumptive
and nonconsumptive activities, which could certainly effect their conclusion.

Other research has supported the finding that there is no association between activity
participation and environmental concern (Geisler et al. 1977;Van Liere and Noe, 1981).
Geisler et al. (1977) again examined Dunlap and Heffernan’s (1975) hypothesis revealing
weak support. In fact, they found results suggesting that nonconsumptive recreationists were
equally or even less likely to protect the environment than consumptive recreationists. Geisler
et al. (1977) suggested that any value division was based on demographics and individual
characteristics and not on the type of activity people were participating in. Van Liere and Noe
(1981) conducted a mail-out, random sample survey once again finding weak to no support
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for the relationship between environmental concern and outdoor recreation participation. Van
Liere and Noe (1981) expressed a clear concern with regards to the reliability of Dunlap and
Heffernan’s thesis when they stated that “The conflicting and relatively low coefficients in
existing studies raise serious questions about the validity of Dunlap and Heffernan’s
hypothesis” (p.507). They further suggest that the inconsistent results could be due to an
inability to effectively measure environmental values and thus recommend further
examination on the subject.

2.6 Chapter Summary
As recommended by Dunlap and Hefferenan (1975) the idea that nonconsumptive and
consumptive tourists value the environment differently is further investigated in this research.
The user groups targeted included marine sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists in the South
Island of New Zealand. The unique beauty and natural resources that New Zealand has to
offer is attracting hundreds of thousands of domestic and international tourists to participate
in various marine activities including; fishing, sea kayaking, diving, marine mammal
watching, sailing and cruises. New Zealand’s marine recreational industry is following global
trends as it experiences substantial growth and popularity. The number of marine operations
operating in New Zealand’s vast marine environment has doubled over the last five years and
continues to increase. Sea kayaking and sea fishing have become particularly popular
activities both internationally and within New Zealand.

The popularity in marine tourism will certainly effect the natural environment; therefore
research in the area is vital for industry as well as environmental sustainability. Thus, it is
important to determine how each marine user group values and behaves within the natural
environment. This however, has been historically problematic. Values tend to be transitional
(Crick-Furman and Prentice, 2000) and therefore are extremely difficult to assess. Despite
difficulties, various methodologies have been developed and validated including, Rokeach’s
(1968) Value Scale, Kahle’s (1983) List of Values, Pelletier et al.’s (1998) Motivation
Towards the Environment Scale, Dunlap and Van Liere’s (1978) New Environmental
Paradigm, and Dunlap et al.’s (2000) New Ecological Paradigm. Each of these value
assessment methodologies exhibit various advantages and disadvantages, however, some
significant research findings have been established.
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It has been established that environmental values are significantly affected by various
elements including demographics, past experience, specialization and tourist typology
(nonconsumptive/consumptive). More specifically it has been determined that individuals
who value the environment the most are, younger females with higher levels of education,
whom were exposed to the environment at a young age, and are generally committed to a
particular outdoor recreational activity. Alternatively, the people that value the environment
the least are older males with lower levels of formal education, whom were not exposed to
nature until later in life, and are not particularly committed to any outdoor recreational
activity.

Tourist typology, specifically the nonconsumptive/consumptive division seems to also effect
environmental value differences. Individuals participating in nonconsumptive activities,
which involve environmentally, ‘sensitive’ events (e.g. sea kayaking, tramping, wildlife
viewing) tend to value the environment more than those participating in consumptive
activities, which generally involve resource extraction (e.g. fishing and hunting). This finding
has been supported in various research projects (Dunlap and Hefferenan, 1978; Jackson,
1989; Zwick and Solan, 1996), however it is arguable that demographics (Geisler et al. 1977)
play a more substantial role in distinguishing environmental values than tourist typology.

Reviewing previous literature revealed that examining the nonconsumptive/consumptive
tourist dichotomy specifically regarding their possible environmental value differences is
worthy of further study. Past studies in the area have occurred in terrestrial settings however,
minimal efforts have thus far been made to investigate the environmental values of
nonconsumptive and consumptive tourists in marine settings. The following chapter therefore
outlines the methods utilised to examine the environmental values of nonconsumptive sea
kayakers and consumptive sea fishers participating in marine tourism throughout the South
Island of New Zealand.
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CHAPTER 3.0

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.1 Introduction
This thesis will first describe and further examine the demographic characteristics, trip
characteristics, environmental value, and environmental behaviour differences between
nonconsumptive sea kayaking and consumptive sea fishing tourists. The techniques utilised to
accomplish this are discussed in this chapter, which seeks to enhance the readers’
understanding of the research topic as well as display that appropriate techniques were
implemented, thus allowing for the generation of substantiated results and conclusions. This
chapter therefore, outlines the research and questionnaire designs, presents the sample groups,
explains the implemented distribution methods as well as the resulting response rates, and
briefly displays the employed data analysis techniques.

3.2 Research Design
As this research aims to first describe and then to contrast the demographics, environmental
values and environmental behaviours of two different user groups (nonconsumptive sea
kayaking tourists and consumptive sea fishing tourists), descriptive and comparative research
methods are applied. The primary purpose of descriptive research is to portray an accurate
profile of persons, events or situations (Robson, 1993 in Saunders et al. 1997). Once the user
groups are accurately described they can be further compared and contrasted with each other.
Comparative research is typically used in social sciences to examine and compare groups,
both to identify general laws or patterns of behaviour that are held across different societies,
and to find similarities or differences among groups (Kraus and Allen, 1998).

There are two main approaches that can be implemented for descriptive and comparative
research including quantitative and qualitative methods. Quantitative research approaches are
numerically orientated and are generally used for statistical analysis. The advantages of using
quantitative data are that numerical data is easy to collect, code, summarise and analyse
(Gordon and Langmaid, 1988). Although quantitative approaches allow researchers to gain an
understanding of the collective or average participant experience, it lacks the ability to
determine in-depth insights. Qualitative research approaches conversely, can allow the
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researcher to gain deeper meaning and perhaps more specific information regarding an
individual’s experience. It does not involve numbers or traditional statistical analysis but
instead relies on verbal reports, descriptions, and interpretations. Although qualitative
approaches allow for more in-depth research, the ambiguous nature of data analysis presents a
rather large disadvantage (Gordon and Langmaid, 1988) (see Table 3.1).
TABLE 3.1
QUANTITATIVE VERSUS QUALITATIVE RESEARCH APPROACHES
Quantitative
-Statistical and numerical measurement
-Sub-group sampling or comparisons
-Survey can be repeated
-Taps individual and group responses
-Less dependent on research executive skills or
orientation

Qualitative
-Open ended, dynamic, flexible
-Depth of understanding
-Taps into the consumers’ creativity
-Creates a broader and deeper database
-Penetrates rationalised/superficial responses
-Richer source of ideas for creative teams

Source: Gordon and Langmaid, (1988).

After consideration of numerous methodologies including qualitative face-to-face interviews
and focus groups it was decided that, despite some disadvantages, the use of a quantitative
survey would most appropriately achieve the research objectives. According to Kraus and
Allen (1998), descriptive and comparative information, such as that sought within this
research, is most appropriately obtained through the use of quantitative surveys, which are
generally employed to examine the values, beliefs, or behaviours exhibited by groups of
people versus individuals. The decision to employ quantitative methods also stems from past
literature, which in numerous cases examined environmental values through the use of
quantitative techniques (Rokeach, 1968; Kahle et al. 1883; Pelletier et al. 1998). For example,
The New Environmental Paradigm is a quantitative assessment tool, and is arguably one of
the most frequently used methods of evaluating environmental values (Dunlap et al. 2000).
Utilising a quantitative technique allows for the direct comparison of research results with
previous value scale findings.

This research sought to examine user groups and not specific individuals therefore the use of a
quantitative survey is most appropriate. The advantages of survey research include the
creation of standardised data allowing easy comparison (Saunders et al. 1997), and the ability
to cheaply examine large groups in relatively short periods of time (Kraus and Allen, 1998).
The disadvantages, although often controllable, include the misleading presentation of
statistical data (Kraus and Allen, 1998), and a smaller scope of obtainable information in
comparison to qualitative methods due to a limit of the number of questions the questionnaire
can contain (Saunders et al. 1997). Although disadvantages of survey research exist “…well-
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done surveys can meet high professional standards and provide knowledge that cannot be
obtained in other ways” (Kraus and Allen, 1998, p.68). There are disadvantages, limitations
and biases associated with all types of research however, minimising these by employing the
most appropriate methodology is vital. Therefore this research utilises a quantitative survey to
capitalize on the advantages of quantitative methods while also considering the budget and
time restrictions associated with the thesis.

3.3 The Sample Population
Although it is important to access the environmental values and behaviours of all tourists
using the New Zealand environment, this research focuses on two aquatic users; sea kayaking
and sea fishing tourists. The inclusion of sea kayakers and sea fishers creates a nonprobability
sample (Kraus and Allen, 1998), which allows for direct comparison of user groups. As
outlined in Chapter Two, nonconsumptive and consumptive activities are on opposite ends of
the recreational spectrum. The eco-sensitive nature of nonconsumptive tourism versus the
extractive dimension of consumptive tourism attracts different types of tourists. Because the
two user groups participate in fundamentally opposite activities and potentially maintain
different environmental values it is reasonable to target them for comparative research.

There are many types of nonconsumptive and consumptive activities, however it is important
to examine user groups participating in activities requiring the same recreational setting. Sea
kayaking (non consumptive) and sea fishing (consumptive) tourists for example, both require
aquatic versus terrestrial environments for participation. It would be unreasonable to examine
sea kayakers (nonconsumptive) and hunters (consumptive), as they do not utilise the same
recreational setting.

Sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists were specifically chosen as sample populations for they
are representative of valid nonconsumptive and consumptive activities, they utilise the same
recreational environment and they were easy to target through tourism operations. The
targeted sample populations were limited to include those tourists engaging in sea kayaking or
sea fishing through businesses operating in the South Island of New Zealand. A nation-wide
census of the populations was not undertaken for reasons such as lack of funds, time, and
operator compliance.
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3.4 Questionnaire Design
The questionnaire was designed to obtain the objectives set forth within this research. In order
to find out if sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists could be considered distinctly separate user
groups, and to further examine their potentially differing environmental values, it was
important to access respondents’ environmental values, environmental behaviours, trip
characteristics and demographic characteristics. One survey including two different versions,
one targeting sea kayaking tourists and the other targeting sea fishing tourists, was designed
(see Appendices A and B). For the purpose of direct comparability the questionnaires were
virtually identical with the exception of some minor changes in wording (e.g. ‘sea fishing’
versus ‘sea kayaking’); question 1.p (i.e. motivated to ‘catch a fish’ versus motivation for
sport or professional sea kayaking training); and question 1.m (i.e. ‘when sea fishing I
practice catch and release’ versus ‘engaging in wildlife viewing’ while sea kayaking).

Section one of the survey examines the differing environmental values of sea kayaking and
sea fishing respondents. This is accomplished through the use of the integrated values scale,
which was developed by the researcher upon examination of the strengths and weaknesses of
previous assessment scales (see Section 2.3.3). The second section further examines potential
sample group differences by evaluating their environmental behaviours through a self-report
statement scale. The next two sections again examine variations between sea kayaking and
sea fishing tourists’ through demographic and general trip characteristics questions.

3.4.1

The Integrated Values Scale

Due to documented difficulty in value research methodologies (Braithwaite and Law, 1985;
Crick-Furman and Prentice, 2000; Dunlap and Van Liere, 2000) (see Section 2.3.3) it is
important to further discuss and justify the environmental values scale, which was developed
and implemented in section one of the survey. For the purpose of simplicity the scale is
referred to as the ‘integrated values scale’. In order to ensure validity of the constructed scale
it was important to base its basic structure on previously validated methodologies such as,
Dunlap et al.’s (2000) ‘New Ecological Paradigm’; Blamey and Braithwaite’s (1997) ‘Social
Values’ research (modified version of Rokeach’s Values Survey); Vallerand’s (1997)
Hierarchical Model of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation; and Crick-Furman and Prentice’s
(2000) Multiple Values research. The transitional nature of values (Crick-Furman and
Prentice, 2000) makes it impossible to construct a universal and flawless assessment scale,
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however, by combining the most effective aspects of existing scales, values can be measured
to their highest consistency. There are various aspects to consider when accessing
environmental values; some popular ideas include: the examination of environmental
worldviews; the assessment of resource specific environmental values and; evaluating
tourists’ motivation to participate in the environment. The values scale employed in this
research examined all three. Further support for accessing environmental world views (global
values), resource specific environmental values (contextual values) and motivations to
participate in specific environmental activities (situational values) stems from the ideas
driving Vallerand’s (1997) Hierarchical Model of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation. An
important element to consider, outlined by Vallerand (1997) is that motivation is transitional
and exists within the individual at three hierarchical levels of generality, including global,
contextual and situational. According to Vallerand (1997), examining global, contextual, and
situational motivation allows researchers to consider motivation with heightened precision
and refinement rather than a more generic examination (see Figure 3.1).

FIGURE 3.1: THE HIERARCHICAL MODEL OF INTRINSIC AND EXTRINSIC
MOTIVATION
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Source: modified from Vallerand (1997)

Although the integrated values scale does not solely access respondents’ motivations towards
leisure or the environment, Vallerand’s (1997) suggestion that an individual’s motivations to
participate may change drastically from one context to another is pertinent and relative to this
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study. It is reasonable to parallel the idea of transitional motivation and behaviour to that of
transitional values and behaviours based on global, contextual and situational circumstances.
The integrated values scale incorporates each of these levels of generality in three sections;
environmental world views (global values), resource specific environmental values
(contextual values) and motivations to participate in specific environmental activities
(situational values). A clear, all-encompassing picture of respondents’ environmental values is
therefore painted through the incorporation of the three levels of generality entwined with
both value and participation motivation questions.

Values and behaviours were assessed through the use of a five-point Likert scale, requesting
respondents to express their agreement or disagreement to value and behaviour statements.
Likert scales are commonly used in tourism research to collect data on respondent’s attitudes
and beliefs (Saunders et al. 1997). Researchers however, need to carefully consider the
number of scale points employed within the Likert scale, as there are disadvantages to both
small and large scales. For example, smaller (four-point) scales can limit respondents to too
few categories and larger (seven-point) scales may be confusing. Regardless of scale length, it
is advisable to always use a midway point, for it allows respondents to display a lack of
opinion or an indication of neutrality, therefore eliminating the chance of error (Lyberg and
Biemer, 1997). A five-point scale was therefore employed in this research, presenting
respondents with a variety of answers including a midrange. The scale mimics Dunlap and
Van Liere’s (1978) New Environmental Paradigm scale, which has been effectively used in a
numerous studies. (Dunlap and Van Liere, 1978; Jurowski et al.1995; Higham et al. 2001) In
order to maintain internal consistency within the scale and to avoid response bias outlined by
Dunalp andVan Liere (2000), both positive and negative value and behaviour statements were
utilised (see Table 3.2).

TABLE 3.2
VALUE AND BEHAVIOUR 5-POINT LIKERT SCALE

a.

Strongly
Disagree
1

2

Neutral
3

1

2

3

Strongly
Agree
4
5

Value or behaviour statement
4

5
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3.4.2

Trip and Demographic Characteristics

The third and fourth sections of the questionnaire examine trip characteristics and
demographic characteristics. The questions exhibit close-ended, ‘tick box’ options for ease of
response. It was important to make completion of the survey simple, and not include a great
deal of writing as many sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists were likely to complete the
survey in their recreational environments and therefore would lack suitable writing surfaces.
The researcher is also aware that the possibility of diminished sea kayaking and sea fishing
experiences can occur upon trip disruptions such as the task of completing a lengthy openended questionnaire. Therefore, in order to ensure that respondents’ experiences were not
compromised and the research questions were suitably answered, the questionnaire was
reasonably short and included closed-ended questions. One brief open-ended question was
included to add a qualitative component to the study, and to aid in substantiating quantitative
responses. The question examined the extent to which situational circumstances affected sea
kayaking and sea fishing tourists’ environmental values, thus allowing respondents to
elaborate on their close-ended response if they so chose.

3.4.3

Questionnaire Content and Justification

It is essential that survey content is justified and referenced in order to ensure validity and due
credit. Numerous value statements, behaviour statements and demographic questions used in
sections one, two and four were either taken directly, or slightly modified from previous
research (see Tables 3.3 and 3.4). The researcher developed the trip characteristic questions
utilised in section three.
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TABLE 3.3
SECTION ONE: INTEGRATED VALUES SCALE
Que.
Q1
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
i)
j)
g)
h)
k)
l)
m)
n)
o)
p)
Q2
Q3

Topic

Plants and animals have as much right as humans to exist (GV)
Humans have the right to modify the natural environment to suit their
needs (GV)
If trends continue on their present course, we will soon experience an
ecological catastrophe (GV)
The earth has plenty of natural resources if we just learn how to use them
(GV)
There is no point in having a place where plants and animals are preserved,
when my family or I never see them (GV)
Nature is spiritual and sacred (GV)
I enjoy the peace and quiet I experience in nature (GV)
I feel a strong connection to the wilderness (GV)
I do not pay much attention when I hear of ocean oil spills in the news
(CV)
I do not pay much attention when people dispose of rubbish in the ocean
(CV)
My main motivation for sea kayaking / fishing is to be close to nature (SV)
My main motivation for sea kayaking / fishing is to spend quality time
with family (SV)
My main motivation for sea kayaking / fishing is to spend quality time
with friends (SV)
My main motivation for sea kayaking / fishing is so I can tell other people
about it (SV)
My main motivation for sea kayaking / fishing is to experience wildlife
(SV)
My main motivation for sea kayaking is for sport or professional training
(SV)
My main motivation for sea fishing is to catch a fish (SV)
Perception of nonconsumptive and consumptive travellers
Level of environmental values as a tourist vs. at home
Why or why not?

Questions
Design

Reference

Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale

Items 7, 2, 15 and 6 of Dunlap et
al’s. (2000) New Ecological
Paradigm

Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale

Items 1 and 5 from Blamey and
Braithwaite’s (1997) Social
Values research
Developed
Developed
Developed items based on
resource specific (contextual)
values

Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale

Items 3, and 10 of Crick-Furman
and Prentice (2000) Multiple
Values research
Communication with Dr.
Michael Hall and Dr. Brent
Lovelock

Likert Scale
Closed grouped
Closed grouped
Open ended

Developed
Developed
Developed

Note: GV = global value, CV = contextual value, SV = situational value

As discussed in Chapter Two of this report, behaviours seem to be directly related to values
(Homer and Kahle, 1988; Pelletier et al. 1998). The close relationship that exists between
values and behaviours suggests that it is important to examine both to successfully determine
the similarities and differences existing between nonconsumptive and consumptive tourists.
Table 3.4 outlines the behaviour questions utilised in section two of the survey.
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TABLE 3.4
SECTION TWO: ENVIRONMENTAL BEHAVIOURS
Que.
Q1
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
i)
j)
k)
l)
m)

Topic

Question
Design

I actively recycle household items and waste at home (GB)
I do not reuse / recycle plastic bags (GB)
Environmental issues do not influence my vote in political elections (GB)
I do not collect or recycle used paper (eg. newspaper) (GB)
I have contributed time, money or both to organisations that protect the
environment (GB)
I conserve energy at home (eg. energy efficient fridge (GB)
I never read conservation magazines (GB)
I watch specials on television on environmental issues (GB)
When sea kayaking / fishing I urinate in the ocean (SB)
When sea kayaking / fishing I dispose of rubbish in the ocean (including
cigarette butts) (SB)
When sea kayaking / fishing I pick up other peoples’ rubbish when I see it
(SB)
I dispose of all rubbish in rubbish bins after sea kayaking / fishing (SB)
When sea kayaking I engage in wildlife viewing (SB)
When sea fishing I practice catch and release (SB)

Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Likert Scale

Reference

Items b, j, q, e, r and c from
Higham et al. (2001)

Items 5 and 6 from Theodori et
al. (1998)
Developed
Developed
Developed
Developed
Developed

Note: global environmental behaviour = (GB), situational environmental behaviour = (SV)

Sections three and four of the survey examine respondents’ trip characteristics and
demographic characteristics. Gaining an understanding of the trip length, group size and trip
formality (guided or unguided) of respondents’ experiences creates further avenues for user
group comparison. Demographic characteristic questions included; gender, age, education,
employment status, and income. These elements have been previously shown to affect
environmental value variation (Hines, 1987; Uysal, 1994; Luzar et al. 1995). Further
demographic characteristic questions, such as the amount of past experience respondents have
in outdoor recreational activities and their level of activity specialization, were also employed
as previous research again revealed relationships with environmental values (Schreyer et al.
1984; Hobson, 1977) (see Table 3.5).
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TABLE 3.5
SECTION THREE: TRIP CHARACTERISTICS
Que.
Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4
Q5
Q6
Q7

Que.

Topic
Duration
Photographs
Group size
Guided or unguided
Provided with environmental interpretation
Travel party
Holiday experience

Topic
Sex
Age
Residence – domestic
Residence - international
Education
Employment status

Q6
Q7
Q8

Income
Age of exposure to outdoor recreational activities
Age of exposure to (specific nonconsumptive or
consumptive) activity
Years of (sea kayaking or sea fishing) experience
Other outdoor recreational activities participated in
Frequency of participation in (sea kayaking of sea
fishing)
Frequency of participation in (sea kayaking of sea
fishing)
Ownership of equipment (sea kayaking or sea fishing)

Q11b
Q12

Reference

Closed grouped
Closed grouped
Yes/No indicate #
Closed grouped
Closed grouped
Closed grouped
Closed grouped

Discussions with Dr. Michael Hall – Director
of Tourism at University of Otago,
Discussions with Dr. Brent Lovelock –
lecturer at University of Otago

SECTION FOUR DEMOGRAPHICS
Questions
Design

Q1
Q2
Q3a
Q3b
Q4
Q5

Q9
Q10
Q11a

Questions
Design

Male/Female
Closed grouped
Closed grouped
Open ended
Closed grouped
Closed grouped
(open ended
indication of
occupation)
Closed grouped
Closed grouped
Closed grouped
Closed grouped
Closed grouped
Closed grouped
Closed grouped
Closed grouped

Reference
In discussion and consultation with Otago
University lecturers and other masters
candidates
Statistics New Zealand (2002)
Geisler et al. (1977)
Uysal (1994)
Jurowdki et al. (1995)
Luzar et al. (1995)
Schreyer et al. (1984)

Hobson (1977)
Wellman et al. (1982)
Hobson (2000)
Discussion with Anna Carr –lecturer at Otago
University

As discussed, development of the questionnaire, including the integrated values scale, relied
upon previous research. Other measures were also taken to ensure validity such as, survey
pilot testing and even sampling distribution.

3.5 Distribution and Operator Compliance
Prior to survey distribution six University of Otago Masters students and one sea kayaking
operator completed pilot tests to ensure the survey was easily comprehended and reliable.
Pilot tests create an opportunity for researchers to make refinements prior to survey
distribution (Saunders et al. 1997). Some adjustments were made before the survey was
presented to South Island sea kayaking and sea fishing operators.

The successful distribution and collection of the survey relied heavily on operator compliance,
as they were primarily responsible for the allocation of questionnaires to sea kayaking and sea
fishing tourists. In June of 2002, a letter requesting operators assistance with the survey
distribution and collection (see Appendix C), along with a copy of the survey (see Appendices
A and B) was sent to 50 sea kayaking and sea fishing operations in the South Island of New
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Zealand. As outlined in the letter, phone calls were completed one-week later requesting
distribution compliance from all operations. The 50 South Island operations contacted
included 24 sea kayaking and 26 sea fishing venues. The operator compliance rate totalled
49.75% (n=35), which averages the 41.7% (n=10) of interested sea kayaking operators and
the 57.8% (n=15) of interested sea fishing operators. The remaining 50.25% of operators that
were not compliant did not participate for various reasons including, a lack of interest, the
operation had gone out of business, the operator was not currently operating, or they were
unable to be contacted. The majority of identified operations that did not participate did so
because they were no longer in business (23.4%, n=6). Some other incompliant operators
expressed that they would be interested in participating if they were open during the research
time frame (12.5%, n=3) (see Table 3.6). Although sea kayaking and sea fishing in New
Zealand is a year-round activity some operations closed for the slower winter months mainly
to give their guides and other employees a break (Sea kayaking operator, 2002) The majority
of operating operators who were not interested in participating stated that they were to busy
with their own paperwork to distribute surveys, but were generally interested in the research
results. One exception to this included a sea fishing operator who displayed extreme distaste
for academic research and felt that things should be left up to the people who are actually
involved and therefore know what is going on (Sea fishing operator, 2002a).

TABLE 3.6
PRIMARY SURVEY DISTRIBUTION

Total operations contacted
Compliant operators
Operators not interested
Operations out of business
Operation not operating in the time frame
Unable to contact (potentially not operating
in time frame)

Kayak Operators
24
10 (41.7%)
4 (16.7%)
1 (4.2%)
3 (12.5%)
6 (25%)

Fish Operators
26
15 (57.8%)
3 (11.5%)
5 (19.2%)
0 (0%)
3 (11.5%)

The compliant operators were asked to request a specific number of surveys, which they felt
could be realistically distributed to their tourist clientele within the research time frame. The
requested number of surveys totalling 294-sea kayaking and 291-sea fishing were posted to
the operators from the middle to the end of June. The distribution sites were identified
through the New Zealand census (Statistics New Zealand, 2002) and included, Marlborough,
Canterbury, Otago, Southland, West Coast and Nelson (see Figure 3.2). Within the regions a
fairly representative number of compliant operators were evenly spread thus aiding in the
establishment of a representative sample of operators in the South Island (see Table 3.7).
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FIGURE 3.2: SOUTH ISLAND DISTRIBUTION SITES
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TABLE 3.7
PARTICIPATING OPERATORS IN REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION SITES
Region
Nelson
West Coast
Southland
Otago
Canterbury
Marlborough

Compliant Kayak Operators (n=24)
5
3
1
2
2
11

Compliant Fish Operators (n=26)
6
0
3
2
8
7

3.6 Response Rate
As this research relied on busy operators to distribute surveys to tourists a low response rate
was expected, however an extremely low response was initially received. To encourage
participation, a cover letter was included with the survey providing information on the
research as well as the opportunity to be included in a prize draw. However, after ten weeks of
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data collection, 25 of 194 (12.9%) sea kayaking surveys and only two of 291 (1.0%) sea
fishing surveys were received. It is important to note however, that some operators were
holding completed surveys to mail back upon the completion of the data collection time
period. Therefore, an accurate indication of the expected final response rate was difficult to
access. Regardless, a pro-active approach was taken in attempts to ensure improved response
rates. This involved handing surveys directly to respondents. The researcher travelled to all
participating operations during the month of October 2002 and complimented the low final
mail-back response rate (10% kayaking, 6% fishing) with a high handout response rate (97%
kayaking, 85% fishing). According to Saunders et al. (1997) the ‘likely reasonable response
rate’ for postal surveys is 30% and between 30% and 50% if they are delivered and collected.
The averages of the final rates for this research were, 34.2% (n=100) sea kayaking responses
and 32.7% (n=97) sea fishing responses thus falling within acceptable limits (see Table 3.8).

TABLE 3.8
DISTRIBUTION AND REGIONAL RESPONSE RATE
Region

Nelson
Westcoast
Southland
Otago
Canterbury
Marlborough
Total Response
Rate (%)

Total
Sent

Sea Kayaking
Total
Received

Total
Sent

Sea Fishing
Total
Received

10
25
11
4
8
42

Regional
Response
Rate (%)
17.8
40.3
91.7
18.2
26.6
37.5

121
0
80
40
50
0

28
0
22
28
19
0

Regional
Response
Rate (%)
23.1
0
27.5
70
38
0

56
62
12
22
30
112
294

100

34.2

291

97

32.7

Although the response rates are within the acceptable range (Saunders et al. 1997) the
researcher believes the actual tourist response rate would have been higher than what was
actually achieved. For example, it is impossible to know if operators actually attempted to
hand out surveys, despite their saying so, thus creating great potential for lower than accurate
mail-back tourist response rates. Furthermore, the operators requested a certain amount of
surveys based on an estimation of clientele for the study time period. Here lies a great
potential for error. For example, one South Island operator stated, “We’ve lost 60% of our
business this winter due to weather…you just never know what is going to happen” (Sea
fishing operator, 2002b). Considering the inability to foresee total client numbers and the
unpredictability of bad weather causing cancellations it is impossible to estimate client
numbers thus, an inaccurate number of surveys could have been distributed.
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3.7 Data Processing and Analysis
When it was determined that a valid number of surveys had been collected during the research
data collection time period the results were examined. One hundred and eight established
variables were quantitatively analysed through the use of SPSS10B (Statistics Package for the
Social Sciences). Descriptive techniques were utilised to achieve the first research objective
by examining the frequencies, means and occasional modes with which demographic, trip
characteristics, environmental value and environmental behaviour responses differed between
sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists. Once the user groups were descriptively profiled further
statistical tests were run exploring the second research objective. The extent to which
environmental value variation was influenced by tourist typology (nonconsumptive sea
kayakers versus consumptive sea fishers) or by demographic characteristics was assessed
through the use of independent samples t-tests and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)
tests. The results of this statistical analysis are displayed in Chapter Four and further
discussed in Chapter Five.

3.8 Chapter Summary
This chapter outlined the methods employed within this study, which involved the use of a
quantitative questionnaire. The survey was distributed to nonconsumptive sea kayaking
tourists and consumptive sea fishing tourists utilising the services of New Zealand South
Island operations between 01-July and 31-October, 2002. Respondents were required to fill
out a survey, which assessed their demographic and trip characteristics as well as their
environmental values and behaviours. The environmental values of sea kayaking and sea
fishing tourists were examined through the use of ‘the integrated values scale’; a scale
constructed by the researcher, which capitalises on some strengths of previous value
assessment techniques. Initial difficulties were experienced with the research response rate,
which directly involved the mail-back survey distribution methodology. However, problems
were ratified when the researcher personally handed out and collected further questionnaires.
A valid response rate was received which allowed for the descriptive comparison of sea
kayaking and sea fishing responses. Quantitative data analysis techniques used included the
use of frequencies, independent samples t-tests and one way analysis of variance (ANOVA)
tests.
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CHAPTER 4.0

RESULTS
4.1 Introduction
Understanding exactly who sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists are is vital for gaining a
further appreciation of their environmental values and behaviours. Presented in this chapter
are the primary findings resulting from the completion of the main objectives employed
within this survey research. The first objective was to profile the defining differences between
sea kayaking (represented by SK) and sea fishing (represented by SF) tourists with regard to
their

demographic

characteristics,

trip

characteristics,

environmental

values

and

environmental behaviours. Demographic differences between the two user groups (sea
kayaking and sea fishing) were observed in all categories except household income, whereby
both sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists indicated strikingly similar responses. Trip
characteristic, environmental value, and environmental behaviour categories revealed
statistically significant findings thus distinguishing sea kayaking from sea fishing responses
(see Sections 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5).

The second objective, to further explore possible reasons for environmental value variance,
examines the extent to which demographic characteristics, as well as the degree to which
global, contextual and situational setting circumstances are influential in stratifying
environmental value responses. Both of these factors (demographics relationship to values
and setting circumstances relationship to values) produced statistically significant value
variation, thus creating additional insight into the research questions (see Section 4.6 and 4.7).
This chapter presents the primary survey results including some secondary data comparisons.
An in-depth discussion of the findings will be presented in Chapter Five of this thesis. To
avoid appendix referrals and to enhance the readers understanding of utilised research
questions, each survey question is presented in italics at the beginning of every results
subsection.

4.2 Demographics
The demographic profiles of both sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists are presented,
including respondents’ gender, age, place of residence, level of education, employment status
and household income. Along with these generic demographic elements, other demographic
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questions are included such as, respondents’ age of exposure to outdoor recreational activities,
their age of exposure to sea kayaking or sea fishing, respondents’ participation in other
outdoor recreational activities, their frequency of participation in sea kayaking as well as sea
fishing, and finally an indication of personal ownership of recreational sea kayaking or sea
fishing equipment.

4.2.1

Comparison of Respondents’ Gender

“Please indicate your sex”

There are significant differences between sea kayaking and sea fishing respondents with
regard to gender. For example, there are more female sea kayaking respondents and more
male sea fishing respondents. The male:female ratios also differ, as there are only slightly
fewer male sea kayakers than female, but there are significantly fewer female sea fishers than
male. Of the 100 sea kayakers, 47% were male and the remaining 53% female. This finding is
supported by Hawke (2000) who in his study of Abel Tasman sea kayakers and motorised
watercraft users, also found that slightly more than half (52%) of sea kayaking respondents
were female (see Figure 4.1).

FIGURE 4.1: SEA KAYAKING TOURISTS’ GENDER COMPARISON
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%
48
46
44

SK%
Hawke (2000)%

Male

Female

Source: Hawke (2000)
Note: SK = sea kayaking tourists
SK n=100

The sex of responding sea fishing tourists varied dramatically with just 22.7% female
participation. The idea that recreational fishing generally draws significantly more males than
females is supported by research conducted for and by the Ministry of Fisheries. The
conglomeration of South Island recreational sea fishing studies between 1998 and 2000 show
that 92.7% of all fishers were male (Bell et al. 1998a,b,c,d, 2000a,b). This data included all

53
types of recreational sea fishing, not just boat-based sea fishing however, the general trend
that recreational fishing is male orientated is evident (see Figure 4.2).

FIGURE 4.2: SEA FISHING TOURISTS’ GENDER COMPARISON
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Source: Bell et al. (1998a,b,c,d); Bell et al. (2000a,b)
Note: SF = sea fishing tourists
SF n=97

4.2.2

Comparison of Respondents’ Age Group Categories

“Please indicate which age category you fit into”

The distribution of age groups between sea kayakers and sea fishers also displays significant
variation. The age group distribution for sea kayaking tourists is negatively skewed indicating
a generally young population whereby 77% are under the age of 34 years. The most
frequently occurring age category (mode) for sea kayaking tourists is 25-34 years and the
distribution indicated no sea kayakers to be above the age of 64 years. Observations of the sea
fishing tourist age distribution show a relatively normal distribution curve, which indicates a
fairly even age division. Sea fishers are slightly older than sea kayakers with only 40.2% of
sea fishers under the age of 34 years. The most frequent age category (mode) is 35-44 years
and this population included 3.1% of respondents above the age of 65 years (see Table 4.1
and Figure 4.3).

TABLE 4.1
COMPARISON OF AGES

15-24 years
25-34 years
35-44 years
45-54 years
55-64 years
65+ years

SK %
n=100
25
52
16
3
4
0

SF %
n=97
17.5
22.7
25.8
19.6
11.3
3.1
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The finding that sea kayaking tourists tend to be younger is supported by Hawke (2000) who
established that almost half (49%) of sea kayaking respondents were between the age of 20-29
years. In his study, Hawke (2000) also examined the ages of motorized watercraft users
finding this cohort to be much older, whereby 40% of the respondents were between the ages
of 40-49 years. Although it is unknown as to whether the motorised watercraft users were
engaging in fishing during participation, the age distinctions found by Hawke (2000) are
supportive and comparable to the findings of this research (see Figure 4.4). The age scales
differed between this research and that of Hawke (2000) therefore, the data is not presented
on the same graph however, it is evident that the age group results in this research are
supported by the findings of Hawke (2000).
FIGURE 4.3: COMPARISON OF AGES BETWEEN SEA KAYAKING AND SEA
FISHING TOURISTS WITHIN THIS RESEARCH
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FIGURE 4.4: COMPARISON OF AGES BETWEEN SEA KAYAKING TOURISTS
AND MOTORISED WATER CRAFT USERS IN HAWKE (2000)
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4.2.3

Comparison of Domestic and International Place of Residence

“In which region/country do you normally reside?”

Significant differences are seen when comparing the division of domestic and international
sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists. A domestic tourist is a participant that normally resides
somewhere within the host country (New Zealand), whereas an international tourist is
someone who is visiting the host country (New Zealand), but whom normally resides in
another (Hall and Kearsley, 2001). There are considerably more international sea kayaking
tourists (75.8%) than domestic (24.2%), and noticeably more domestic sea fishing tourists
(85.6%) than international (14.4%). Previous New Zealand based sea fishers ‘place of
residence’ data was not directly comparable to this research due to scale inconsistencies
therefore a comparison is not made. Past New Zealand research on sea kayaking tourists’
‘place of residence’ is comparable, however results are not congruent with the findings of this
research. Cessford (1998), and Hawke (2000) found a relatively even distribution of both
domestic and international sea kayakers, which differs from the uneven distribution seen in
these findings (see Table 4.2).

TABLE 4.2
DATA COMPARISON OF DOMESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL
PLACE OF RESIDENCE FOR SEA KAYKERS

Domestic
International

Cessford (1998) %
1998
49
51

Hawke (2000) %
2001
44
56

SK %
24.2
75.8

SF%
85.6
14.4

Source: Cessford (1998), and Hawke (2000)

4.2.4

Comparison of Respondents’ Domestic Place of Residence

When examining the distribution of New Zealand domestic sea kayaking tourists, an almost
even spread between North and South Island residences can be seen (41.6% North and 58.4%
South). Comparatively, there is substantial variation between North and South Island
domestic sea fishing tourists (9.7% North and 90.3% South) (see Figure 4.5). The location for
this study was the South island therefore, it was expected that more domestic sea kayaking
and sea fishing tourists would reside in the South Island.
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FIGURE 4.5: DISTRIBUTION OF DOMESTIC RESIDENCE
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Domestic tourists were asked which region of New Zealand they were residing in. The
regional divisions were based on those of the New Zealand census and distinguish even more
differences between domestic sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists. North Island sea kayaking
tourists come mainly from the Auckland region and the majority of South Island sea kayakers
are from Nelson and Otago. Although very few domestic sea fishers reside on the South
Island, most came from Wellington. North Island sea fishers most dominantly reside in the
south east coast of the South Island mainly in, Canterbury, Otago and Southland districts (see
Table 4.3).

TABLE 4.3
FURTHER DOMESTIC RESIDENCE LOCATIONS
Domestic
NORTH ISLAND
Northland
Auckland
Waikato
Bay of Plenty
Gisborne
Hawkes Bay
Taranaki
Manawatu-Wanganui
Wellington
SOUTH ISLAND
Nelson
Marlborough
Tasman
West Coast
Canterbury
Otago
Southland

SK %
n=24

SF %
n=83

8.3
16.7
0
0
0
0
0
8.3
8.3

0
2.4
0
0
0
0
0
0
7.3

16.7
0
0
4.2
8.3
20.8
8.3

0
13.3
0
1.2
36.1
20.6
14.5
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4.2.5

Comparison of Respondents’ International Place of Residence

In alignment with the general international tourism figure that Europe is the most common
place of international residence for travellers (World Tourism Organization, 2002), the most
frequently occurring place of residence for both sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists within
this research is Europe (66.7% SK and 35.7% SF). However, Tourism New Zealand’s (2002)
international tourism survey shows that only 20% of all travellers visiting New Zealand
normally reside in Europe. Therefore, the number of sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists
visiting from Europe is relative to global tourism figures but is higher than the New Zealand
national average (66.7% SK and 35.7% SF versus 20% national). Likely due to geographical
proximity, Australians made up 31% of the international tourism market visiting New
Zealand in 2002 (Statistics New Zealand, 2002). However Australian’s in this study made up
just 13.3% of the sea kayaking market and 14.3% of the sea fishing market. Despite the lower
than average percentage of Australian tourists, it is still the second most common place of
residence for sea kayaking tourists (13.3%), followed closely by Canada (10.7%). The United
States is the second most common place of residence for sea fishing tourists (28.6%) followed
by Australia (14.3%) (see Table 4.4).

TABLE 4.4
INTERNATIONAL PLACE OF RESIDENCE DATA COMPARISON
Place of Residence
Africa
Australia
Canada
China
Europe
USA

SK%
n=76
1.3
13.3
10.7
0
66.7
8

SF%
n=19
7.1
14.3
7.1
7.1
35.7
28.6

Tourism New Zealand (2002)%
n=1,964,777
0.8
31
0.3
3.6
20
10

4.2.6 Comparison of Respondents’ Level of Education

“Please indicate your highest level of education”

The variation in education levels between sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists is significant.
Sea kayaking tourists show positively skewed results indicating higher educational attainment
versus a relatively normal distribution in sea fishing data. A total of 83% sea kayaking
respondents indicated completion of an undergraduate or postgraduate degree, in comparison
to only 34.7% of sea fishers. Higher sea kayaking tourist education levels are also evident
upon examination of the percentage of tourists whose highest level of educational
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achievement is only primary or secondary school (9% SK versus 47.3% SF). It is important to
note however, that more sea fishers (17.9%) than sea kayakers (8%) are involved in the trade
industry, which often involves obtaining a diploma or completing an apprenticeship program
(see Figure 4.6).

FIGURE 4.6: LEVEL OF EDUCATION
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4.2.7

Comparison of Respondents’ Employment Status

“Please indicate your employment status”

There are some differences seen in comparing sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists’
employment status. Data worthy of note includes the fact that there are more sea kayaking
than sea fishing respondents who are unemployed (21.5% SK versus. 4.3% SF) and more sea
fishing than sea kayaking tourists who are employed full-time (70.7% SK versus 57% SF).
There are no significant differences between the percentage of sea kayaking or sea fishing
tourists who are part-time employees (6.5% SK and 7.6% SF), unpaid family workers (1.1%
SK and 0% SF), retired (2.2%SK and 6.5% SF), or students (11.8% SK and 10.9% SF) (see
Figures 4.7 and 4.8).
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FIGURE 4.7: SEA KAYAKING TOURISTS’ EMPLOYMENT STATUS
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FIGURE 4.8: SEA FISHING TOURISTS’ EMPLOYMENT STATUS
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4.2.8 Comparison of Respondents’ Level of Income

“What is your total average annual household income before tax (NZ$)?”

In examination of household incomes, there are no significant deviations between the two
user groups. Results indicate fairly even distributions where 54.1% of sea kayakers and 55.7%
of sea fishers earn $NZ 50, 000 or more. Sea fishing and sea kayaking respondents earn a
variety of different wages however an anomaly to these income responses is the fact that no
respondents in either cohort indicated earning $NZ 60, 000 to $NZ 69,000 (see Table 4.5 and
Figure 4.9).
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TABLE 4.5
HOUSEHOLD INCOME

SK %
n=85
22.4
9.4
9.4
4.7
17.6
0
10.6
25.9

less than $20,000
$20,000-29,000
$30,000-39,000
$40,000-$49,000
$50,000-59,000
$60,000-69,000
$70,000-$99,000
$100,000 +

SF %
n=91
15.7
4.3
12.9
11.4
21.4
0
12.9
21.4

FIGURE 4.9: HOUSEHOLD INCOME
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4.2.9

Comparison of Participation Rates in Other Outdoor Recreational Activities
Over the Last Twelve Months

“What other activities have you participated in over the last twelve months?”

There are noteworthy differences in the amount and type of ‘other outdoor recreational
activities’ sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists indicated that they had engaged in over the
last twelve months (see Table 4.6). Nonconsumptive sea kayaking tourists participated in
more activities, including environmentally ‘sensitive’ activities at a much greater rate than
consumptive sea fishing tourists (see Section 4.2.10 and Figure 4.10). Conversely, attention
should be brought to the fact that significantly more sea fishing tourists participated in
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environmentally ‘insensitive’ activities than sea kayaking tourists (see Section 4.2.11 and
Figure 4.11).

TABLE 4.6
PARTICIPATION IN OTHER ACTIVITIES OVER THE LAST TWELVE MONTHS

Beach fishing/surf casting
Lake fishing
River fishing
White water kayaking
Sailing
Canoeing
Jet boating
Whale watching
Surfing
Swimming
SCUBA diving
Downhill skiing
Cross-country skiing
Snowboarding
Tramping
Mountaineering
Mountain biking
4-wheel driving
Horseback riding
Rock climbing
Bungee jumping
Sky diving
Scenic flight
Scenic cruise
Hunting
Wildlife viewing

SK %
n=100
6
7
11
6
26
35
13
26
18
71
26
43
1
26
85
15
42
16
15
18
10
14
12
54
4
60

SF %
n=97
25.8
38.1
29.9
2.1
8.2
16.5
21.6
9.3
8.2
52.6
12.4
15.5
0
8.2
37.1
3.1
18.6
32
11.3
0
7.2
4.1
12.4
25.8
22.7
24.7

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100 as the question asked for multiple responses

4.2.10 Comparison of Participation Rates in Environmentally ‘Sensitive’ Activities Over
the Last Twelve Months

There are appreciably more sea kayaking tourists engaging in sailing, canoeing, surfing,
swimming, tramping and wildlife viewing than sea fishing tourists (see Figure 4.10).
According to Vaske et al. (1982) these activities are generally considered to be
nonconsumptive as their impact on the environment is limited in comparison to other
activities. For example, in his discussion of sea kayaking Weaver (2001) stated that provided
waste is disposed of properly, the activity is non-polluting considering that a canoe across the
water leaves no trace. This argument is also applicable to sailing, surfing, and swimming.
Tramping and wildlife viewing also tend to impose minimal impacts on the environment
(Jackson, 1989).
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FIGURE 4.10: PARTICIPATION IN ENVIRONMENTALLY ‘SENSITIVE’
ACTIVITIES
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4.2.11 Comparison of Participation Rates in Environmentally ‘Insensitive’ Activities
Over the Last Twelve Months

There are notably more sea fishing tourists engaging in beach fishing, lake fishing, river
fishing, jet boating, 4-wheel driving and hunting (see Figure 4.11). These activities are
considerably more environmentally ‘insensitive’ versus the ‘sensitive’ activities mentioned
previously. For example, fishing and hunting are considered consumptive as they involve
resource extraction (Jackson, 1989). Other activities such as jet boating and 4-wheel driving
often cause post hoc damage to the activity setting for example, shore erosion in the case of
jet boating (Pickering, 1995) and soil erosion with 4-wheel driving (Geoff and Alder, 2001).
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FIGURE 4.11:PARTICIPATION IN ENVIRONMENTALLY ‘INSENSITIVE’
ACTIVITIES
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4.2.12 Comparison of the Frequency of Participation in Tourists’ Respective Activity

“How frequently have you participated in the following activities over the last twelve months?
(1.sea kayaking, 2.sea fishing)”

In examination of the frequency with which both sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists
engaged in their respective activities over the last twelve months (sea kayaking for sea
kayakers, and sea fishing for sea fishers) it was found that sea fishers participated at a much
higher rate. For example, 58.6% of sea kayaking tourists had only paddled once compared to
only 28.3% of sea fishers fishing only once. Sea fishing tourists seem to be more committed
to their activity than sea kayakers, which is evident by the fact that twice as many sea fishing
than sea kayaking tourists had participated in their respective activity more than five times
over the last twelve months (see Figure 4.12).
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FIGURE 4.12: FREQUENCY OF PARTICIPATION IN RESPECTIVE ACTIVITIES
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4.2.13 Comparison of the Frequency of Participation in Each Other’s Activity

“How frequently have you participated in the following activities over the last twelve months?
(1.sea kayaking, 2.sea fishing)”

There is little variation between the rate with which sea kayaking and sea fishing participants
engaged in each other’s respective activities over the last twelve months (sea kayakers in sea
fishing and sea fishers in sea kayaking). However, a strong feature seen here is that slightly
over 70% of both sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists never engaged in each others activity,
and around 85% of both sea kayakers and sea fishers had either never participated or only
participated once in the other activity (see Figure 4.13).
FIGURE 4.13: FREQUENCY OF PARTICIPATION IN EACH OTHER’S ACTIVITY
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4.2.14 Comparison of Respondents’ Ownership of Required Recreational Equipment

“Do you own any personal sea kayaking/sea fishing gear?”

There is a major distinction in the frequency of sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists who own
equipment required for their respective activities. Sea fishing participants noticeably own
more gear than sea kayaking participants. According to Wellman et al. (1982) owning
recreational equipment is a valid indication of specialization thus; sea fishing respondents
appear to be more specialized than sea kayaking tourists. Despite the fact that ownership of
recreational gear indicates varying levels of specialization it is difficult to determine the
amount of money that respondents have invested for participation. For example, the price of a
sea kayak ($NZ 2000- $NZ 4000) (Sisson Kayaks, 2002) is much greater than the price of a
fishing rod ($NZ 200-$NZ 500) (BCS, 2002). To avoid major discrepancies the researcher
chose items that are relatively parallel in price. For example a sea kayak corresponded with a
sea fishing boat, and a sea kayaking paddle with a fishing rod. Within this research it was not
necessary to determine the exact amount of money that participants invested in personal
equipment, as the question was only intended to gain an idea of respondents’ level of
specialization. Despite cost variations it is quite evident by the outstanding difference between
sea fishers and sea kayakers that significantly more sea fishers indicated ownership of
recreational equipment (see Table 4.7).
TABLE 4.7
OWNERSHIP OF EQUIPMENT

Sea kayak(s)
Paddle
Spray skirt
Wet suit
Paddling jacket
Life jacket
GPS

SK%
7
8
6
11
9
9
2

Boat(s)
Fishing rod(s)
Electronic fish finder
Trolling motor
Tackle box
Tackle
GPS

SF%
21.6
56.7
17.5
10.3
54.6
53.6
9.3

SK n=100, SF n=97
Note: Percentages do not add up to 100 as the question asked for multiple responses

4.3 Trip Characteristics
The trip characteristics of sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists were assessed and compared.
Characteristics included trip duration, group size, formality (guided or unguided), number of
guides present (if guided), the nature of travel parties, and the amount and type of information
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provided to participants by operators/guides. Differences were evident in all categories
however, the most variation is seen in the ‘nature of tourist travel parties’ and the amount/type
of information provided to respondents.

4.3.1

Comparison of Trip Durations

“Please indicate the duration of this sea kayaking/sea fishing trip”

The most frequent trip lengths for both sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists were either halfday or full-day. Over 90% of both groups fell into these categories, however more sea
kayakers took full-day trips (47%) than sea fishers (14.9%) resulting in more half-day trips
taken by sea fishers (78.7%) than sea kayakers (44%). In his study of sea kayakers and
motorized watercraft users, Hawke (2000) also found that trip length for sea kayakers was
often longer than that of the motorized watercraft users. Neither sea kayaking nor sea fishing
tourists tended to participate in their activities for more than two days (5% SK and 6.4% SF)
(see Table 4.8).
TABLE 4.8
TRIP DURATION

Half-day
One-day
Two-days
Three-days
Four-days
Five-plus days

SK%
n=100
44
47
4
2
2
1

SF%
n=97
78.7
14.9
2.1
4.3
0
0

4.3.2 Comparison of Group Sizes

“How many people (group size) participated in this sea kayaking/sea fishing experience
(Please indicate numerically)”

Group size for sea kayaking and sea fishing trips ranged from two to twenty with most
including less than ten people for both cohorts. On average, group size was larger for sea
fishing than sea kayaking tours. For example, almost 70% of all fishing trips involved
between five and ten people whereas almost 65% of all kayaking trips included between two
and seven people (see Table 4.9). Once again, this finding is supported by Hawke (2000) who
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stated that sea kayaking group sizes tended to be smaller than that of motorized watercraft
users.
TABLE 4.9
GROUP SIZE

SK%
n=100
34.4
28.3
11.1
5
4
1
0

Two-four
Five-seven
Eight-ten
Eleven-thirteen
Fourteen-sixteen
Seventeen-nineteen
Twenty plus

4.3.3

SF%
n=97
15.9
38.9
30.5
10.6
1.1
1.1
2.1

Comparison of Trip Formality

“Please indicate if you were accompanied by a guide?”
Trip formality refers to whether or not the sea kayaking or sea fishing experience was guided
by an operation employee. A formal trip involves a guide, and an informal trip indicates that
the respondents hired boats and/or other equipment and participated without a guide. As seen
in Figure 4.14, the majority of both sea kayaking and sea fishing trips were guided, however
more guided trips were taken by sea fishing tourists (85.4%) than sea kayaking (73%). It must
be noted that these findings are an artefact of the research methodology, which involved
survey distribution to sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists utilising the services of operations
whose primary purpose was to provide guided tours. Therefore, a true indication of the
percentage of informal sea kayaking or sea fishing tourists utilizing the seas around the South
Island of New Zealand is unknown.
FIGURE 4.14: FORMALITY OF TRIPS
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4.3.4

Comparison of the Number of Guides Present on Formal Trips

“Please indicate if you were accompanied by a guide? If so, how many guides were present
(Please indicate numerically)”

Of the seventy-three formal sea kayaking trips and the eighty-three formal sea fishing trips,
the vast majority involved one guide (78% SK and 64% SF). The second most common
number of guides for both sea kayaking and fishing trips was two (17.8% SK and 34.9% SF).
Less than five percent of sea kayaking trips, and less than two percent of sea fishing trips
were led by more than two guides (see Table 4.10). It is suspected that formal sea fishing
tours more frequently involved two guides as the crew often consisted of a skipper (boat
driver) as well as a guide (Sea fishing operator, 2002c).
TABLE 4.10
NUMBER OF GUIDES ON FORMAL TRIPS

SK%
n=73
78.1
17.8
0
4.1

One
Two
Three
Four

4.3.5

SF%
n=86
64
34.9
0
1.2

Comparison of Travel Parties

“Which of the following statements best describes your individual travel party?”

There are evident differences between sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists with regard to the
nature of their tourist travel parties. More sea kayakers travelled solo (21.1% SK vs. 7.4%
SF), with their spouse (23.2% SK vs. 5.3% SF) or with one friend (23.2% SK vs. 7.4% SF)
whereas more sea fishers travelled either with a group of friends (43.6% SF vs. 22.1% SK) or
with family (25.5% SF vs. 6.3% SK). Worthy of further mention is the fact that almost 79%
of sea fishing tourists participated in groups (with friends or family) and almost 45% of sea
kayaking tourists travelled alone or with one other person (see Figure 4.15). This finding
corresponds to the results of Section 4.3.2, which found that in general, sea kayaking tourists
participated in smaller groups.
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FIGURE 4.15: NATURE OF TRAVEL PARTIES
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4.3.6 Comparison of the Amount/Type of Information Provided to Tourists

“During your sea kayaking/sea fishing trip were you provided with the following?”

There was significant variation between the amounts of information, including environmental
interpretation that was received by sea kayaking versus sea fishing tourists participating in
formal as well as informal trips. Overall, sea kayaking respondents received more
information, particularly pre-trip briefings on local environmental issues (50% SK vs. 22.7%
SF) as well as environmental interpretation information (66% SK vs. 15.5% SF). Sea fishing
tourists were further asked if they were presented with, or informed of the New Zealand
fishing regulations. Only 34% of all fishing respondents reported being presented with these
regulations (see Table 4.11).

TABLE 4.11
INFORMATION PROVIDED TO RESPONDENTS

Safety regulations
Pre-trip briefing on local environmental issues
Environmental interpretation / information
List of client code of environmental practice
List of fishing regulations

SK%
n=100
87
50
66
28
n/a

SF%
n=97
67
22.7
15.5
n/a
34
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4.4 Environmental Values
“Please indicate the extent to which you agree/disagree with each of the following
environmental value statements, using the scale provided”

The environmental values of both sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists were assessed through
the use of the integrated values scale as discussed in Chapter Two. For the purpose of internal
consistency the value statements on the survey were presented in both negative and positive
orientations. For direct comparability the negatively orientated questions (b., d., e., g., and h.)
were positively re-coded to match the rest of the scale for data analysis.

4.4.1

Comparison of the Integrated Value Scale Mean Scores

In examination of the total mean environmental value scale scores, it appears that sea
kayaking tourists value the environment at a higher consistency than sea fishing tourists (SK
mean = 4.07 versus SF mean = 3.59). When broken down categorically to include global,
contextual and situational circumstances, greater differences can be seen. For example the
greatest difference is observable in the situational motivation section (SK mean = 4.00 and SF
mean = 3.19), followed by global values (SK mean = 3.86 and SF mean = 3.44) and the
smallest difference is seen in contextual values (SK mean = 4.35 and SF mean = 4.14) (see
Table 4.12). A further examination of the effects of these settings (global, contextual,
situational) is presented in section 4.7 of this chapter.

TABLE 4.12
MEAN VALUE SCORES

Value Category
Global
Contextual
Situational motivation
Total Mean Score

4.4.2

SK
n=100
3.86
4.35
4
4.07

SF
N=97
3.44
4.14
3.19
3.59

Difference
0.42
0.21
0.81
0.48

Statistically Significant Value Statements

Upon evaluation of these differing value averages a more thorough examination of the
specific questions was undertaken. Each value statement was examined individually in
attempts to understand which scale questions generated the most significantly different
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responses between sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists. The appropriate technique for this
assessment involved the use of independent samples t-tests, which allows for the comparison
of means between two different groups. Statistically significant differences are represented by
a larger t-statistic and a probability (two-tailed significance) of less than 0.05 (Saunders et al.
1997). In order to fully understand the meaning of statistically significant responses, each
values question was graphed in the form of an ‘Error Bar Chart’. Although these charts are
not displayed, this method was utilised by the researcher to visually compare and more fully
comprehend the differing means and confidence intervals of each value question.

In examination of the independent samples t-tests it was determined that most of the value
questions answered by sea kayaking tourists did in fact differ significantly from sea fishing
responses. As seen in Table 4.13, significant differences are observable in value questions a.,
b., c., e., f., k., o., and i. Differences are therefore represented in eight of the twelve (66.6%)
value questions suggesting that there is valid statistical difference between the way in which
sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists value the environment. For visual comparison the mean
and standard deviation scores for both groups are also displayed (see Table 4.13).

4.4.3

Comparison of Alternative Participation Motivations

Three further ‘motivation to participate’ questions were asked of both sea kayaking and sea
fishing tourists. These questions were not included on the environmental values scale as they
do not assess environmental elements. The questions were included to enhance the
comparability of the user groups, thus gaining a deeper understanding of their similarities and
differences by assessing the extent to which sea kayakers and sea fishers are
ecocentrically/anthropocentrically and intrinsically/extrinsically orientated. The questions
assessed the extent to which participants were motivated to sea kayak or sea fish in order to;
(1.l)‘spend quality time with family’, (1.m) ‘spend quality time with friends’ or, (1.n.) ‘so they
could tell other people about it’. Upon completion of further independent t-tests it is evident
that responses to all three questions are statistically significant. Sea fishing tourists exhibit
higher levels of agreement than sea kayaking tourists to all three questions, suggesting that
they are more motivated to spend quality time with family and friends as well as show more
interest in participating for the purpose of verbally sharing their experience with others (see
Table 4.14).
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TABLE 4.14
MOTIVATIONS TO PARTICIPATE RESPONSES

l.
m.
n.

My main motivation for sea kayaking/sea fishing
is to spend quality time with family
My main motivation for sea kayaking/sea fishing
is to spend quality time with friends
My main motivation for sea kayaking/sea fishing
is to I can tell other people about it

4.4.4

SK
SF
SK
SF
SK
SF

n
99
96
99
95
100
95

Mean
2.72
3.23
3.24
3.78
2.34
2.73

Std. D
1.2
1.03
1.02
0.91
1.04
1.07

T-value
-3.19

2-tail
sig.
0.002

-3.85

0.00

-2.57

0.011

Sea Fishing Tourists Have High Motivations to ‘Catch a Fish’

Sea fishing respondents were further asked to express the degree to which they were
motivated to catch a fish during their activity participation (question 1.p.). This question was
not directly comparable with sea kayaking respondents and was therefore not asked of them.
Sea fishing respondent results indicated that 85.5% of sea fishers either agreed or strongly
agreed that catching a fish is one of their main motivations for participation (see Figure 4.16).
The mean response was 4.35 with a low standard deviation of 0.87. This finding is supported
by Connellel et al. (2001), who conducted a study on New York angler typologies and
preferences discovering that 75% of sea fishers preferred to catch a fish on every trip.

FIGURE 4.16: SEA FISHING TOURISTS’ MOTIVATION TO ‘CATCH A FISH’
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The fact that sea kayakers are motivated to participate in order to be close to nature and to
experience wildlife suggests that they are perhaps more intrinsically ecocentric in their
positioning versus sea fishers who scored lower on these questions. Inversely, the sea fishing
population was motivated to participate in order to tell others about their experience, thus
gaining the extrinsic reward of prestige. This plus the fact that sea fishers are highly
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motivated to ‘catch a fish’ suggests that they are more extrinsically anthropocentric in their
environmental orientation.

4.4.5

Comparison of Respondent Opinions on Which User Group (SK or SF)
Maintains Higher Environmental Values

“Do you believe travellers who engage in sea fishing/sea kayaking, display environmental
values that are higher, lower, or equal to those travellers engaging in sea kayaking/sea
fishing?”

All respondents were asked to express their perception of which user group they thought
would exhibit higher environmental values (sea kayakers or sea fishers). The majority of sea
kayaking respondents (68%) believed that they would likely employ higher environmental
values than sea fishers however; only 24.5% of sea fishers shared this view. The majority of
sea fishing respondents (72.3%) suggested that environmental values between the two groups
were likely to be equal. In total, only 4.1% (SK) and 3.2% (SF) of sea kayaking and sea
fishing respondents believed that the environmental values of sea fishing tourists would be
higher than sea kayakers (see Table 4.15). This finding suggests that respondents are
generally aware and inline with the primary findings of this research, which shows that sea
kayaking tourists do in fact maintain slightly heightened values in comparison to sea fishing
respondents.
TABLE 4.15
SEA KAYAKING TOURISTS’ PERCEPTION OF SEA FISHERS’
ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES AND VICE VERSA

Sea kayak tourists have higher environmental values than sea fish tourists
Sea kayak tourists have lower environmental values than sea fish tourists
Sea kayak tourists have equal environmental values to sea fisher tourists

SK%
n=97
68
4.1
27.8

SF%
n=94
24.5
3.2
72.3

4.5 Environmental Behaviours
“Please indicate your opinion about the following statements”

The environmental behaviours in which sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists exhibited were
assessed through a self reported scale. Once again the scale was represented by both positive
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and negative statements to ensure internal consistency. Negative behaviour questions (b., c.,
d., g., i., and j.) were re-coded for data analysis in order to sustain scale comparability.

4.5.1

Comparison of Environmental Behaviour Scale Mean Scores

Similar to the environmental value mean score results, sea kayaking tourists personally
reported higher pro-environmental behaviours than sea fishers (SK mean = 4.03 and SF mean
= 3.47). When broken down into global and situational categories further differences are
apparent. Again paralleling the environmental value results, the greatest mean differences are
seen within the situational category (SK mean = 4.38 and SF mean = 3.51) (see Table 4.16
and Section 4.7 for further discussion).

TABLE 4.16
MEAN BEHAVIOUR SCORES

Behaviour Category
Global
Situational
Total Mean Score

4.5.2

SK
3.85
4.38
4.03

SF
3.42
3.51
3.47

Difference
0.43
0.91
0.56

Statistically Significant Behaviour Statements

A further examination of each of the environmental behaviours questions was completed
revealing areas of statistical significance and insignificance. Independent samples t-tests were
again employed to examine each behaviours question. As shown in Table 4.17, significant
differences are observable in behaviour questions, a., b., c., d., i., j., k., and l. Similar to the
environmental value results, the environmental behaviours of sea kayaking and sea fishing
tourists are statistically significant in eight of twelve (66.6%) behaviour categories. Once
again the mean and standard deviation scores are displayed for visual comparison (see Table
4.17).

4.6 Demographics and Environmental Values
According to past research, demographics (Luzar et al. 1995; Jurowdki et al. 1995), past
experience (Schreyer et al. 1984), and levels of specialization (Hobson, 1977) have had a
large effect on individual’s environmental values. The idea that these characteristics could be
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more influential with regard to environmental value variation than tourist typology
(nonconsumptive versus consumptive) is explored here. In order to effectively discover if in
fact these characteristics are significantly influential in environmental value variation both sea
kayaking and sea fishing responses were conglomerated into one SPSS file.

4.6.1

Statistically Significant Differences Between Demographic Characteristics and
Environmental Values

This data merger allowed the researcher to explore any demographic and environmental value
differences through the use of further independent t-tests and one-way analysis of variance
(ANOVA) tests. Independent samples t-tests were used to examine the statistical differences
between the integrated values scale questions and both, gender and place of residence. A t-test
was used in these cases as the variables only include two categories (male/female and
domestic/international). An analysis of variance test (one-way ANOVA) was used to compare
the integrated values scale with age, education, income, age of exposure to outdoor
recreational activities, age of exposure to sea kayaking/sea fishing, and frequency of
participation in sea kayaking/sea fishing. The use of an analysis of variance (one-way
ANOVA) was most appropriate in examining these variables as it displays whether groups are
significantly different in the case of multiple category comparisons (Saunders et al. 1997).
Statistically different/significant relationships are observed when the F value (ratio of mean
squares) is high and when the Sig. value is <0.05 (Norusis, 1997). Table 4.18 displays the
demographic variables that are statistically significant and insignificant when compared to the
twelve environmental value statements of the integrated values scale. Statistically significant
differences are indicated with a check mark (3) leaving insignificant findings unmarked (see
Appendix J, for t-values, 2-tailed sig. values, F-values, and sig. values).
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TABLE 4.18
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES AND ENVIRONEMTNAL VALUES

Gen. Res. Age Edu. Inc.
GLOBAL VALUES
a. Plants and animals have as much right as
humans to exist
b. Humans have the right to modify the
natural environment to suit their needs
c. If trends continue on their present course we will
soon experience and ecological catastrophe
d. The earth has plenty of natural resources if we
just learn how to develop them
e. There is no point in having a place where plants
and animals are preserved, when my family or I
never actually see them
f. Nature is spiritual and sacred

3

Exp Freq
Act Part

3
3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

I. I enjoy the peace and quiet I experience when
in nature
CONTEXTUAL VALUES
j. I feel a strong connection to the wilderness
g. I do not pay much attention when I hear of
ocean oil spills in the news
h. I do not pay much attention when people
dispose of rubbish in the ocean
SITUATIONAL VALUES
k. My main motivation for sea kayaking / sea
fishing is to be close to nature
o. My main motivation for sea kayaking / sea
fishing is to see and experience wildlife

Exp
OR

3

3
3
3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

Note: 3 indicates a statistically significant difference (Sig.<0.05)
Note:

Gen. = gender
Res. = domestic versus international place of residence
Edu. = level of education
Inc. = level of income
Exp OR = age of exposure to outdoor recreational activities
Exp Act = number of years of experience in respective activity (SK or SF)
Freq Part = Frequency of participation in respective activity (SK or SF).

As illustrated in Table 4.18, some demographic categories exhibit higher frequencies of
statistically significant responses than others. Gender and age display the greatest statistical
differences shown by six statistically significant responses of the twelve value questions
(50%). This is followed by place of residence results (domestic vs. international), which
showed five of twelve significant value responses (41.7%). Respondents’ income, in this
research seems to be entirely unrelated, displaying no statistical significance (see Table 4.19
for percentages).
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TABLE 4.19
PERCENTAGE OF STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN DEMOGRAPHICS AND VALUES

Demographic Categories
Sex of Respondent
Domestic versus International Residency
Age of Respondent
Education Level of Respondent
Household Income of Respondent
Age of Exposure to Outdoor Recreational Activities
Age of Exposure to SK / SF
Frequency of Participation in SK / SF

n
6
5
6
4
0
1
1
2

%
50
41.7
50
33.3
0
8.3
8.3
16.7

Note: n=number of statistically significant responses out of a total of 12

4.7 Settings and Environmental Values
After analysing the environmental value and behaviour differences between nonconsumptive
sea kayaking and consumptive sea fishing tourists, and investigating the influence that
demographic characteristics have on those environmental values, it is pertinent to briefly
examine the extent to which global, contextual, and situational circumstances were involved.
Each of these settings are easily distinguished within the scale. For example, global
circumstances include ideas that apply to fairly ambiguous or universal world-views. A
contextual circumstance involves the inclusion of an element required for activity
participation (for example sea kayaking or sea fishing tourists require a body of water for
participation). Situational circumstances are those, which occur directly during recreational
participation and directly in the recreational setting.

As noted in Chapter Two, the values scale was divided into three sections including global,
contextual (resource specific), and situational statements. The behaviours scale was divided
into two sections including global and situational behaviours. Once again, the setting division
implemented in this research was done so in accordance to suggestions made by Vallerand
(1997), and Crick-Furman and Prentice (2000), who state that environmental values and
behaviours are transitional and often shift with relation to settings (global, contextual or
situational). Although the setting distinctions were made within the value and behaviour
scales in order to ensure scale validity, it is important to examine the impact that settings had
on environmental values and behaviours.
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4.7.1

Comparisons of Global, Contextual, and Situational Settings and Their Effect on
Tourist Responses

Upon examination of the global, contextual, and situational settings it is evident that there are
significant differences in the extent to which statistically significant responses were revealed.
Differences emerged in all of the analysed categories including, environmental values,
environmental behaviours and the influence demographics had on environmental values (see
Tables 4.20, 4.21 and 4.22). The most commonly affected factor in each section (values,
behaviour, and demographic effect on values) was indeed situational circumstances. This was
followed by global circumstances and lastly contextual circumstances. It is important to point
out that the number of questions in each section (values, behaviours, and demographic effect
on values) contained a different number of global, contextual and, situational orientations,
which, as previously discussed, may affect the validity of these results. Findings are displayed
in percentages to allow for direct comparison.

The number of statistically significant responses found in the examination of environmental
value differences between sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists (see Section 4.3.6) are shared
between global and situational circumstances. Three quarters of the global statements (75%)
and all of the situational environmental value statements (100%) were significant (see Table
4.20).

TABLE 4.20
COMPARISON OF GLOBAL, CONTEXTUAL, AND SITUATIONAL
SETTINGS AND ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES

Global
Contextual
Situational

Environmental Values Distinguishing Sea Kayak and Sea Fish Tourists
n
%
6/8
75
0/2
0
2/2
100

Note: n = the number of statistically significant findings / the total number of value statements

Statistically significant responses found in the examination of differing environmental
behaviours between sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists were also represented by global and
situational circumstances. Half of the global behaviour statements (50%), and once again, all
of the situational statements (100%) were statistically significant (see Table 4.21).
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TABLE 4.21
COMPARISON OF GLOBAL, CONTEXTUAL, AND SITUATIONAL
SETTINGS AND ENVIRONMENTAL BEHAVIOURS

Global
Situational

Environmental Behaviours Distinguishing Sea Kayak and Sea Fish Tourists
n
%
4/8
50
4/4
100

Note: n = the number of statistically significant findings / the total number of value statements

An examination of the number of statistically significant responses between demographics
and environmental values revealed that each of the global, contextual, and situational
categories were related. Once again however, the majority of statistically significant responses
were discovered within the situational setting category (56.3%). This leaves less than 20% of
significant global statements and less than 10% of significant contextual statements (see Table
4.22).

TABLE 4.22
COMPARISON OF GLOBAL, CONTEXTUAL, AND SITUATIONAL
SETTINGS AND DEMOGRAPHIC INFLUENCES ON ENVIRONEMNTAL VALUES

Global
Contextual
Situational

Demographics Characteristics and Their Influence on Environmental Values
n
%
11/56
19.6
5/24
9.3
9/16
56.3

Note: n = the number of statistically significant findings / the total number of value statements

4.7.2

Comparison of Environmental Consciousness During Participation Versus at
Home

The above finding that situational circumstances are strongly associated with statistically
significant results is related to the findings of values question two, which asked respondents if
they were more environmentally conscious while participating in their respective activities
than in their everyday lives. This question was included to gain a heightened understanding of
situational behaviours. Results between the two groups displayed similar findings with fifty
plus percent of both cohorts stating that they are more environmentally conscious while
participating in sea kayaking/sea fishing than they are at home (53.1% SK and 50% SF). This
finding is not surprising considering that situational values and behaviours were found to be
the most statistically significant setting circumstance when comparing the relationship
between settings, behaviours and values (see Tables 4.20, 4.21 and 4.22).
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In this question respondents were given the opportunity to expand on their responses stating
why they were more or less environmentally conscious during participation. Of the 197
respondents 94 answered the question including 65 sea kayakers and 29 sea fishers. A content
analysis was preformed on the qualitative responses revealing the most commonly occurring
reason for situationally heightened environmental consciousness for both sea kayaking and
sea fishing respondents was because the environmentally damaging effects seen while
participating are much more apparent than they are at home (31/47). One sea kayaking
respondent effectively summed up this feeling stating that, “When sea kayaking you can
appreciate how beautiful and fragile nature is, which you often lose sight of when surrounded
by urban jungle and the rigours of daily life” (Sea kayaking participant, 2002). The
respondents indicating that they are not more environmentally conscious while participating
acknowledged this because they are always environmentally aware, away and at home
(22/47).

FIGURE 4.17: ENVIRONMETNAL CONSCIOUSNESS WHILE PARTICIPATING IN
SEA KAYAKING OR SEA FISHING VERSUS AT HOME
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4.8 Chapter Summary
In examination of the demographics, trip characteristics, environmental values and
environmental behaviours, of sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists, numerous distinctions can
be made. The typical sea kayaking tourist was a young, highly educated, international female,
who was generally unemployed at the time of the research. In direct comparison, a sea fishing
tourist tended to be an older, moderately educated, domestic male, who was generally
employed full-time at the time of the research. The only demographic category that did not
polarize the groups was household income.
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Further differences evident in profiling sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists were seen in
their differing participation rates in environmentally ‘sensitive’ and environmentally
‘insensitive’ activities as well as their distinctive environmental value and behaviour scores.
All of these differences make it reasonable to believe that sea kayaking and sea fishing
tourists do in fact draw distinctly separate people. For example, sea kayaking tourists
maintain higher environmental values and behaviours, more frequently participate in
environmentally ‘sensitive’ activities and rarely participate in sea fishing (84.5% participated
one or fewer times). Comparatively, sea fishing tourists maintain slightly lower
environmental values and behaviours, more frequently participate in environmentally
‘insensitive’ activities and rarely engage in sea kayaking (83.1% participated one or fewer
times). Sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists’ trip characteristics also diversify the two
groups. Sea kayak trips were longer, group sizes were smaller, trips were more formalized
(guided), fewer operator employees guided formal trips, travel parties were smaller (solo or
one other person versus larger groups), and respondents were provided with more
environmental interpretative information, than those participating on sea fishing trips.

After profiling sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists, thus achieving the first objective of this
research, the extent to which statistically significant environmental value differences were
related to tourist typology, demographic characteristics, and setting circumstances were
explored. The second objective was accomplished here as tourist typology displayed the
highest number of statistically significant responses (66%). Support for previous findings was
established when demographic characteristics and setting circumstances in this research were
found to be influential in stratifying environmental values. However, the demographic
characteristics found to be most statistically significant (gender, age and education) are the
exact variables that distinguish sea kayaking from sea fishing tourists. This finding further
suggests that sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists are representative of two distinct user
groups and that their differing environmental values are indeed influential in distinguishing
the cohorts.
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CHAPTER 5.0

DISCUSSION
5.1 Introduction
The findings of this research examining the differences and similarities between sea kayaking
and sea fishing tourists were presented in Chapter Four. The implications of those results are
further developed in the present chapter which discusses the distinctly different demographic
characteristics, trip characteristics, environmental values and environmental behaviours that
distinguish sea kayaking from sea fishing tourists. Because sea kayaking and sea fishing
tourists can arguably be separated as distinct user groups, the researcher was able to further
examine the idea that environmental value differences between them can in fact be attributed
to tourist typology and not solely to demographic influences. This chapter first discusses sea
kayaking and sea fishing tourist profiles, including demographic and trip characteristics, and
follows with a thorough examination of tourists’ environmental value differences, including
their intrinsic/extrinsic, and ecocentric/anthropocentric orientations, as well as a discussion on
the affects of demographics and setting circumstances.

5.2 Tourist Profiles
Gaining an understanding of the differences and similarities between sea kayaking and sea
fishing tourist groups required the development of comprehensive profiles. These profiles
show that there are distinct demographic differences between their gender, place of residence,
age, education, employment status, participation in other activities and levels of specialization
(see Section 5.2.1). Further differences between sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists were
evident in their respective trip characteristics which included, trip length, group size, trip
formality, travel parties, and the reception of interpretative information (see Section 5.2.2).
The only similarities that emerged were the groups’ evenly distributed level of income and
their extremely low level of participation in each other’s activity (sea kayakers in sea fishing
and sea fishers in sea kayaking).
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5.2.1

Sea Kayaking and Sea Fishing Tourists’ Demographic Profiles

Examination of the trends evident within the demographic variables of sea kayaking and sea
fishing respondents revealed that sea kayaking tourists were predominantly young, welleducated, international females, who at the time of the research were unemployed.
Conversely, sea fishing tourists were older domestic males with lower levels of formal
education and at the time of the research employed full-time. Sea kayakers tended to
participate in more alternative outdoor recreational activities, with the exception of
environmentally ‘insensitive’ events in which sea fishers participated more frequently. The
final difference noted was the fact that sea kayaking tourists were less specialized than sea
fishing tourists.

Demographic similarities were found in respondents’ household income levels as well as in
the rate with which they participated in the others’ activity (sea kayakers in sea fishing and
sea fishers in sea kayaking). The income levels of sea kayaking and sea fishing respondents
were relatively evenly distributed from less than $NZ 20, 000 to more than $NZ 100,000.
Over 54% of both cohorts indicated earning over $NZ 50, 000 which is high in comparison to
New Zealand census income levels. In 2001, the average income level for New Zealand
residents was $NZ 18,500 and approximately only 15% of the population indicated earning
more than $NZ 50,000 (Statistics New Zealand, 2002). Higher tourist income levels in
comparison to average New Zealand resident income levels was expected due to the fact that
travelling away from the home environment and participating in operation based recreational
activities such as sea kayaking or sea fishing is expensive and could therefore only occur if
the means were available. Table 5.1 summarises the few similarities and numerous
differences between sea kayakers and sea fishers in this aspect of the research.
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TABLE 5.1
SEA KAYAKING AND SEA FISHING TOURISTS’ DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILES

Gender
Age
Place of residence
Domestic tourists location
International tourist location

Level of formal education
Type of education
Employment status
Income
Nature of Travel Party
Participation in other outdoor recreational activities
Participation in environmentally ‘sensitive’ activities
Participation in environmentally ‘insensitive’ activities
Frequency of participation in respective activities
Frequency of participation in each other’s activities
Ownership of sea kayaking/sea fishing equipment

SK
n=100
More female
Younger
More international
Even NI and SI
More Europeans
mostly from the
UK
Higher
Undergraduate and
postgraduate
More unemployed
Equal
Smaller (solo or two
people)
High
High
Low
Low
Low (equal)
Low

SF
n=97
More male
Older
More domestic
More SI
Some Europeans
mostly from the
UK
Lower
Primary, secondary,
and trade
More employed
Equal
Larger (groups of
more then two)
Low
Low
High
High
Low (equal)
High

Note: NI = North Island, SI = South Island

5.2.1.1

Gender, Age, and Place of Residence

The demographic differences discovered between sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists were
not particularly surprising. The fact that sea fishing generally draws more male participants
than sea kayaking is also apparent in previous New Zealand sea fishing and sea kayaking
research (Bell et al. 1998a,b,c,d; Bell et al. 2000a,b; Hawke, 2000), and is reflected by the
historically male orientated hunter and gatherer origin of fishing (Harper, 2001). Fishing
today attracts older participants likely due to the passive nature of the activity (ASA, 2001 in
Ditton et al. 2000). Alternatively, sea kayaking is not a passive activity and instead provides
participants with the opportunity to be active, which is often more appealing to younger
cohorts. It was found that the majority of these young female sea kayaking tourists tended to
be from overseas. This result was not supported by previous sea kayaking tourist research
(Cessford, 1998), which found a fairly even distribution of domestic New Zealanders and
international sea kayakers. In fact, one sea kayaking operator stated that she generally
maintained a client base of 70% domestic and 30% international, however she further stated
that this figure was likely resultant from her marketing strategy, which was purely ‘word of
mouth’ (Paine, pers comm 2002). Therefore, the discrepancy in findings may be a product of
the methodology employed within this research, which consisted of utilising operations
around the South Island identified through active promotional publications or advertisements
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from the Internet. More international tourists would be exposed to operations that advertise on
the Internet than those, which rely on ‘word of mouth advertising’. As mentioned in Chapter
Four, comparisons of previous New Zealand sea fishing place of residence information was
not available due to scale inconsistencies.

5.2.1.2

Education and Employment Status

The education level of sea kayaking tourists was higher than sea fishing tourists. The exact
reason for this is unknown however; it is likely related to employment status, which suggests
far more sea fishers are involved in the trade industry. The survey asked respondents to
indicate their highest level of educational attainment yet it did not include a category for trade
schools or apprenticeship programs, which may be considered levels of higher education. The
fact that more sea kayakers were unemployed may also be related to education. It is likely that
these younger tourists are individuals who have recently graduated from school and are
travelling before entering the job market. The employment status question included a student
category, and indicated that slightly more sea kayakers were in fact still in school, thus further
explaining why they were more frequently unemployed or employed only part-time.

5.2.1.3

Participation in Other Activities

Sea kayaking tourists tended to participate extensively in other outdoor recreational activities,
particularly those which may be considered environmentally ‘sensitive’ (sailing, canoeing,
surfing, swimming, tramping or wildlife viewing) (Vaske et al. 1982; Jackson, 1989). They
did not often participate in what may be considered environmentally ‘insensitive’ activities
(beach fishing, lake fishing, river fishing, jet boating, 4-wheel driving or hunting) (Pickering,
1995; Geoff and Alder, 2001) and further indicated that the frequency with which they
engaged in sea fishing was extremely low. Sea fishing tourists, on the other hand, did not
participate in other outdoor recreational activities at a high level and certainly less frequently
than sea kayaking tourists. However, the activities that they did participate in tended to be
those that are arguably classified as environmentally ‘insensitive’ (beach fishing, lake fishing,
river fishing, jet boating, 4-wheel driving or hunting). Age could be associated with these
environmentally ‘sensitive’ and ‘insensitive’ activity choices. The ‘sensitive’ activities are
admittedly more active than the generally passive ‘insensitive’ activities. Thus it is possible
that the older sea fishing respondents have a higher propensity to engage in the ‘insensitive’
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activities than the younger sea kayakers due to physical limitations associated with older age
groups.

Similar to the way that sea kayaking respondents participated in sea fishing at a very low
frequency, sea fishing tourists participated in sea kayaking at an equally low rate. This finding
combined with the fact that sea kayakers participated in environmentally ‘sensitive’ activities
at higher rates than sea fishers, and sea fishers participated in ‘insensitive’ activities at higher
rates than sea kayakers, suggests that it is possible to categorise these recreationists as distinct
user groups. Distinguishing a nonconsumptive tourist from a consumptive tourist is
debateable for the possibility exist that the same people engage in both activities. According
to this research however, it is evident that the two groups have distinctly different
demographic characteristics, engage in different types of activities and rarely participate in
each others’ activity.

5.2.1.4

Specialization and Trip Formality

Other areas that distinguish sea kayaking from sea fishing tourists include the frequency with
which each cohort participated in their respective activities over the last twelve months, as
well as the number of respondents indicating ownership of recreational sea kayaking or sea
fishing equipment. Wellman et al. (1982) supports these two factors (frequency of
participation and ownership of equipment) as valid indicators of specialization. Specialization
refers to a continuum developed by Hobson (1977) that indicates a person’s level of
commitment, from general to particular, within a certain activity. Past research in the area has
focused on the idea that specialization can be used to segment markets (Ditton et al. 2002), or
distinguish attitudes and values (Hobson, 1977; Wellman et al. 1982). In the case of fish
recreationists, Hobson (1977) stated that as people become more specialized they also tend to
become more environmentally conscious thus focusing on preservation and conservation
versus extraction. Although Hobson (1977) and Hobson (2000) maintain this hypothesis,
Wellman (1982) found no evidence of the association when examining specialization and
norms of depreciative behaviour among canoeists.

Sea kayakers were not inclined to participate in sea kayaking at a very high rate (generally
once a year), nor did they indicate extensive ownership of sea kayaking equipment. These
findings suggest that sea kayaking tourists were not particularly specialized in their activity.
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Inversely, sea fishing tourists were considerably more specialized for they engaged in sea
fishing at a higher frequency (generally > 5+ times annually), and the number of sea fishing
tourists indicating ownership of fishing equipment was substantial. However, this finding is
closely related to the trip characteristic accessing trip formality and therefore a research
limitation exists. This limitation results from the fact that the surveys were distributed through
formal operations whose primary focus was to provide formal trips, therefore an indication of
individuals engaging in informal (unguided) trips is unknown. This factor affects
specialization because people who engage in informal sea kayaking or sea fishing trips are
likely to own personal equipment which is a primary indication of specialization. For
example, this research found that the majority (>73%) of both sea kayaking and sea fishing
tourists did engage in formal trips (see Section 4.3.3) however, Hawke (2000) found that only
one third (33.3%) of sea kayaking respondents had engaged in formal trips.

5.2.2 Sea Kayaking and Sea Fishing Tourists’ Trip Characteristic Profiles

The contrast discussed between sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists’ demographic
characteristics is also evident within their general trip characteristics. Trip formality has
already been discussed due to its close relationship with specialization however other trip
characteristic differences are evident. Sea kayaking trips tended to be longer, involve smaller
groups, and tourists were provided with more environmental interpretative information than
those on sea fishing trips. The nature of travel parties differed whereby sea kayakers travelled
either alone or with one other person and sea fishers generally travelled in groups including
either friends and/or family (see Table 5.2).

TABLE 5.2
SUMMARY OF SEA KAYAKING AND SEA FISHING TOURISTS’
TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Trip duration
Group size
Formality of Trip
Number of guides
Provided with environmental information and interpretation
Nature of travel parties

SK
n=100
Longer
Smaller
Less
Less
More
Smaller (solo and
partner)

SF
n=97
Shorter
Larger
More
More
Less
Larger (groups 2+)
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5.2.2.1

Trip Duration and Group Size

Although sea kayaking trips were generally longer than sea fishing trips, their duration was
not typically more than one day. This finding is surprising for sea kayaking trips, as the
traditional purpose for sea kayaks was long-haul travel. Shorter fishing trips, on the other
hand, were expected as the majority of sea fishing charter boats employed in this research
were not equipped for over night use. The fact that group size was generally smaller for sea
kayaking than sea fishing trips is likely caused by limited boat space. Each person
participating in sea kayaking requires a boat (with the exception of occasional tandem boats)
whereas the number of people that can occupy a sea fishing vessel is only dependent on the
vessel’s size. Also, too many sea kayaks on the water would be difficult for operators or
guides to manage, however in the case of sea fishing all participants are grouped together and
are therefore easier to monitor. In accordance to the safety staffing levels set forth by
SKOANZ (Sea Kayak Operators Association of New Zealand), a guide to client ratio should
be set and not exceeded (Sea Kayak Operators Association, 2002). On average, that ratio is no
more than eight to one (SKOANZ, 2002), therefore further affecting the small sea kayaking
group findings. The final factor possibly affecting group size is likely related to cost. Larger
sea kayaking groups would require the operator to pay wages for more guides. Alternatively,
smaller sea fishing trips would be costly considering the fact that operating a large fishing
vessel costs virtually the same regardless of the number of people on board. Therefore, it is
not economical for operators to engage in a sea fishing trip unless enough tourists are present
to generate sufficient revenue covering operation costs.

5.2.2.2

Travel Parties

Tourists’ individual travel parties differed between sea kayakers and sea fishers. Sea kayakers
were more often participating alone or with one other person (spouse or a friend), whereas sea
fishing tourists were typically participating with five to thirteen people (friends or family).
The propensity for sea fishing tourists to participate in groups is supported by the fact that sea
fishers indicated high motivations to engage in the activity for the purpose of spending time
with friends and/or family. Sea kayaking respondents were less motivated to spend time with
friends and/or family, thus generally travelled alone or with one other person. This is perhaps
related to respondents’ age and employment status. For example, sea kayaking tourists were
generally younger and unemployed therefore, more likely to be travelling on extended trips or
perhaps even backpacking. A backpacking tourist is generally viewed as someone who is
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travelling long-term to typically pristine places while avoiding ‘touristy’ locations (Cohen,
1973). Sea fishers were older and generally employed full-time, meaning that they were less
likely to be categorised as backpackers and more likely to be taking a short holiday away
from work with friends and/or family. This of course is also related to trip duration. The
older, employed sea fishers were participating in shorter trips than the younger, unemployed
sea kayakers whom would have more un-obligated leisure time.

5.2.2.3

Environmental Information and Environmental Values

Differences were also evident in the amount of environmental information that was received
by sea kayaking versus sea fishing tourists. The reason for this is unknown however, the
amount of information or level of environmental education an individual has been exposed to
can sometimes affect their environmental values. (Orams, 1997). It is possible that
respondents’ situational environmental values were influenced by the differing amount of
environmental information provided to them. Sea kayaking tourists were on average provided
with more information including environmental interpretation. They also maintained higher
environmental values than sea fishing tourists. Although the possibility of this relationship
exists, it is likely that its actual affect in differentiating sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists
environmental values is minimal in comparison to the influences that tourist typology and
demographic characteristics have. The amount of environmental information and
interpretation presented to sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists was limited considering the
majority of trips were half-day or occasionally full-day journeys. Therefore, evidence from
previous studies and the results of this research suggesting that demographic characteristics
and tourist typology are related to environmental value variation outweighs the possibility that
exposure to a minimal amount of environmental interpretative information has greatly
affected sea kayakers and sea fishers environmental value levels. This idea is supported by
Uzzell (1989 in Orams, 1999) who concluded that there is little empirical research
demonstrating the specific benefits of interpretation.

5.3 Environmental Values
The mean scores produced by the integrated values scale indicated that sea kayaking tourists
value nature at a slightly higher level of pro-environmentalism than sea fishing tourists. Mean
scores can occasionally be misleading if there are large standard deviations, however it must
be pointed out that this is not the case here. Sea kayaking tourists scored higher then sea
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fishing tourists on every single values question. This finding prompted the researcher to
examine the individual environmental value statements in greater depth. Each question was
analysed revealing that the value differences between sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists
were statistically significant in eight out of twelve statements. Thus, two thirds of the value
statements differentiate sea kayakers from sea fishers. Therefore, it is apparent that sea
kayaking and sea fishing tourists do value the environment differently, and sea kayakers can
be placed slightly above sea fishers in terms of their general environmental values. It must be
noted however, that this finding does not mean sea fishing tourists do not positively value the
environment; it simply distinguishes the two groups.

5.3.1

Ecocentric Versus Anthropocentric Modes

Some value statements presented greater statistical significance than others, thus it was
possible to examine some key emerging trends. For example, the greatest differences between
sea kayaking and sea fishing responses were evident within questions e., f. and k. of the
integrated values scale (see Table 5.3).

TABLE 5.3
ECOCENTRIC VERSUS ANTHROPOCENTRIC VALUE STATEMENTS

e.

f.
k.

There is no point in having places where
plants and animals are preserved when
my family or I never see them
Nature is spiritual and sacred
My main motivation for sea kayaking
/sea fishing is to be close to nature

SK
SF

n
100
97

Mean
4.42
3.41

St. dev.
1.03
1.5

T-value
5.54

2-tail sig.
0.00

SK
SF
SK
SF

98
96
100
96

3.77
3.11
3.9
2.94

1.16
1.35
0.93
1.04

3.62

0.00

5.37

0.00

Upon examination of these trends it is evident that the questions are ecocentric in positioning.
Therefore, ‘agreeing’ to these statements could reflect an ecocentric versus anthropocentric
mode of thought. An anthropocentric position is the opposite of an ecocentric stance in that it
places human needs above any aspect of the natural environment (Pepper, 1996). Therefore an
anthropocentrist would likely disagree with statements, e., f., and k., arguing that plants and
animals should be preserved for human use and not for their own inherent right, that nature is
not particularly spiritual, and they may be more motivated to participate in activities to tell
other people about it than to simply be close to nature. Sea kayaking tourists scored higher on
these ecocentrically orientated value questions (e., f., and k.) and were significantly more
motivated than sea fishers to participate in order to be close to nature. Thus it seems that sea
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kayaking tourists more readily adhere to an ecocentric position, and that sea fishers,0 on
average, maintain anthropocentric modes of thought.

Question b. of the integrated values scale (‘Humans have the right to modify the natural
environment to suit their needs’) is also indicative of an ecocentric/anthropocentric
orientation. This value statement further supports the division between sea kayaking and sea
fishing tourists for statistical significance was again revealed. Therefore, within this research
sea kayakers predominantly exhibit ecocentric value orientations, as opposed to the mainly
anthropocentric positions displayed by sea fishers. This anthropocentrically orientated
question was also utilised in Higham et al.’s (2001) study of ecotourism in New Zealand.
When positively re-coded, ecotourists visiting New Zealand exhibited a mean score of 3.06,
indicating they exhibit an ecocentric orientation with regards to modifying the natural
environment (Higham et al. 2001). The result is directly comparable to this study as the same
5-point Likert scale was employed. Ecotourist responses fell in between sea kayakers and sea
fishers who scored 3.31 and 2.86 respectively. Russell (2000) also asked this question in her
study of backpacking tourists visiting New Zealand. Unlike the response from ecotouirsts and
sea kayakers, Russell (2000) found backpackers to view the modification of nature from a
slightly anthropocentric position Although the values scale employed in Russell’s (2000)
research involved 7-points, when converted to percentages, comparisons can be made. For
example, backpackers scored 3.11/7 or 44% on the question compared to sea kayakers who
scored 3.31/5 or 66% and sea fishers who scored 2.86/5 or 57%. Despite lower scores on the
anthropocentrically orientated New Environmental Paradigm factor ‘humans over nature’,
Russell (2000) stated that backpackers still maintained high overall environmental values
specifically in the ‘balance of nature’ and ‘limits to growth’ factors.

5.3.2

Intrinsic Versus Extrinsic Motivational Value Orientations

Examination of the ‘motivation to participate’ questions within the integrated values scale
revealed differences between sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists’ intrinsic and extrinsic
orientations. Sea kayaking tourists scored significantly higher than sea fishing tourists on the
intrinsically orientated motivational value questions k., and o. Sea fishing tourists scored
significantly higher than sea kayaking tourists on the extrinsically orientated motivational
value questions l., m., and n. (see Table 5.4).

94
TABLE 5.4
INTRINSIC VERSUS EXTRINSIC VALUE STATEMENTS

k.
o.

l.

m.

n.

Intrinsic Orientation
n
Mean
My main motivation for sea kayaking/
SK 100 3.9
sea fishing is to be close to nature
SF
96
2.94
My main motivation for sea kayaking/
SK 100 4.11
sea fishing is to see and experience
SF
96
3.44
wildlife
Extrinsic Orientation
n
Mean
My main motivation for sea kayaking/
SK 99
2.72
sea fishing is to spend quality time with
SF
96
3.23
family
My main motivation for sea kayaking/
SK 99
3.24
sea fishing is to spend quality time with
SF
95
3.78
friends
My main motivation for sea kayaking/
SK 100 2.34
sea fishing is so I can tell other people
SF
95
2.73
about it

St. dev.
0.93
1.04
0.76
0.96

T-value
5.37

2-tail sig.
0.00

5.37

0.00

St. dev.
1.2
1.03

T-value
-3.19

2-tail sig.
0.002

1.02
0.91

-3.85

0.00

1.04
1.07

-2.57

0.011

Intrinsically orientated motivations for participation are evident when pleasure and
satisfaction are derived from inherent aspects of the activity (Vallerand, 1997). Sea kayaking
tourists were much more motivated to be close to nature and to view wildlife than sea fishing
tourists. The intrinsic value in these statements stem from the notion that the motivations are
inherently appreciable and do not involve the acceptance of any tangible rewards.
Extrinsically orientated motivations for participation are ones, which upon participation
involve the achievement of separable goals such as receiving a reward (Vallerand, 1997). Sea
fishing tourists were particularly more motivated to participate in order to spend time with
friends and/or family. Spending time with friends and family is often viewed as extrinsic for it
may derive pleasure in the form of social acceptance, belongingness, or security (Homer and
Kahle, 1988). Sea fishers also scored higher than sea kayakers on the final motivation
question indicating they were more motivated to participate in order to tell others about their
experience. This motivation is extrinsic for it involves receiving a reward of prestige. These
extrinsic findings coupled with the fact that sea fishing respondents were highly motivated to
‘catch a fish’ (85.5% agreed or strongly agreed) suggests that sea fishing tourists are
particularly more motivated by extrinsic factors than sea kayaking tourists.
According to Pelletier et al. (1998) intrinsic and extrinsic motivations are often indicative of
environmental value variation. It is believed that intrinsic motivations, such as those displayed
by sea kayaking tourists generally reflect heightened environmental values for it indicates an
individual’s inherent appreciation for nature. Extrinsic motivations, such as those displayed
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by sea fishing tourists, may exemplify lower environmental values for individuals are
generally less interested in the ecocentric virtues of nature and are more focused on its’
anthropocentric qualities. Pelletier et al.’s (1998) suggestion that intrinsic/extrinsic
orientations affect environmental values appears to be supported in this research, which found
that intrinsically orientated sea kayakers value the environment slightly more than the
extrinsically orientated sea fishers.

5.4 Environmental Behaviours
Similar to the environmental value results, the mean environmental behaviour score was
higher for sea kayakers than sea fishers. Once again higher sea kayaking tourist mean scores
were evident in all of the environmental behaviour questions. Statistical significance was
found in eight of twelve questions, however behaviour statements producing the most
statistically significant results included b., c., d., and l. (see Table 5.5).

TABLE 5.5
MOST STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT BEHAVIOUR STATEMENTS

b.

I do not reuse/recycle

c.

Environmental issues do not influence
My vote in political elections
I do not collect or recycle used paper
(e.g. newspaper)
I dispose of all rubbish in rubbish bins
after sea kayaking/sea fishing

d.
l.

SK
SF
SK
SF
SK
SF
SK
SF

n
100
95
98
95
99
95
99
96

Mean
4.22
3.52
3.90
3.16
4.29
3.37
4.55
3.36

St. dev.
0.11
0.14
1.02
1.17
1.24
1.35
0.98
1.27

T-value
-4.44

2-tail sig.
0.00

-4.6

0.00

-4.6

0.00

7.26

0.00

Trends within these statistically significant behaviour questions were examined, however no
substantial conclusions were discovered. What is important though, is the fact that
environmental behaviours seem to be directly related to environmental values (Pizam and
Calantone, 1987; Gnoth, 1997). Therefore, the finding that sea kayaking tourists maintain
slightly higher environmental values as well as behaviours supports this hypothesis.

The environmental behaviours of ecotourists (Higham et al. 2001) and backpackers (Russell,
2001) in New Zealand were also examined. Higham et al. (2001) found the global
environmental behaviours of New Zealand ecotourists to be high however their situational
behaviours were not assessed. Russell (2000) compared backpackers global (‘at home’)
environmental behaviours, as well as their situational (‘while travelling’) environmental
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behaviours finding similar responses. Backpackers seem to see positive environmental
behaviour equally as important while travelling and at home.

5.5 Demographics and Environmental Values
Past research has identified a strong relationship between particular demographic
characteristics and environmental value segregation (e.g. Luzar et al. 1995; Jurowdki et al.
1995) (refer to Section 2.4.1). Other characteristics that researchers suggest have an influence
on environmental values are; past experience in outdoor recreational activities (Schreyer, et
al. 1984); frequency of participation in specific activities (Hobson, 1977); and ownership of
equipment needed for specific activities (Hobson, 1977) (refer to Section 2.4.2 and 2.4.3).
Table 5.6 presents the demographic variables that have been found influential in
environmental value variation including related research with major findings. The
demographic categories that most significantly affect environmental values are indicated.
TABLE 5.6
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE INFLUENCES ON
ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES IN PAST RESEARCH
Category

Reference

Gender

Uysal et al. (1994), Luzar et al. (1995), Harper
(2001)
Dunlap and Heffernan (1975); Geisler (1977);
Pinhey and Grimes (1979); Van Liere and
Dunlap (1981) Hines et al. (1987); Samdahl
and Robertson (1989); Luzar et al. (1995),
Jurowdki et al. (1995)
Geisler (1977), Harper (2001)
Dunlap and Heffernan (1975); Geisler (1977);
Pinhey and Grimes (1979); Van Liere and
Dunlap (1981) Hines et al. (1987); Samdahl
and Robertson (1989); Luzar et al. (1995),
Jurowdki et al. (1995)
Hines et al. (1987)
Schreyer, et al. (1984)

Age

Place of Residence
Level of education

Income
Age of exposure to Outdoor
Recreation
Frequency of Participation in
respective activity
Ownership of equipment

Hobson (1977)
Hobson (1977)

Higher Environmental
Values Found In
Females
Younger (i.e. <30)

More educated

Previous exposure to
outdoor recreational
activities
More participation in
the respective activity
More specialized in the
respective activity

As shown, past research identifies young, well-educated females who are committed to their
activity via frequency in participation, or ownership of recreational equipment as the most
likely cohort to be concerned about the natural environment. Each of these factors displays
different levels of statistical significance; therefore some factors are more reliable than others.
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5.5.1

Statistically Significant Value Relationships

Past research has revealed strong environmental value relationships with age and level of
education (Geisler, 1977; Jurowdki et al. 1995). Moderate relationships were discovered
between values, gender and specialization (Luzar et al. 1995; Hobson, 1977). Weak
relationships emerged with place of residence, income and past experience in outdoor
recreational activities (Harper, 2001; Hines et al. 1987; Schreyer et al. 1984), and no
relationship was seen between values and employment status. The findings of this research
were consistent with these previously discovered value relationships. In this study strong
environmental value relationships were found with gender and age, moderate relationships
were discovered with place of residence, and no relationships emerged between
environmental values and employment status, income levels, past experience in outdoor
recreational activities or specialization. Finding no relationship between values and
employment status is reflective of past research however, weak and moderate relationships
were previously found with income, past experience and specialization. This difference is
acknowledged however, the finding should be treated with caution due to the discussed
methodology, which involved distribution of surveys through operations whose primary focus
was providing formal trips. Table 5.7 summarises the strong, moderate, and weak statistically
significant relationships between values and demographic characteristics in previous research
as well as within this study.
TABLE 5.7
STATISTICLALY SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL VALUE AND
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTIC RELATIONSHIPS
Category

Statistical Significance Found in
Previous Research

Statistical Significance Found in
This Research

Gender
Age
Place of residence
Level of education
Employment status
Income
Experience in Outdoor
Recreational Activities
Frequency of Participation in
respective activity (*)
Ownership of equipment (*)

33
333
3
333

333
333
33
33

3
3
33
33

Note: 3=weak statistical significance, 33 = moderate statistical significance, 333 = strong statistical significance
Note: (*) = specialization factors
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5.5.1.1

Values and Gender

There is considerable variation demonstrated in past research that examines the relationship
between gender and environmental values. For example, Hines et al. (1987) does not believe
that any relationship exists. However Uysal et al. (1994), Luzer et al. (1995) and Harper
(2001) agree that there is at least some evidence suggesting females are more concerned about
the environment than males. When examined in this research, there was indeed strong
statistical significance between gender and environmental values suggesting females tend to
value the environment more than males.

5.5.1.2

Values, Age and Education

Strong statistical significance was also found between environmental values and age. This
finding is supported by multiple studies (Luzar et al. 1995; Jurowdki et al. 1995) all of which
suggest younger individuals value the natural environment more than older respondents. An
equally strong measure of significance found in previous research involved level of education
outlining that people whom are highly educated also tend to be more environmentally
conscious. The previously validated education and environmental values relationship again
supports the findings of this research, which revealed strong associations.

5.5.1.3

Values and Place of Residence

Where people live sometimes has an effect on environmental values. Harper (2001) believes
that people living in urban rather than rural societies are more likely to value the environment
because they are often exposed to degraded and polluted atmospheres. This research did not
differentiate between rural and urban environments, however the study did reveal a moderate
relationship between domestic and international places of residence and environmental values.
While the level of statistical significance was not as strong as other relationships such as
gender and age, this finding suggests that domestic and international marine tourists do value
the environment in different ways. Upon examination of the mean value scores it is evident
that international tourists value the environment more than domestic tourists.

There is increasing interest in cross-cultural research (Hudson and Ritchie, 2001), which
includes examining the environmental values of domestic versus international tourists.
Hudson and Ritchie (2001) cross-culturally examined environmental awareness of British,
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American and Canadian skiers at Banff/Lake Louise in Alberta Canada. Similar to the
findings of this research, they found that significantly more international tourists were
concerned with the environment than were the domestic Canadians. When asked if skiing
numbers should be capped to protect the environment, American’s responded less favourably
than Britons but still maintained higher scores than Canadians. Furthermore, when
respondents were asked if they were willing to pay to visit a green ski resort, Americans and
Britons were prepared to spend almost twice as much as Canadians. It is evident that place of
residence has some relationship with environmental values and awareness.

5.5.1.4

Values, Income, Employment Status, Past Experience, and Specialization

Past findings combining environmental values with income and employment status found
minimal (Hines et al. 1987) to no support (Jurowdki, 1995) for the relationship. The findings
of this research supported the lack of association finding no statistical significance. As
mentioned, previous research has displayed relationships between values, past experience
(Schreyer et al. 1984) and specialization (Hobson, 1977). No relationships within this research
were discovered between these elements suggesting that environmental values were not
affected by past experience or specialization.

5.5.1.5

Values and Setting Circumstances

Research by Crick-Furman and Prentice (2000) strongly supported previous indications that
values are transitional, meaning they may change in accordance to the settings within which
respondents are situated (global, contextual, situational). This idea was also implemented
within Vallerand’s (1997) Hierarchical Model of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation, which
suggests individuals’ motivations to participate in activities are directly related to global,
contextual and situational factors (refer to Figure 3.1). The idea was further examined and
supported by Dunlap and Heffernan (1975) and Harper (2001) who suggest that individuals
are far more concerned about environmental aspects that directly affect their lives than other
environments in which they are not involved. The transitional nature of values, based on
setting circumstances (global, contextual or situational), was evident within this research.
Outlined in Section 4.7 is the finding that situational setting circumstances versus contextual
and global circumstances, most frequently display statistical significance with environmental
values, behaviours and demographic variations (refer to Tables 4.20, 4.21 and 4.22). Further
support for the relationship between situational settings and environmental values was
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displayed by the fact that over half of both sea kayaking and sea fishing respondents indicated
they were more environmentally conscious while sea kayaking or sea fishing than in their
everyday lives.

5.6 Chapter Summary
Examining the results presented in Chapter Four enabled the researcher to observe trends in
the findings that assist in addressing the research objectives. This involved an examination of
tourist profiles, which distinguished sea kayakers from sea fishers as distinct and separate user
groups. Sea kayaking tourists in this research were young, well-educated, unemployed,
international females who highly valued and positively behaved in the natural environment.
They received more environmental interpretative information during their sea kayaking
experience, participated more frequently in environmentally ‘sensitive’ activities, and
indicated that they were not particularly specialized. With the exception of specialization, the
characteristics that make up a typical sea kayaking tourist have been found in previous
research as well as this research to influence heightened environmental values. Alternatively,
sea fishing respondents were older, full-time employed, domestic males who held lower levels
of formal education. They frequently participated in environmentally ‘insensitive’ activities,
were provided with less environmental information and indicated higher levels of
specialization. The differences between sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists in this research
allows for their distinction as two separate user groups. The findings also provide support for
the idea that sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists’ differing environmental values
(intrinsic/ecocentric versus extrinsic/anthropocentric) validly distinguish the groups
considering the most statistically significant relationships within the research were discovered
between environmental values and tourist typology.
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CHAPTER 6.0

CONCLUSION
6.1 Introduction
Research results have been presented and discussed however, the study would not be
complete without deducing some final conclusions regarding the outlined objectives. The two
objectives; to firstly determine if sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists could be considered
separate user groups, and to secondly examine their environmental value differences, are
discussed in the first section of this chapter. Also included is an outline of associated research
bias and a discussion of the integrated values scale. Following this is a section suggesting
useful applications of the research findings, various recommendations for future research, and
some closing remarks.

6.2 Summary of the Research Findings
This research revealed that nonconsumptive sea kayaking tourists and consumptive sea
fishing tourists can validly be separated as distinct user groups. There is significant empirical
evidence to support this discovery including the cohorts’ differing demographic
characteristics, trip characteristics, environmental values, environmental behaviours,
participation in environmental activities, and finally their lack of participation in each other’s
activity. It was also revealed that although demographics and setting circumstances (global,
contextual, situational) played a role in differentiating nonconsumptive sea kayaking tourists
from consumptive sea fishing tourists the statistical relationships discovered between
environmental values and tourist typology more frequently and effectively separated the user
groups.

6.2.1

User Group Division

The tourist profiles of sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists within this research are quite
distinct. For example, a high proportion of sea kayakers were younger females whereas most
sea fishers were older males. The trend continues through the list of characteristics including
demographic and trip profiles. The majority of sea kayakers were international travellers who
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maintained higher levels of formal education, were unemployed, frequently participated with
small groups in environmentally ‘sensitive’ outdoor recreational activities, and maintained
higher environmental values and behaviours. Alternatively, a typical sea fisher exhibited
lower levels of formal education; was generally employed full-time, participated regularly in
shorter group activities, which may be considered environmentally ‘insensitive’; and
maintained slightly lower environmental values and behaviours. The only similarities that
emerged between the two groups included an equal distribution of household income and the
respondents’ lack of participation in each other’s respective activity. Trip characteristics also
created diversification as sea kayaking tourists generally engaged in longer journeys with
fewer people compared to sea fishers who were involved in shorter trips with more people
(see Table 6.1).

TABLE 6.1
CHARACTERISTICS DISTINGUISHING SEA KAYAKING
AND SEA FISHING TOURISTS
Demographic Characteristic
Gender
Age
Place of Residence
Formal Education
Employment Status
Income
Nature of Travel Party
Frequency of Participation in Outdoor Recreational Activities
Frequency of Participation in Environmentally ‘Sensitive’ Activities
Frequency of Participation in Environmentally ‘Insensitive’ Activities
Frequency of Participation in Respective Activities
Frequency of Participation in Each Other’s Activities
Ownership of Sea Kayaking/Sea Fishing Equipment
Environmental Value Levels
Environmental Behaviour Levels
Trip Characteristics
Trip Duration
Group Size
Formality of Trip
Nature of Travel Parties

SK
Female
Younger
International
Higher
Part-time
Equal
Smaller
Higher
Higher
Lower
Lower
Equal
Lower
Higher
Higher
SK
Longer
Smaller
Less
Smaller

SF
Male
Older
Domestic
Lower
Full-time
Equal
Larger
Lower
Lower
Higher
Higher
Equal
Higher
Lower
Lower
SF
Shorter
Larger
More
Larger

These differentiating demographic and trip characteristics suggest that the user groups
incorporated distinctly different people. Further support for the division is evident in the
respondents’ environmental value results, which showed that sea kayaking tourists value the
environment more than sea fishing tourists. Sea kayakers also scored higher on value
statements, which were intrinsicially, and ecocentrically orientated which is also reflective of
heightened environmental values. Inversely sea fishers scored higher on value statements
indicative of extrinsic and anthropocentric orientations which often represents lowered
environmental values (Crick-Furman and Prentice, 2000)..
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Therefore, upon examination of sea kayaking and sea fishing tourist profiles, their
participation rates in what are debatably deemed as nonconsumptive and consumptive
activities, and in viewing their intrinsic/ecocentric versus extrinsic/anthropocentric
orientations, it is reasonable to deem sea kayakers and sea fishers in this research as distinct
and separate nonconsumptive and consumptive user groups. Even further evidence for the
division stems from the fact that sea kayakers are seldom found engaging in sea fishing and
sea fishers rarely participate in sea kayaking.

This nonconsumptive/consumptive dichotomy, which was utilised within this research, seems
to be appropriate considering the above findings. Furthermore, sea kayaking tourists more
frequently participated in activities considered to be environmentally sensitive (e.g. sailing,
canoeing, surfing, swimming, tramping and wildlife viewing) while sea fishing tourists more
often participated in activities debatably considered to be environmentally ‘insensitive’ (e.g.
beach fishing, lake fishing, river fishing, jet boating, 4-wheel driving and hunting). The
nonconsumptive/consumptive division is also supported in various other publications
including Dunalp and Heffernan (1975), Jackson (1989) and Zwick and Solan (1996). Even
Holland et al. (1998) admits, in their argument to include billfish angling as an ecotourism
activity, that angling attracts a unique clientele.

6.2.2

Environmental Value Separation

As sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists can be considered distinct and separate user groups it
is reasonable to discuss the fact that these groups’ differing environmental values play an
influential role in separating the two groups despite the finding that demographics also affect
value variation. This distinction is based on two arguments. Firstly, the mean scores and
statistically significant responses of the integrated values scale clearly show that sea kayakers
most

frequently

maintain

higher

and

different

(ecocentric/intrinsic

versus

anthropocentric/extrinsic) environmental values than sea fishers, and secondly, the
demographic characteristics that are proven to distinguish between pro and antienvironmental consciousness (Luzar et al. 1995) are the very variables that distinguish sea
kayaking from sea fishing tourists.

As discussed, environmental values seem to be influenced by tourist typologies
(nonconsumptive versus consumptive) (Zwick and Solan, 1996) as well as demographic
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characteristics (Luzar et al. 1995). In order to validate the finding that differing environmental
values between sea kayaking from sea fishing tourists represent a distinguishing factor for
user group division, it was vital that the association between these values and respondents’
demographic characteristics were explored. Tests of statistical significance revealed that
gender, age and education levels were indeed statistically related to environmental value
variation. However, fewer statistically significant relationships were discovered between the
demographic categories and environmental values than those revealed between tourist
typology and environmental values.

The demographic relationships that were found are congruent with past research, which
suggest that younger females with higher levels of formal education tend to value the
environment more positively than older males with lower levels of formal education (Pinhey
and Grimes, 1979; Luzar et al. 1995). Interestingly, these environmental value profiles are
congruent with the profiles of sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists in this research. For
example, the sea kayakers, who maintained higher environmental values, were younger
females with higher levels of formal education, where the sea fishers, who displayed slightly
lower environmental values, were older males with lower levels of formal education. Previous
research has also identified participation in outdoor recreational activities specifically those,
which are considered to be environmentally ‘sensitive’ as an indicator of heightened
environmental values. Once again these characteristics are evident within the sea kayaking
population examined in this research. Inversely, lower levels of participation in outdoor
recreational activities, and participation in environmentally ‘insensitive’ activities are also
indicators of lowered environmental values. These key indicators are again the exact items
that characterise and define sea fishing tourists in this research.

6.3 Limitations
Acknowledgement should be made that findings of this study may be affected by some bias
resulting from the adopted methodology. Although a representative sample was achieved, the
difficulties experienced with the research response rate will have some impact. The number of
returned and collected surveys totalled 197, which is minimal for statistical evaluation
(Saunders et al. 1997). The low survey number is a product of the condensed research time
frame, which only included New Zealand’s spring and winter months. Although sea kayaking
and sea fishing are available year-round, the summer months draw significantly more tourists
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(McKegg, 1996). The possibility also exists that tourists participating in different seasons may
exhibit different environmental values and behaviours.

A bias relating to most survey research includes contamination, whereby respondents answer
questions to ‘please’ researchers by generating an image that they may see as socially
desirable (Dillman, 1978 in Saunders et al. 1997). This is likely to be the case in this research
as environmentalism is currently a ‘popular topic’. Environmental preservation in the first
world is seen as important, therefore even if people do not adhere to this position they are
likely to suggest they do in order to maintain social acceptance. It is possible that this bias
was enhanced with the presence of the researcher when she personally distributed and
collected surveys from respondents-who may have felt pressure to respond positively. Despite
this possibility it is impossible to say what different affects the presence of the researcher had
in comparison to the presence of operator employees. An analysis of the differing responses
between the mail-back and hand-out questionnaires was not conducted as the number of mailback responses were to few to create valid conclusions. It is unfortunate that the low response
rate resulted in an unintentional mixed method approach (mail-out and hand-out), however it
did ensure standardisation of questionnaire distribution across the research sites.

A bias that frequently reappeared throughout the research involved the use of tourism
operators for survey distribution. Because the surveys were distributed through operators
whose primary function was to provide formal (guided) trips, an indication of the amount of
informal (unguided) sea kayaking and sea fishing trips occurring is unknown. This aspect
affects data regarding specialization due to the fact that most tourists engaging in informal
(unguided) trips are likely to be more specialized due to a predicted higher rate of equipment
ownership.

6.4 The Integrated Values Scale
The methodology that best fitted the research objectives of this study involved the
construction of a new means in evaluating environmental values. Documented difficulties
(Van Liere and Noe, 1981) and personal communication with researchers who utilised
validated value scales (Lück pers comm., 2002; Russell pers comm., 2002) prompted the
researcher to examine the existing scales, draw effective elements from each, and create an
original scale. Because the scale incorporated and merged elements of previously validated
value methodologies the scale was labelled ‘the integrated values scale’. The previous scales
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examined and incorporated in the integrated values scale included, Dunlap et al’s. (2000),
New Ecological Paradigm; Blamey and Braithwaite’s (1997) Social Values research-modified
from Rokeach’s Value Survey; Vallerand’s (1997), Hierarchical model of intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation; and Crick-Furman and Prentice’s (2000), Multiple Values research.

The integration of previously validated methodologies increased the integrated value scales’
potential for success. However, evaluating intangible environmental values is a universally
difficult task, thus creating complications within all values research. Despite this, the
integrated values scale employed in this research seemed to be relatively effective. The
finding that nonconsumptive marine tourists value the environment more than consumptive
marine tourists is generally supported by environmental values research (e.g. Dunlap and
Heffernan, 1975; Jackson, 1989, Zwick and Solan, 1996), which has previously examined this
dichotomy in terrestrial settings. More compelling support for the scales’ possible success
involves the fact that statistically significant tests between the scale and demographic
characteristics revealed strikingly similar results to previous studies in the area. The scale
uncovered statistically significant relationships between environmental values and gender, age
and education. These characteristics are the same elements that Uysal et al. (1994); Jurowdki
et al. (1995) and Luzar et al. (1995), among others, also found to be most influential. One
variance with using the integrated values scale was this study failed to demonstrate any
relationship between specialization and environmental values.

Although this scale was successfully applied within this study there are some modifications
that the researcher would suggest upon re-examination. The integrated values scale
incorporated various other scale elements; however, its philosophical structure was based on
Vallerand’s (1997) Model of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation. The premise of this model
suggests that different levels of generality (global, contextual, and situational) effect
individuals’ motivations towards leisure participation. The idea that values are transitional
(Crick-Furman and Prentice, 2000) and therefore shift in accordance to setting characteristics
also relates to Vallerand’s idea of shifting motivations. Therefore, the integrated values scale
included value statements that were representative of global, contextual and situational values.
However, an uneven number of each setting circumstance was implemented (8-global, 2contextual, 2-situational). It is suggested that the same number (three to four) of global,
contextual, and situational questions be utilised, eliminating potential research bias while still
maintaining a manageable scale. It is also recommended that the actual value questions be
rigorously evaluated to ensure validity.
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6.5 Applications of the Research
Three main applications of this research have emerged: the first two involve proposed
methods for promoting pro-environmental values and behaviours among nonconsumptive and
consumptive tourists by means of user group catered environmental education and rewards.
The final application includes the use of the basic philosophical structure of the integrated
values scale for future values research.

Even though we appear to be in a ‘green’ age where people are aware of the importance of
environmentalism, preservation and sustainability, it is always important to promote strong
environmental values and behaviours. The differences that emerged between nonconsumptive
sea kayaking and consumptive sea fishing tourists should be capitalised on in order to
encourage pro-environmental values and behaviours in the future. This can be accomplished
through specific user-group-targeted education programmes. For example, it was discovered
that sea kayaking tourists maintain intrinsic and ecocentric motivations towards activity
participation versus the extrinsic and anthropocentric orientations held by sea fishers.
Catering to these orientations would be effective in enhancing environmental values and
behaviours. Providing pre-trip educational briefings to nonconsumptive sea kayakers that
focus on ecocentric and intrinsic elements, such as the delivery of environmental
interpretation could be effective. As revealed, sea fishers are more extrinsic and
anthropocentric in orientation and therefore may be less interested in environmental
interpretation.

The same approach could be implemented within reward programmes. Offering sea kayaking
and sea fishing tourists different types of rewards for pro-environmental behaviour in activity
specific competitions could be implemented. This is most applicable for sea fishing tourists
who often engage in serious sport fishing as well as friendly companionship competitions.
These competitions could involve pro-environmental orientations whereby tangible rewards
are presented to those consumptive sea fishers who adhere to environmental regulations. For
example, sea fishers could be rewarded for sustainable practice with the presentation of
tangible rewards such as fishing gifts or being featured in a fishing magazine. Discounts could
be offered on fishing or hunting licenses for individuals who engage in positive
environmental practices or are active members of particular environmental organizations.
Alternatively, offering sea kayakers tangible rewards would not be as effective in promoting
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pro-environmentalism for they seem to be intrinsically motivated through ecocentric aspects
of nature.

The final application of this research involves the use of the integrated values scale in future
research. The scale would require significant modification and an in-depth analysis of the
value statements, however the use of its basic philosophical structure, which involves
situational value transition, should be considered for future research. Although the findings of
this research, including that of the integrated values scale are important and applicable it is
vital that we continue to question the results and do so by conducting further research.

6.6 Recommendations for Future Research
Time and budget restrictions confined this study to include only the South Island of New
Zealand as a research area. Therefore, a nation-wide analysis of nonconsumptive and
consumptive marine tourism users could be completed. Furthermore, an examination of
marine users could be complimented with the inclusion of terrestrial nonconsumptive and
consumptive users. Eliminating the research limitation involving specialization, due to the
lack of informal tourist information would greatly enhance this national investigation of
nonconsumptive and consumptive marine and terrestrial tourists.

Another related avenue of future research includes a further investigation of the usefulness of
a modified version of the integrated values scale or other environmental valuation
methodologies. Included in this could be a preliminary investigation of value origins beyond
those, which were investigated in this research (tourist typology, demographics, past
experience and specialization). A further avenue for future research may involve an
examination of the socialization or other processes that encourage individuals to become
either nonconsumptive or consumptive tourists.

6.7 Concluding Remarks
Revealing the level to which individuals and user groups value the environment creates a
foundation for widespread understanding of where humans are and where we are heading in
terms of our relationship with the earth. In this research it was discovered that sea kayaking
tourists value the environment more than sea fishers however, both marine groups indicated
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significant appreciation for situational environments. The fact that these marine user groups
both value the environment is promising, however, it is still important to question our values
and place within nature considering current growth of the tourism industry. Dr. Seuss created
an optimistic conclusion in his story of the Truffula Forest. The Lorax manages to convince
the consumptive Once-ler of the importance of valuing and protecting the environment. The
Once-ler’s environmental transformation was evident when he talks to the reader about
environmental care stating;

Now that you’re here, the word of the Lorax seems perfectly clear.
UNLESS someone like you cares a whole awful lot, nothing is going
to get better. It’s not. So . . . Catch! calls the Once-ler. He lets
something fall. It’s a Truffula Seed. It’s the last one of all! You’re in
charge of the last of the Truffula Seeds. And Truffula Trees are what
everyone needs. Plant a new Truffula. Treat it with care. Give it clean
water. And feed it fresh air. Grow a forest. Protect it from axes that
hack. Then the Lorax and all of his friends may come back (Dr. Suess,
1971, p.44)
This storybook ending was easily depicted in Dr. Seuss’s fictitious children’s book however;
optimistic conclusions in reality are more difficult to reach. Understanding our environmental
values is the first step in generating this pro-environmental reality. Despite environmental
value differences between sea kayaking and sea fishing tourists in this research, both cohorts
indicated a reasonable level of environmental appreciation. The challenge now is to maintain
these pro-environmental values while also encouraging their growth.
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Sea Kayaking
Tourism and the Environment Survey
Hello,
I would like to invite, and thank you for participating in this research project and prize draw. My name is Jackie
Dawson and I am presently completing the requirements for the Masters of Tourism programme at the
University of Otago. Your participation is an integral component of my study and is much appreciated.
Completing this research is important in order to ensure the continued protection of the New Zealand
environment while encouraging recreational use and enjoyment. Your participation will also allow you to be
the potential winner of a grand prize / draw to be held in late October 2002.
This survey has been distributed to numerous South Island sea kayaking tourism operators who have made it
available to you. The completion and successful return of this survey will help me gain insight into the
environmental values, behaviours and perceptions of various New Zealand travellers, such as yourself. Any
information that you provide is strictly confidential. Results will only be displayed in aggregate form and
will be solely used for the purposes outlined by this research project. This survey is to be completed by
respondents 15yrs and over. Please return survey by October 15, 2002.
Yours sincerely,
Jackie Dawson

Jackie Dawson
Department of Tourism
University of Otago
PO Box 56, Dunedin
Phone: (03) 479-5870
Fax: (03) 479-9032
Email: dawja787@student.otago.ac.nz

Prizes donated by the following Dunedin Shops

Prizes include store vouchers and water - proof sea line dry bag

-------------------------------------------------------------------------Title:
π Mr.
π Mrs.
π Ms.
π Miss Other: ______________________
Surname:
__________________________
Phone:
___________________
Given Names:
__________________________
E-mail:
___________________
Address:
________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________
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Section 1 – Environmental Values
1.

Please indicate the extent to which you agree/disagree with each of the following environmental value
statements, using the scale provided. (Please circle one number only)

Strongly
Disagree Disagree

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)

Plants and animals have as much right as humans to exist
Humans have the right to modify the natural environment to
suit their needs
If trends continue on their present course, we will soon
experience an ecological catastrophe
The earth has plenty of natural resources if we just learn
how to develop them
There is no point in having a place where plants and
animals are preserved, when my family or I never actually
see them
Nature is spiritual and sacred
I do not pay much attention when I hear of ocean oil spills
in the news
I do not pay much attention when people dispose of rubbish
in the ocean

i)

I enjoy the peace and quiet I experience when in nature

j)

I feel a strong connection to the wilderness

k)
l)
m)
n)
o)
p)

My main motivation for sea kayaking is to be close to
nature
My main motivation for sea kayaking is to spend quality
time with family
My main motivation for sea kayaking is to spend quality
time with friends
My main motivation for sea kayaking is so I can tell other
people about it
My main motivation for sea kayaking is to see and
experience wildlife
My main motivation for sea kayaking is for sport or
professional training

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

2. Do you believe travellers who engage in sea kayaking, display environmental values that are higher, lower or
equal to those travellers engaging in sea fishing?
π2 Lower

π1 Higher

π3 Equal

3. Are you more environmentally conscious when you participate in sea kayaking activities than in your
every day life at home?
π1 Yes

π2 No

Why or why not? (Please comment)
__________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________.
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Section 2 – Environmental Behaviours
1.

Please indicate your opinion about the following statements. (Please circle one number only)
Strongly
Disagree

1
a)

I actively recycle household items and waste at
home

b)

I do not reuse/recycle plastic bags

c)
d)
e)
f)

Environmental issues do not influence my vote
in political elections
I do not collect or recycle used paper (eg.
newspaper)
I have contributed time, money or both to
organisations that protect the environment
I conserve energy at home (eg. energy efficient
fridge)

g)

I never read conservation magazines

h)

I watch television specials on environmental
issues

i)

When sea kayaking I urinate in the ocean

j)
k)
l)
m)

When sea kayaking I dispose of rubbish in the
ocean (including cigarette butts)
When sea kayaking I pick up other peoples’
rubbish when I see it
I dispose of all rubbish in rubbish bins after sea
kayaking
I engage in wildlife viewing while sea kayaking

Strongly
Agree

Neutral

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Section 3 – Trip Characteristics
1. Please indicate the duration of this sea kayaking trip. (Please tick one box only)
π2 1 day
π5 4 days

π1 ½ day
π4 3 days

π3 2 days
π6 5+ days

2. Did you take any photographs while on this sea fishing trip? If so please indicate the most common subject
of your photographs.
π2 People
π1 I did not take any photos
π4 Natural Landscapes
π3 Wildlife
π5 Humorous / memorable events π6 Other (Please specify) ___________________________
3. How many people (group size) participated in this sea kayaking experience? (Please indicate numerically)
_____
4. Please indicate if you were accompanied by a guide?
π1 Yes

π2 No

If so, how many guides were present? (please indicate numerically) _____
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5. During your sea kayaking trip were you provided with the following?
(Please tick as many as apply)
π1 Personal safety regulations
π2 Pre-trip briefing on local environmental issues
π3 List of client codes of environmental practice / regulations
π4 Environmental interpretation / information
π5 Other (Please specify) _____________________________
6. Which of the following statements best describes your individual travel party? (Please tick one box only)
π1 Solo
π2 With spouse
π5 Group of friends
π4 With friend
π7 Other (Please specify) _____________________________

π3 With spouse and friend
π6 Family

7. Is your participation in sea kayaking part of a larger holiday experience? If so please indicate, from
the list below, which best describes your situation. (Please tick as many as apply)
π1 I am travelling alone
π3 I am travelling for business
π5 I am on a family vacation

π2 I am on a package tour
π4 I am visiting friends and relatives
π6 Other (Please specify) ___________________________

Section 4 – A Bit About Yourself
1. Please indicate your sex by ticking the appropriate box. (Please tick one box only)
π2 Female

π1 Male

2. Please indicate which age category you fit into. (Please tick one box only)
π1 15 – 24 years
π4 45 – 54 years

π2 25 – 34 years
π5 55 – 64 years

π3 35 – 44 years
π6 65+ years

3. In which region / country do you normally reside?
a) If you are a New Zealand resident; (Please tick one box only)
π1 Northland
π4 Bay of Plenty
π7 Taranaki
π10 Nelson
π13 West Coast
π16 Southland

π2 Auckland
π5 Gisborne
π8 Manawatu-Wanaganui
π11 Marlborough
π14 Canterbury

π3 Waikato
π6 Hawkes Bay
π9 Wellington
π12 Tasman
π15 Otago

b) If you are an international traveller;
π1 Other country (Please specify) __________________________
4. Please indicate your highest level of education. (Please tick one box only)
π2 Secondary School
π1 Primary School
π5 Postgraduate
π4 Undergraduate
π6 Other (Please specify) _________________________________

π3 Vocational/Trade

5. Please indicate your employment status. (Please tick one box only)
π1 Full time employee (30+ hours per week)
π3 Unemployed
π5 Retired

π2 Part time employee (less than 30 hours per week)
π4 Unpaid family worker
π6 Student
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If you are employed, what is your current occupation?_____________________________
6. What is your total average annual household income before tax (NZ$)? (Please tick one box only)
π1 Less than $20,000
π4 $40,000 - $49,999
π7 $100,000 or more

π2 $20,000 - $29,999
π5 $50,000 - $69,999

π3 $30,000 - $39,999
π6 $70,000 - $99,999

7. At what age were you first exposed to outdoor recreational activities? (Please tick one box only)
π1 0-4 years
π4 15-19 years
π7 30-34 years
π10 45-59 years

π2 5-9 years
π5 20-24 years
π8 35-39 years
π11 60-64 years

π3 10-14 years
π6 25 - 29 years
π9 40-44 years
π12 65 + years

8. At what age did you participate in your first sea kayaking experience? (Please tick one box only)
π1 0-4 years
π4 15-19 years
π7 30-34 years
π10 45-59 years

π2 5-9 years
π5 20-24 years
π8 35-39 years
π11 60-64 years

π3 10-14 years
π6 25-29 years
π9 40-44 years
π12 65 + years

9. How many years of sea kayaking experience do you have? (Please tick one box only)
π1 0-1 years
π4 6-7 years
π7 16-20 years
π10 31-45 years

π2 2-3 years
π5 8-9 years
π8 21-25 years
π11 46-50 years

π3 4-5 years
π6 10-15 years
π9 26-30 years
π12 50+ years

10. What other outdoor activities have you participated in over the last 12 months? (Please tick as
many as apply)
π1 Sea fishing
π2 Beach fishing/surf casting
π3 Lake fishing
π5 White water kayaking
π6 Sailing
π4 River fishing
π8 Jet boating
π9 Whale watching
π7 Canoeing
π11 Swimming
π12 SCUBA diving
π10 Surfing
π14 Cross-country skiing
π15 Snowboarding
π13 Downhill skiing
π17 Mountaineering
π18 Mountain biking
π16 Tramping
π19 4-wheel driving
π20 Horseback riding
π21 Rock climbing
π23 Sky diving
π24 Scenic flight
π22 Bungee Jumping
π26 Hunting
π27 Wildlife viewing
π25 Scenic cruise
π28 Other(s) (Please specify) ____________, ____________, ____________.
11. How frequently have you participated in the following activities over the last 12 months?
a) Sea kayaking? (Please tick one box only)
π1 Once
π4 4 times

π2 Twice
π3 3 times
π5 5+ times (Please indicate #) _____

b) Sea fishing? (Please tick one box only)
π1 Never
π4 3 times

π2 Once
π5 4 times

π3 Twice
π6 5+ times (Please indicate #)

____
12. Do you own any personal sea kayaking gear? (If so please indicate by ticking as many boxes as apply)
π1 Sea kayak(s)
π4 Wet suit
π7 GPS

π2 Paddle
π3 Spray Skirt
π5 Paddling jacket
π6 Life jacket
π8 Other (Please specify) ___________________________

124
Thank you very much for you time, if you wish to be entered in the grand prize draw
please provide your full name and address in the space provided.
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Sea Fishing
Tourism

and the Environment Survey

Hello,
I would like to invite, and thank you for participating in this research project and prize draw. My name is Jackie
Dawson and I am presently completing the requirements for the Masters of Tourism programme at the
University of Otago. Your participation is an integral component of my study and is much appreciated.
Completing this research is important in order to ensure the continued protection of the New Zealand
environment while encouraging recreational use and enjoyment. Your participation will also allow you to be
the potential winner of a grand prize / draw to be held in late October 2002.
This survey has been distributed to numerous South Island sea fishing tourism operators who have made it
available to you. The completion and successful return of this survey will help me gain insight into the
environmental values, behaviours and perceptions of various New Zealand travellers, such as yourself. Any
information that you provide is strictly confidential. Results will only be displayed in aggregate form and
will be solely used for the purposes outlined by this research project. This survey is to be completed by
respondents 15yrs and over. Please return survey by October 15, 2002.
Yours sincerely,
Jackie Dawson

Jackie Dawson
Department of Tourism
University of Otago
PO Box 56, Dunedin
Phone: (03) 479-5870
Fax: (03) 479-9032
Email: dawja787@student.otago.ac.nz

Prizes donated by the following Dunedin Shops

Prizes include store vouchers and water - proof sea line dry bag

-------------------------------------------------------------------------Title:
π Mr.
π Mrs.
π Ms.
π Miss Other:_____________________________
Surname:
__________________________
Phone:_______________________________
Given Names: _______________________
E-mail:__________________________
Address:
_____________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________
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Section 1 – Environmental Values
1.

Please indicate the extent to which you agree/disagree with each of the following environmental value
statements, using the scale provided. (Please circle one number only)
Strongly
Disagree

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
i)
j)
k)
l)
m)
n)
o)
p)

Plants and animals have as much right as humans to
exist
Humans have the right to modify the natural
environment to suit their needs
If trends continue on their present course, we will
soon experience an ecological catastrophe
The earth has plenty of natural resources if we just
learn how to develop them
There is no point in having a place where plants and
animals are preserved, when my family or I never
actually see them
Nature is spiritual and sacred
I do not pay much attention when I hear of ocean oil
spills in the news
I do not pay much attention when people dispose of
rubbish in the ocean
I enjoy the peace and quiet I experience when in
nature
I feel a strong connection to the wilderness
My main motivation for sea fishing is to be close to
nature
My main motivation for sea fishing is to spend
quality time with family
My main motivation for sea fishing is to spend
quality time with friends
My main motivation for sea fishing is so I can tell
other people about it
My main motivation for sea fishing is to see and
experience wildlife
My main motivation for sea fishing is because I want
to catch a fish

Disagree Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

2. Do you believe travellers who engage in sea fishing, display environmental values that are higher, lower or
equal to those travellers engaging in sea kayaking?
π2 Lower

π1 Higher

π3 Equal

3. Are you more environmentally conscious when you participate in sea fishing activities than in your
every day life at home?
π1 Yes

π2 No

Why or why not? (Please comment)
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________
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Section 2 – Environmental Behaviours
1.

Please indicate your opinion about the following statements. (Please circle one number only)
Strongly
Disagree

a)

I actively recycle household items and waste at
home

b)

I do not reuse/recycle plastic bags

c)
d)
e)
f)

Environmental issues do not influence my vote
in political elections
I do not collect or recycle used paper (eg.
newspaper)
I have contributed time, money or both to
organisations that protect the environment
I conserve energy at home (eg. energy efficient
fridge)

g)

I never read conservation magazines

h)

I watch television specials on environmental
issues

i)

When sea fishing I urinate in the ocean

j)
k)
l)
m)

When sea fishing I dispose of rubbish in the
ocean (including cigarette butts)
When sea fishing I pick up other peoples’
rubbish when I see it
I dispose of all rubbish (including fish remains)
in rubbish bins after sea fishing
When sea fishing I practice catch and release

Strongly
Agree

Neutral

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Section 3 – Trip Characteristics
1. Please indicate the duration of this sea fishing trip. (Please tick one box only)
π1 ½ day
π4 3 days

π2 1 day
π5 4 days

π3 2 days
π6 5+ days

2. Did you take any photographs while on this sea fishing trip? If so please indicate the most common subject
of your photographs.
π1 I did not take any photos
π2 People
π4 Natural Landscapes
π3 Wildlife
π5 Humorous / memorable events π6 Caught fish
π7 Other (Please specify) ___________________________
3. How many people (group size) participated in this sea fishing experience? (Please indicate numerically)
_____
4. Please indicate if you were accompanied by a guide?
π1 Yes

π2 No

If so, how many guides were present? (please indicate numerically) _____
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5. During your sea fishing trip were you provided with the following?
(Please tick as many as apply)
π1 Personal safety regulations
π2 Pre-trip briefing on local environmental issues
π3 List of fishing regulations
π4 Environmental interpretation / information
π5 Other (Please specify) ___________________________
6. Which of the following statements best describes your individual travel party? (Please tick one box only)
π1 Solo
π2 With spouse
π5 Group of friends
π4 With friend
π7 Other (Please specify) _____________________________

π3 With spouse and friend
π6 Family

7. Is your participation in sea fishing part of a larger holiday experience? If so please indicate, from
the list below, which best describes your situation. (Please tick as many as apply)
π1 I am travelling alone
π3 I am travelling for business
π5 I am on a family vacation

π2 I am on a package tour
π4 I am visiting friends and relatives
π6 Other (Please specify) ___________________________

Section 4 – A Bit About Yourself
1. Please indicate your sex by ticking the appropriate box. (Please tick one box only)
π1 Male

π2 Female

2. Please indicate which age category you fit into. (Please tick one box only)
π1 15 – 24 years
π4 45 – 54 years

π2 25 – 34 years
π5 55 – 64 years

π3 35 – 44 years
π6 65+ years

3. In which region / country do you normally reside?
a) If you are a New Zealand resident; (Please tick one box only)
π1 Northland
π4 Bay of Plenty
π7 Taranaki
π10 Nelson
π13 West Coast
π16 Southland

π2 Auckland
π5 Gisborne
π8 Manawatu-Wanaganui
π11 Marlborough
π14 Canterbury

π3 Waikato
π6 Hawkes Bay
π9 Wellington
π12 Tasman
π15 Otago

b) If you are an international traveller;
π1 Other country (Please specify) __________________________
4. Please indicate your highest level of education. (Please tick one box only)
π1 Primary School
π2 Secondary School
π5 Postgraduate
π4 Undergraduate
π6 Other (Please specify) _________________________________

π3 Vocational/Trade

5. Please indicate your employment status. (Please tick one box only)
π1 Full time employee (30+ hours per week)
π3 Unemployed
π5 Retired

π2 Part time employee (less than 30 hours per week)
π4 Unpaid family worker
π6 Student
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If you are employed, what is your current occupation?_____________________________
6. What is your total average annual household income before tax (NZ$)? (Please tick one box only)
π1 Less than $20,000
π4 $40,000 - $49,999
π7 $100,000 or more

π2 $20,000 - $29,999
π5 $50,000 - $69,999

π3 $30,000 - $39,999
π6 $70,000 - $99,999

7. At what age were you first exposed to outdoor recreational activities? (Please tick one box only)
π1 0-4 years
π4 15-19 years
π7 30-34 years
π10 45-59 years

π2 5-9 years
π5 20-24 years
π8 35-39 years
π11 60-64 years

π3 10-14 years
π6 25 - 29 years
π9 40-44 years
π12 65 + years

8. At what age did you participate in your first sea fishing experience? (Please tick one box only)
π1 0-4 years
π4 15-19 years
π7 30-34 years
π10 45-59 years

π2 5-9 years
π5 20-24 years
π8 35-39 years
π11 60-64 years

π3 10-14 years
π6 25-29 years
π9 40-44 years
π12 65 + years

9. How many years of sea fishing experience do you have? (Please tick one box only)
π1 0-1 years
π4 6-7 years
π7 16-20 years
π10 31-45 years

π2 2-3 years
π5 8-9 years
π8 21-25 years
π11 46-50 years

π3 4-5 years
π6 10-15 years
π9 26-30 years
π12 50+ years

10. What other outdoor activities have you participated in over the last 12 months? (Please tick as
many as apply)
π1 Sea kayaking
π2 Beach fishing/surf casting
π3 Lake fishing
π5 White water kayaking
π6 Sailing
π4 River fishing
π8 Jet boating
π9 Whale watching
π7 Canoeing
π11 Swimming
π12 SCUBA diving
π10 Surfing
π13 Downhill skiing
π14 Cross-country skiing
π15 Snowboarding
π17 Mountaineering
π18 Mountain biking
π16 Tramping
π19 4-wheel driving
π20 Horseback riding
π21 Rock climbing
π23 Sky diving
π24 Scenic flight
π22 Bungee Jumping
π26 Hunting
π27 Wildlife viewing
π25 Scenic cruise
π28 Other(s) (Please specify) ____________, ____________, ____________.
11. How frequently have you participated in the following activities over the last 12 months?
a) Sea fishing? (Please tick one box only)
π1 Once
π4 4 times

π2 Twice
π3 3 times
π5 5+ times (Please indicate #) _____

b) Sea kayaking? (Please tick one box only)
π1 Never
π4 3 times

π2 Once
π5 4 times

π3 Twice
π6 5+ times (Please indicate #)

____
12. Do you own any personal sea fishing gear? (If so please indicate by ticking as many boxes as apply)
π1 Boat(s)
π4 Trolling motor
π7 GPS

π2 Fishing Rod(s)
π3 Electronic fish finder
π5 Tackle box
π6 Tackle
π8 Other (Please specify) ___________________________
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Thank you very much for you time, if you wish to be entered in the grand prize draw
please provide your full name and address in the space provided.
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Jackie Dawson
Masters Candidate
University of Otago
Tourism Department
479-5870
dawja787@student.otago.ac.nz
company name
address
phone number

Date, 2002
Company Name,
I am a Canadian whom has travelled to New Zealand to conduct research on sea kayaking and sea fishing
travellers in the South Island of New Zealand. Over the last five years, while residing in Canada, I have been
employed at both a sea kayak guiding company (Camp Queen Elizabeth) and a fishing lodge (Pipestone Lodge).
I am currently a University of Otago Masters of tourism candidate completing this important research in order to
ensure the continued protection of the New Zealand environmental while encouraging recreational use and
enjoyment.
I am contacting potential South Island sea kayaking and sea fishing operators, seeking cooperation and
assistance in the distribution of this survey. I would like to take this opportunity to request your assistance in this
research project by supplying the survey to all of your clients and encouraging them to respond (e.g. hand out
survey to clients or place in location available to them). You will find a copy of the survey enclosed in this
package for your viewing and approval. Personal experience in the industry enables me to fully understand how
busy you are as an operator. To minimize the efforts required from you, each distributed survey will include a
pre-paid return envelope.
All operators who assist in the distribution and promotion of survey responses will receive a complementary
summary of the research results, which may then be of use in your own marketing and promotion. In addition, I
can assure you that any information provided is strictly confidential and will be displayed in aggregate form to
be used solely for the purposes of this study.
The successful return of each survey enables all participants to be eligible for a prize draw occurring in midOctober. If you require any further information please feel free to contact me at the provided details. You are an
integral part in the success of this project and your support and commitment are well recognised.
I will contact you in a weeks’ time to discuss your potential participation in this research project including the
number of surveys you will require for the period between mid-July and mid-October.
Yours sincerely,

Jackie Dawson
Email: dawja787@student.otago.ac.nz
Phone: 03-479-5870
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Appendix D: Demographic Characteristics and Value Relationships

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS AND VALUE RELATIONSHIPS
Sex
Residence
Age
Education
Income

GLOBAL VALUES
a. Plants and animals have as much right as
humans to exist
b. Humans have the right to modify the
natural environment to suit their needs
c. If trends continue on their present course
we will soon experience and ecological
catastrophe
d. The earth has plenty of natural resources
if we just learn how to develop them
e. There is no point in having a place where
plants and animals are preserved when me
or my family never actually see them
f. Nature is spiritual and sacred
I. I enjoy the peace and quiet I experience
when in nature
j. I feel a strong connection to the wilderness
CONTEXTUAL VALUES
g. I do not pay much attention when I hear of
ocean oil spills in the news
h. I do not pay much attention when people
dispose of rubbish in the ocean
SITUATIONAL VALUES
k. My main motivation for sea kayaking /
sea fishing is to be close to nature
o. My main motivation for sea kayaking / sea
fishing is to see and experience wildlife

Age of Exp. Age of Exp. Frequency
Outdoor Act.
SK/SF
Part. SK/SF

T
2-tail
T
2-tail
F
Sig.
F
Sig.
F
Sig.
F
Sig.
F
Sig.
F
Sig.
Value sig. Value sig. Value
Value
Value
Value
Value
Value
-2.34 0.021 -2.84 0.005 1.6 0.17 2.1 0.083 0.75 0.609 0.77 0.593
0.6 0.814
0.7 0.597
-1.75 0.082 -0.99 0.325 2.52

0.25

1.87 0.09

1.16 0.332

1.06 0.398

0.27 0.897

-2.29 0.023 -1.74 0.083 3.39 0.006 0.77 0.548

0.39 0.888

1.67 0.131

0.75 0.674

5.12 0.001

-1.95 0.052 0.17 0.864 1.09

1.15 0.335

1.29 0.264

1.76

6.44

0.77 0.592

0.67 0.676

1.7 0.084

0.93 0.509
1.68 0.089

-3.26 0.001 -5.66

0

6.75

0.03

0.37
0

1.36

0

0.11

1.2

0.28

1.17 0.324
1.48

0.21

-1.98 0.049 -1.83 0.07 1.65
-1.76 0.861 -1.53 0.127 0.25

0.15
0.94

1.65 0.163
1.37 0.248

1.81 0.101
0.31 0.933

0.39 0.886
0.28 0.945

-2.88 0.774 2.45 0.015 0.47

0.8

0.11

0.98

1.25 0.286

0.77 0.592

1.6

0.11

5.1 0.001

-0.97 0.332 -0.14 0.892 1.98

0.08

3.05 0.018

0.28 0.948

0.75

0.61

0.6 0.815

0.72 0.581

-0.8 0.425 3.93 0.002 0.31 0.872

0.21 0.974

2.62 0.018

1.09 0.373

0.81 0.523

0.51 0.726

-0.92 0.36

-2.4 0.016 -3.9

0

3.71 0.003 4.38 0.002

0.74 0.615

0.83 0.548

2 0.038

-2.89 0.004 -3.03

0

3.66 0.003

2.14 0.052

0.26 0.954

1.54 0.127

2.8

0.028

0.95 0.439
0.47 0.76

1.1

0.36

