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Abstract
This study examined the issue of conflicts between
recreationists on British Columbia’s urban lakes. The focus
of the study was Elk/Beaver Lake, Saanich, B.C., which
provided an appropriate context to examine the management of
a range of recreational activities in an intensively used,

multiple use area.

Bryan’s (1977) concept of ‘recreation specialization’
provided a theoretical framework for examining user groups’
attitudes and awareness towards lake use and management and
a foundation for determining management strategies for
minimizing lake use conflicts. He hypothesized that
recreationists can be arranged along a continuum of
recreation behaviour that extends from the generalist to the
specialist and is reflected in the skills, equipment and
activity setting required for the activity. More
specialized users are more likely to experience conflict
with other user groups who interfere with their recreational

goals.



1ii
Observations of behaviour were systematically recorded to

acquire a spatial sense of problem areas. A questionnaire
determined user groups’ attitudes and awareness towards lake
use and management. Interviews with managers determined
their understanding and attitudes to lake use and management
alternatives. Results were analyzed using non-parametric
statistics to determine strength in direction of response

and degree of association between groups.

A continuum of recreation specialization of the user groups
at Elk/Beaver Lake was developed. Management alternatives
suggested by the research were discussed, and
recommendations for minimizing recreation conflicts and

suggestions for further research were offered.

Examiners:

Dr.

External Examiner (Department of Political
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Chapter 1

Introduction and Framework of the Study

1.0 Introduction

Throughout the province of British Columbia, freshwater
lakes provide the population with a number of environmental,
recreational, social, economic and other benefits. While
managing the ecological impacts of activities on the aquatic
environment frequently proves difficult for resource
managers, decisions regarding the human component of lake
use and management are at times even more difficult.

Several factors make the management of lakes, especially
those that provide multiple recreation opportunities and are
located near urban areas, equivocal, time consuming and

complex. Briefly, these factors are the:

e increasing population (and recreational) pressures
near urban areas,

e advent of different types of recreational activities,

e disparate attitudes and awareness towards lake
management and use,

e institutional arrangements governing recreation on
lakes in the province, and

e management arrangements that are outdated for current
needs.

This study examines the non-consumptive use of water
resources and the specific issue of conflicts between
recreationists on British Columbia’s urban lakes. It

focuses on the attitudes and awareness of user groups who



recreate on freshwater lakes and resource managers who
oversee recreation activities on lakes. A theoretical
framework from the recreation conflict literature provides
insight into user groups’ and managers’ attitudes and
awareness and establishes the foundation on which to make
recommendations for minimizing recreation conflicts and

managing lake use in urban areas.

This chapter will introduce the reader to the topic area by
first describing the primary management regime for managing
urban lakes in BC. Second, the particular recreation
conflict situation that is the focus of this thesis will be
outlined. Third, the theoretical framework for studying
recreation behaviour will be described. Fourth, the
objectives and structure of the research design will be
provided. Finally, the structure of the thesis will be

presented.

1.1 Water-based Recreation in the Federal and Provincial
Context

Canadian regulations and policies relating to water and its
use are piecemeal, ambiguous and complicated, especially in
regards to non-consumptive water uses such as recreation
(Pearse et al., 1985). Because of the division of

jurisdictional powers between the federal and provincial



governments in the Constitution Act, 1867, federal
jurisdiction over navigable waters (which includes small
streams and relates to all boating craft, including
recreational craft) is paramount. In reality, this
jurisdiction over navigable waters has resulted in various
agencies comprising different levels of government being
responsible for managing different aspects of lakes. These
include the Canadian Coast Guard, the Royal Canadian Mounted
Police (or the local law enforcement agency), the Provincial
Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks, Provincial
Ministry of Forests, Regional Districts, Municipalities and
others. This constitutional division of responsibilities,
means there is no one agency which is responsible for
coordinating activities (for recreation) on lakes!;
consequently, one of the more common approaches to lake use

issues has been ad hoc planning and reactive management.

The roles and responsibilities of agencies responsible for
lake management are complex and difficult to define. 1In an
attempt to clarify the roles and responsibilities of the
various levels of government, relevant sections of the
Canadian Constitution Act relating lake management are

discussed.

! A related similar problem is seen on navigable rivers, where the formulation of special task forces (e.g.,
Fraser River Action Plan) have been struck in order to deal with issues arising from multiple use.



While the provinces have wide powers over water they are
nevertheless restricted in terms of federal jurisdiction
over specific water related activities. The provincial
ownership of water rights is assigned under s. 109 of the
Constitution Act, which provides that:
...[la]Jll Lands, Mines, Minerals, and Royalties
belonging to the several Provinces...at the
Union...shall belong to the several Provinces... in
which the same are situate.
Although water is not mentioned explicitly in the
Constitution, water was traditicnally thought of as a
property right; therefore, Crown ownership of public lands
vests ownership of water rights to the owner of the public

lands. It is on the basis of this property right that the

provinces have a large role in water management.

Federal jurisdiction over navigation and shipping (s. 91
(10)) has far reaching implications in terms of water-based
recreation. This section effectively endows federal
jurisdiction over all navigable waters, and includes laws
regarding rules of navigation. The definition of
navigability is broad, and all Canadian waterways are
subject to the “uniform legal regime” of Canadian maritime
law (Hogg, 1992: 22.11(a)). The regime applies to all

vessels, including pleasure boats. Thus, boating
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regulations, whether on small municipal lakes, large rivers

or city harbours are the responsibility of the federal

government.

In 1972 the federal government created the Boating
Restriction Regulations under the Canada Shipping Act.
These regulations attempt to control the operation of
recreational powerboats under 15 tons, with the objectives
of “..enhancing public safety and reducing potential
conflicts between groups using a waterbody” (Reid, 1995:
2). In British Columbia, the Ministry of Environment, Lands
and Parks assists the federal government (Canada Coast
Guard) with administering the regulations and processing
requests for amendments. Enforcement of the regulations is
assigned to the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) or

local police force (Figure 1).

Because of the jurisdictional arrangements, there is no
government agency that is responsible for coordinating
recreaticnal activities or for managing recreation use on
fresh water lakes. For recreationists, determining which
agency to approach for information about the various aspects

of lake management can be daunting; many managers who are



Figure 1

Application Process

Overview of Boating Restriction

Proponent submits
request/application

Local or Regional
Government

Provincial
Government (Parks)

Provincial or Federal Agency Submits Application T

e Provincial or

Conduct some

e Review application

Federal
Government (Coast
Guard)

o  Refer to Privy

federal form of public to ensure it meets Council and other
government consultation federal requirements key federal agencies
agency and is supported by
local government
e Local or Regional e  Support or reject e Refer applicationto e  Authorize or reject
Government application and key agencies application for
notify Parks of (RCMP, District restriction
decision staff, Ministry of
Forests, key
stakeholders, etc.

e  Conduct on-site e  Notify provincial
visit, notify public government and
and possibly conduct publish restriction in
public forum Canada Gazette

e Recommend
restrictions to federal
government or reject
application

e Arrange for signage

Source: Reid, 1995: 16.

responsible for lake management are unsure themselves as to
the exact parameters of lake jurisdiction. Information
regarding lake management arrangements is often difficult to
obtain and interpret. Additionally, budgetary and political
constraints affect the ability of agencies to manage their
portion of the lake effectively and efficiently. Users
often become frustrated with the multiple levels of

government and ambiguous lake use planning and conflict



management strategies. The lack of a strong lead agency
does not lend itself to clearly defined and timely
management schemes; as such, lake management strategies tend
to be reactive rather than proactive; annoyances between
users tend to escalate into conflicts, and interest groups

tend to compete for the use of finite lake resources.

1.2 The Case Study

The focus of the case study is Elk/Beaver Lake (hereafter
called ‘Elk Lake’), Saanich, BC (Figure 2). One of the most
intensively used lakes on Vancouver Island, it is also the
most heavily used lake in the Capital Regional District
(CRD) with over 750, 000 annual visitors engaging in
recreational pursuits such as water-skiing, fishing,
canoeing, recreational and competitive rowing, beach use,

swimming and trail use. (CRD Parks, 1995).

Various federal, provincial, regional and local governments
are responsible for managing different activities on the
lake (Table 1). Although the CRD has the authority to
operate Elk/Beaver Lake Park, federal and provincial
jurisdiction over certain matters are paramount. Under the
present system, the CRD has jurisdiction over the park land

surrounding the lake, but has none for the lake itself.



Figure 2 Elk/Beaver Lake Park, Saanich, BC.
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Table 1: Jurisdictional

Responsibilities for Elk Lake

Activity

Agency Responsible

Designation of boating
restrictions, safety issues

Canadian Coast Guard

Enforcement of boating

RCMP or local police force (Saanich

restrictions, safety issues Police)
Fishing Ministry of Environment, Lands and
Parks

Activities effecting the
environment such as migratory
birds and water quality issues

Envircnment Canada; Ministry of
Environment, Lands and Parks

Land use zoning, nuisance and
noise issues

Municipalities, local governments
(Saanich)

Activities in regional park CRD Parks

surrounding the lake

Coordination of recreation None
activities on water surface

Elk Lake was chosen for its history of conflicts between
users and for the diverse range of user skill levels and
activities that occur. Frequent coverage of conflicts
between users at this lake has appeared in the local media
for the past several years. Furthermore, the presence of
Canada’s national rowing team provides a level of athletic
experience that may not be present at other BC lakes.
National coverage of rowing activities on the lake and the
international stature of the Canadian rowing team provide

the lake and some of its users with a notoriety that might

not otherwise occur.

Awareness of conflicts at this lake appear to follow the

pattern hypothesized by Downs’ (1972) ‘issue attention
cycle’, whereby discovery and awareness of conflict

situations eventually lead to a gradual decline of interest,
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until another conflict situation brings the issue to the

forefront of public attention. During the past decade,
reports of conflicts between groups such as recreational and
professional rowers, fly fishers, fishers that cast from
shore, water skiers, personal water-craft, swimmers, beach
users and trail users have been reported frequently.
Currently, lake use conflicts appear to be less severe than
in previous years; however, the presence of the national
rowing team, accidents involving powered and non powered
motor boaters and the increasing popularity of personal
watercraft on the lake may indeed bring lake use issues to
the forefront of the media and public’s attention again.
Through attempting to understand the basis of the conflicts
at Elk Lake, strategies specifically targeted for preventing
and/or minimizing problems and conflicts will be
recommended. Recommendations will include strategies for
minimizing conflicts on Elk Lake, in addition to ‘generic’
strategies that may be applied to other multiple use lakes

in BC.

1.3 Theoretical Framework

The focus of this study, recreation conflicts, is nested
within an overall framework for managing natural resources.
In multiple use areas, especially those involving common

property resources, managing use often becomes a matter of



11
reconciling an increasing demand on the resource with a

diminishing supply. However, although the resource
management literature provides insights into conflicts
involving multiple use resources where ‘instream’ or non-
consumptive uses such as recreation activities on lakes are
concerned, it was necessary to develop a theoretical
framework for studying conflicts from several social
conflict and recreation conflict research sources. In this
way, although the general overall framework of the study
adheres to many of the principles inherent in natural
resources management, the theoretical framework enables a
more detailed focus on the particular issues outlined in the

social and recreational conflict literature.

On urban lakes, the space required to attain one’s
recreation goal is at a premium; often, a number of users
engaging in very different recreational pursuits must
attempt to recreate in close proximity to each other. It is
generally accepted in the recreation literature that people
recreate in order to attain specific goals or outcomes from
their recreational activity (Gramann and Burdge, 1981).
Jacob and Schreyer defined recreation conflicts as the
interference of a recreational ‘goal’ that is attributed to
another person’s behaviour (1980). Lakes where diverse

recreational opportunities are offered have experienced
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conflicts between users engaging in activities that

interfere with the goal attainment of other recreationists.

Bryan’s (1977) concept of ‘recreation specialization’
provides an appropriate theoretical framework for examining
the array of user groups’ attitudes and awareness towards
lake use and management and a foundation for determining
appropriate management strategies for minimizing lake use
conflicts. He hypothesized that recreationists can be
arranged along a continuum of recreation behaviour that
extends from the generalist (novice) to the specialist
(particular) and is reflected in the skills, equipment and
activity setting required for the activity. The more
specialist a recreationist is, the more likely they are to
experience conflict with other user groups who interfere
with their recreational goals. By using the concept of
recreation specialization as a framework to examine the
problems of recreational conflicts and the levels or range
of recreation specialization at Elk Lake, it is hoped that
divergent and convergent results may enable a greater
understanding of key management issues and the

identification of appropriate management alternatives.

It should follow that lake use plans and management

strategies attempting to minimize potential
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incompatibilities and conflicts between lake users must

consider the range of user groups’ level of specialization
and their awareness and attitudes towards lake use and
management, while working within the prescribed
institutional arrangements. Attempting to gain an
understanding of how people recreate at lakes, determining
their attitudes towards lake recreation activities and
management and determining their approximate recreation
specialization level may therefore assist in identifying
appropriate management strategies that will realistically
meet the needs and requirements of the lake users; minimize
incompatibilities and conflicts between lake user groups;

and therefore maximize resource use efficiently.

Recreation conilicts are thought to be the result of complex
social, behavioural and situational variables. The
theoretical framework may therefore not provide full
definitive explanations for user group’s recreation
behaviour; however, it may provide considerable insight
into important group characteristics that may influence user
group’s attitudes and awareness towards lake management.
Additionally, the theory provides a solid basis on which to
examine the appropriateness of management alternatives and

recommendations.
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Goal, Objectives of the Study and Research Design

The goal of this study is to develop recommendations for

managing multiple-use urban lakes in BC that will improve

the recreation experience for the user groups by attempting

to minimize recreation conflicts.

The objectives are to:

determine user groups’ attitudes and awareness towards
lake recreation activities and management,

determine managers’ attitudes and awareness to lake
management issues (including user groups’ behaviour),

provide information appropriate for management and
planning, and

provide further analysis and understanding of the
concept of recreation specialization within the context
of water-based recreation on urban lakes.

Specifically, these objectives will be met by five main

components in the research design (Figure 3).



Figure 3 Research Design
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Initially, a review of the literature regarding recreation conflicts will provide a
theoretical framework for comprehending the problem and a fundamental testing
ground for the type of data to be collected.

Observations of recreation behaviour will be systematically recorded in order to
acquire a basic spatial sense of potential problem areas and the nature of the
recreational activities. Prior to data collection, an a priori division of user groups
based on readily identifiable activities and behaviour will be made. This division will
serve as the foundation upon which to test the concepts identified in the theoretical
framework.

A stratified random sampling design and questionnaire will determine user groups’
attitudes and awareness towards lake recreation activities and management and
whether significant inter-group differences exist.

Structured interviews with managers will determine their understanding of users’
attitudes and awareness and their attitudes to management constraints and
alternatives

Questionnaire and interview results will be analyzed using non-parametric statistics to
determine users’ and managers’ attitudes and awareness in terms of strength in
direction in response. Results will be discussed in terms of agreement or variance
with the concept of recreation specialization. Potential management strategies will be
identified and recommendations for lake management based on the results will be
given. The theoretical framework will be examined for its usefulness to the study.

1.5 Applicability of the Study

It is hoped that many of the findings will be applicable to

other jurisdictions. Specifically, in British Columbia the

primary management agencies and structures (excluding the
regional districts and municipalities) are the same
throughout the province. Any change in federal or

provincial lake use policy will affect all regions in BC.
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Nationally, all provinces are bound by the boating

restrictions imposed by the federal government, and any
change to the management structure or the restrictions

themselves affect users throughout Canada.

By attempting to understand basic behaviour and attitudes of
the users it is hoped that results will correspond with
patterns of recreation behaviour in the research literature.
Additionally, the research will be applicable to the
management of other water bodies, especially those located
near urban centers with a number of recreationists pursuing
disparate recreational goals and having different
specialization levels. While the interest group
requirements and conflicts will be different at every water
body and in many situations, similar conflict situations and
management difficulties may occur when multiple user groups
attempt to meet their diverse recreational goals in close
proximity. Strategies designed to reconcile conflicts over
a diminishing resource supply transcend situational

differences.

1.6 Limitations of the Study

Although it is interesting and important to examine how and
in what ways the federal and provincial governments

designate and plan boating restrictions and lake management
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strategies, this research will focus on how these

jurisdictional arrangements affect the user groups, not the
relationships and arrangements between government
departments. This limitation is imposed for three reasons.
First, examining the jurisdictional arrangements from either
an institutional analysis or political science point of view
is beyond the scope of this study. Second, the Ministry of
Environment, Lands and Parks is already reviewing the
relationships between the federal, provincial and municipal

governments.

Third, by focusing the study on the particular difficulties
experienced from the recreationists’ perspective it is hoped
that realistic management strategies that are likely to meet
the requirements of the users will be generated.

Determining public awareness requirements for lake use
issues will thus assist in developing information about
aquatic and shoreline recreation that will be relevant to
the recreationist and to the manager, in terms of ensuring a

quality recreational experience.

1.7 Structure of the Thesis

Chapter One provides an introduction to the problem of
recreation conflicts on freshwater lakes in BC. The

theoretical framework and context of the study are
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described, as is the research design and data collection

methods.

Chapter Two provides the theoretical framework of the study,
by discussing the relevant social conflict and recreation
conflict management literature, focusing on recreation
specialization literature. A typology of user group
characteristics in terms of sensitivity to other user groups
and likelihood of experiencing conflict is presented and an

overall framework for this study is given.

Chapter Three describes the methodology for the study and
the data collection methods that were utilized. The
‘triangulation’ approach to the case study is also

described.

Chapters Four and Five present the results of the personal
observations, questionnaires and interviews. Non-parametric
statistics, other descriptive statistics and anecdotal

information are used to analyze and present the results.

Chapter Six discusses the results in the context of the
theoretical framework. Methodological issues and problems
are described, as are alternative explanations of non-

significant results.



Finally,

study.

Chapter Seven presents the conclusions of the

Recommendations for further action are also stated.

19
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Chapter 2

Theoretical Framework: A Review of Recreation Conflict
Research

2.0 Introduction

As recreation and leisure time have become more prevalent
and sophisticated, there has been an increase in conflicts
over recreation use. This increase fostered the develcpment
of research on recreational conflict issues, focusing on
descriptions of conflicts between different types of
recreationists (Watson, et al, 1994). Preliminary attempts
looked at the causes and sources of recreation conflicts
(e.g., Jacob and Schreyer, 1980; Devall and Harry, 1981;
Hammitt, et al, 1984; 1Ivy, et al, 1992). One important
factor thought to contribute to the potential for recreation
conflict is the specialization level of the individual,
which is influenced by the level of experience, type of
equipment used and activity setting requirements. To
provide the basis for an analytical framework, this chapter
will review some of the main theories of recreational
conflicts, relevant to recreation specialization. First,
recreation conflicts will be defined, by drawing on key
concepts from the field of social conflict research.

Second, various aspects of the concept of recreation
specialization will be discussed. Third, different cases of

recreation conflicts that illustrate aspects of the
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recreation specialization concept will be examined.

Finally, an analytical framework for studying recreational

conflicts will be outlined.

2.1 Defining Conflicts

Within the recreation conflict literature, researchers
appear unable to agree upon a definitive concept of
conflict. This inability is not unique, as many of the early
researchers studying social conflicts had difficulty
operationalizing a concept of conflict, with much of the
research related to this difficulty (Coser, 1957; Mack &
Snyder, 1957; Scmid, 1968). Even so, it is important at
least, to attempt to synthesize and develop existing
knowledge into a manageable framework that can be used to
study and perhaps provide answers for the management of
recreation conflicts. Although the theoretical concepts of
conflict vary, premises can be derived from this review of
the social and recreational conflict literature. This
section will review the primary similarities and differences
between various definitions and conceptualizations of
conflict, which will form the basis of the analytical

framework.

In one of the most widely adopted definitions of social

conflict, Coser identified it to mean “...a struggle over
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values and claims to scarce status, power and resources in

which the aims of the opponents are to neutralize, injure or
eliminate their rivals” (1957: 8). In contrast to Coser’s
definition where the emphasis is coercion and struggles over
values, other researchers defined conflict in terms of
incompatibility. For example, Boulding (1963) stated that
the existence of competition and incompatibility were
integral to conflict, where “...the parties are aware of the
incompatibility of potential future positions and in which
each party wishes to occupy a position that is incompatible
with the wishes of the other” (in Bergstrom, 1970: 199).
Similarly, Bercovitch discussed perceptions and the
potential for incompatibility, when he differentiated
between ‘subjective’ and ‘objective’ approaches to conflict.
The former are about values, which “...are ultimately
dependent upon perceptions”, and the latter “...exist
whenever there are incompatible interests, irrespective of
whether or not the actors are aware of these interests”

(1984: 5).

2.2 Recreation Conflict Defined

The basic premises of conflict over values and perceptions
of the actors, scarce resources and incompatibility found in
many social conflict researchers’ definitions and

conceptualizations (e.g., Galtung, 1967; Deutsch, 1973;
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Crowfoot and Wondolleck, 1990; Duryea, 1992) are also found

within several interpretations of recreation conflict

definitions.

Typically, recreation research papers allude to Jacob and
Schreyer’s definition when addressing recreation conflicts
(1980). As their definition and conceptualization is the
most widely adopted, aspects of it will be discussed,

followed by alternative definitions of recreation conflict

found in the literature.

Jacob and Schreyer defined conflicts (for an individual) as
goal interference which is attributed to another person’s
behavior (1980). This definition assumes that the purpose
of recreation is the achievement of certain goals or
outcomes, which may be defined as “...any preferred social,
psychological or physical outcome of behavior that provides
incentives for that behavior” (Gramann and Burdge, 1981:17).
In this definition, conflict is thus equated with ‘user
dissatisfaction’ where an individual’s or group’s behavior

is identified as causing someone else’s dissatisfaction.

Elaborating on conflict as “goal interference”, Jacob and
Schreyer stated that the interference of goals does not

necessarily indicate that goals are incompatible; specific
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behaviours must exist for a conflict to occur. For

instance, people with the same goal may conflict over the
means for reaching the goal (two fishers may each use a
differently powered vessel to obtain their ‘compatible’ goal
of catching fish); additionally, there may also be limited
opportunities to reach the goal (a lottery system may permit
only a certain number of recreationists access to a
resource; while their goal may be interfered with, they may
not be in conflict with other recreationists who were
granted access). These examples reveal that goal
interference is complex, involving specific situational and

behavioural requirements.

Recreation behaviours were discussed by Jacob and Schreyer
when they differentiated between conflict and competition.
They stated that conflict does not necessarily occur when
users compete for scarce resources. The dissatisfied user
(one who is experiencing conflict) must be able to determine
the source of the goal interference, or ‘attribute’ the
dissatisfaction to another person’s behavior. Thus, the
dissatisfied user must blame someone else for the goal
interference (Ivy et al, 1992). This is illustrated by the
example of a person who finds park facilities filled to

capacity. The person does not necessarily experience a
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conflict; 1instead, bad luck, inadequate knowledge of

conditions and a plethora of other reasons may be blamed.

In accordance with Bercovitch’s (1984) ‘subjective’ and
‘objective’ definitions, Jacob and Schreyer state that
conflict (goal interference) is subjective; it must be
understood in terms of a person’s “...interpretation and
evaluation of past and future social contacts”, which are
defined as “...knowledge of another person’s behavior”
(1980:369). Contact may be direct (two fishers meeting face
to face) or indirect (a non powered boater seeing a large

powered vessel across a lake).

Bury et al (1983) described the effects of incompatible
activities more simplistically than Jacob and Schreyer.
While their definition of conflict at the individual level
concurs with Jacob and Schreyer’s idea of goal interference,
they stated that on an operational level, conflict exists
“...whenever incompatible activities occur” (emphasis added)
(1983: 401). Incompatible activities require a situation
where one activity adversely affects another activity. This
definition does not require the individual’s knowledge of a
conflict situation, an aspect which is present in most

recreation conflict conceptualizations.
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Gramann and Burdge (1981) examined conflict perception

between water skiers and fishermen, testing the notion that
“goal interference” was the primary cause of recreational
conflict. They found weak support for the goal interference
model and suggested alternative explanations for recreation
conflict. One of these explanations was the idea that
“...conflict is not conflict at all, but competition” (1981:
25). The reasoning is that competition is usually defined
similarly to conflict, and to understand the dynamics in
recreation conflict situations, perhaps more important
information might be knowledge of how the behaviour of one
group affects the ability of another group to use the same
resource. In accordance with previous definitions,
information regarding resource competition may not
constitute information about the interfering behaviour, but

it may prove more useful in terms of providing explanations

about the conflictual situation.

Maiolo discussed the need for social contact and the idea of
competition in conflict (1981). He stated that goal
interference had to reach a magnitude where persons were
willing to exclude others from participating in the resource
or activity, in addition to social contact in order for
conflict to exist (1981, in Ivy et al, 1992). The critical

point appears to be when exclusionary measures are
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considered: prior to this point competition occurs, after

exclusionary measures are considered or undertaken, conflict
occurs. In contrast to the distinctive conflict situation
set out by Maiolo, Ivy et al observed that the potential for
conflict is present at any level of goal interference

(1992} ,

Buchanan and Buchanan provided an over view of recreation
conflict research. They discussed the fact that most of the
research was based on the concept that conflict would arise
“...1in any situation where the behaviour of one outdoor
recreaticn user interferes with the achievement of
satisfactions desired by another outdoor recreation user”

(emphasis added) (1980-1: 37).

Elaborating on the idea of “goal interference” as recreation
conflict, Ruddell and Gramann examined the relation of goal
orientation to variation in conflict perception (1994).

Goal orientations, which are “...the types of goals that are
considered most important by individual recreationists” may
differ for each individual and these differences may affect
the extent to which other behaviours are evaluated as
obtrusive or causing user dissatisfaction (1994: 94). 1In
addition to the premises put forth by Jacob and Schreyer

(1980), Ruddell and Gramann stated that recreation conflicts
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may be due in part to differences in the goal orientations

of recreation participants. Support for this relationship

is found in recreation specialization studies.

From the few definitions reviewed, it is evident that
conflicts are the result of complex social behaviour,
interactions and situational variables. With the exception
perhaps of Bercovitch’s (1984) ‘objective’ definition, a
common theme throughout the various definitions is the
requirement of at least one party’s perception that the
attainment of their goal (recreational or otherwise) has not
been realized, due to the behaviour of another individual or
group who interferes with this goal. Examining the
perceptions and behaviours of the individuals involved in
recreation situations is therefore the key component to
understanding and therefore preventing and resolving

conflict situations.

At this time, accepted methods of measuring recreational
conflict have yet to emerge, and many aspects of conflict
defined by Jacob and Schreyer (1980) have not been affirmed
or tested (Watson et al, 1994; Ivy et al, 1994).
Discussing the implications of Jacob and Schreyer’s (1980)
paper and subsequent conflict research, Watson et al

identified four major factors influencing recreation
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conflict (1994). Briefly, these factors are: definition of

place, focus of trip/expectations, lifestyle tolerance and
the specialization level. One of these factors, the level
of recreation specialization, is the focus of this study.
This concept will be examined in greater detail in the

following section.

2.3 Recreation Specialization

Several recreation studies have examined the notion that
conflict arises from the varying goals of different
recreation groups (Peterson, 1974; Bryan, 1977; Gramann
and Burdge, 1981; Donnelly et al, 1986). To gain a greater
insight into the factors influencing goal interference,
recreation researchers have attempted to understand
differences in perceptions, attitudes and behaviour between
individuals engaging in recreation activities. These
differences are thought to be derived to some extent from an
individual’s level of experience, expertise, equipment and
importance of the recreation activity and activity setting,

known as “recreation specialization”.

In the first paper to discuss recreation specialization,
Bryan (1977) proposed the idea that different preferences
and behaviour for fishers can be positioned along different

sections of a continuum of recreation behaviour that
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indicated commitment to the sport and experience. He

developed the concept that recreation behaviour ranges from
the general (novice) to the particular (specialist) and is
reflected in the skills, equipment and activity setting
required for the activity. Novices have limited interests
in the activity, may not require special equipment and may
obtain their recreation goal in a range of settings;
specialists, on the other end of the continuum, have a high
level of skill, require specialized equipment and demand a
specific recreation setting in order to obtain their
recreation goal. An individual’s degree of involvement in
an activity will determine what values they place on
different activities and resources (Bryan, 1980). While his
study focused on the behaviours and attitudes of fishers, he
offered propositions to extend the fisher typology into a

conceptual framework (Figure 4).

Figure 4 A Conceptualization of Recreation Specialization

1. In addition to more specialized recreationists tending to have a
great amount of knowledge and skill commitment, an ever-increasing
commitment to the sport in general is found,

2 the most specialized recreationists hold similar attitudes,
beliefs, ideologies and identification, and engage in similar behaviour,

3 as specialization increases, attitudes and values about the
activity change, focusing on the nature and activity setting,

4. values in specialization are integral to the properties of the
resource on which the activity occurs, as specialization increases,
resource dependency increases

(Adapted from Bryan, 1977: 185-187).
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This conceptualization is interesting because it reveals the

complexity of managing resources that must be dealt with
when determining and allocating ‘appropriate’ types of
recreational activities in parks and other natural settings.
This complexity is especially relevant in areas of multiple
use of resources, where several types of recreational
activities may take place in close proximity, most of that
have many individuals who fall on varying sections of the

continuum.

Studies show that the level of specialization relates to
important individual and group characteristics (Bryan, 1977;
Devall and Harry, 1981; Robertson and Burdge, 1993). By
knowing these characteristics and an individual’s position
on the specialization continuum, the value of a recreational
activity and resource setting to that individual can be
appraised (Bryan, 1980). This appraisal is important in
terms of understanding and managing conflicts between
recreation groups and individuals. In order to examine
adequately the role of specialization in recreation
conflicts, theoretical concepts of specialization advanced
by Bury et al (1983) and Jacob and Schreyer (1980) will be

reviewed first.
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Bury et al (1983) defined conflict in terms of incompatible

activities, where one recreation activity adversely affects
another person’s recreation goal. They described three
characteristics of activities that affect the degree of

conflict between recreation activities:

e the spatial or temporal proximity of the activities;
e the degree of environmental dominance inherent in each

activity; and,
e the extent of participants’ dependence on technological
products (1983: 401).
In conjunction with the three characteristics, they offered
an interesting conceptual model of recreational conflict
that attempted to present a basic understanding of some of
the key factors affecting conflict. The degree of conflict
is influenced by the relationship between technological
dependence and dominance over the environment. The model
assumes that two or more activities occur at the same time
in close proximity (and that without temporal and spatial
proximity, conflict is unlikely). The model assumes a
linear relationship between the amount of technological

dependence and dominance over the environment and level of

conflict.

The model is simplistic in assuming homogeneity within
groups. Bryan criticized this assumption, stating that a
major weakness in recreation efforts had been the unexplored

variations among individuals within groups (1977). However,
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in its simplicity, the model reveals the potential for

understanding incompatibility between the different
activities. It is apparent that the goals of some
activities have a high potential for incompatibility and
contradiction (e.g., dominance over the environment versus
studying the environment). It is also evident that
activities may require different skills and the technology
involved may influence the skill level. The model’s
categorization of various activities into different
relationships and conflict potential illustrates the
complexity and variability of recreation conflicts,
especially for multiple use areas. It also illustrates the
potential usefulness of the specialization approach for

understanding some aspects of recreation conflicts.

Jacob and Schreyer (1980) derived and described in detail
four classes of factors that contribute to recreation
conflicts (Figure 5). They focused more on the individual’s
requirements for goal attainment than group behaviour. Any
of the factors they outline may have the potential to
influence where certain individuals and groups fall on the

specialization continuum.
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Figure 5 Major Contributing Factors to Recreation Conflicts

1. Activity Style - the various personal meanings assigned to an
activity.

2. Resource Specificity - the significance attached to using a
specific recreation resource for a given recreation experience.

3. Mode of Experience - the varying expectations of how the natural
environment will be perceived.

4. Lifestyle Tolerance - the tendency to accept or reject lifestyles
different from one’s own.

(1980: 370).

For the purposes of this discussion, the four factors will
be described in terms of their relation to goal attainment

and the specialization concept.

The first two, ‘activity style’ and ‘resource specificity’,
were related tc three main concepts. To begin with, when a
recreational activity is a central life interest, it
provides a major source of personal rewards and is the
preferred behaviour and setting for an individual.
Secondly, the status an individual places on an activity is
important in terms of constructing an image of self and
sense of individuality, the recreation activity represents
one’s values and lifestyle choice to others. Lastly,
evaluations of quality are important, as they set the
standards for high quality recreation experiences and define
requirements for goal attainment. These three

characteristics influence the importance of an activity to
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an individual, as well as the degree to which the attainment

of the recreation goal can be interfered with.

The third factor contributing to recreation conflicts, ‘the
mode of experience’, refers to the recreation setting which
is required for the recreation goal to be obtained. Goal
achievement can require a very specific recreation setting;
some activities are more prone to interference than others,
and some activities are more prone to interfere with others.
Jacob and Schreyer portray the setting requirements on a
continuum (similar to Bryan’s (1977) specialization
continuum), where an ‘unfocused’ mode of experience deals
with generalities, details in the environment are not
required for the experience and the possibility of
interference with goal attainment is slight. The ‘focused’
mode falls on the other end of the continuum, requiring
specific entities in the environment, complex details are
required for the experience and the possibility for
interference is great. The gap between recreationists on
the continuum widens or decreases the potential for

conflict.

The fourth contributing factor, ‘tolerance for lifestyle
diversity’, relates to group differences, and the degree to

which other recreation activities concur with the goals or
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recreation behaviour norms of the individual. Unwillingness

to share recreation resources with other groups magnifies
the potential for conflict, as projected in Maiolo’s (1980)
requirement that excludability measures be considered before

conflict occurs.

Researchers have contemplated the specialization concept in
terms of level of experience and expertise. The study
conducted by Schreyer et al (1984) on “Experience Use
History” (EUH) which is the amount and extent of
participation in recreational pursuits by an individual,
supported the idea that recreation specialization determines
to some extent the perceptions and behaviour of the
recreating individual. Attempts were made to understand the
links between previously acquired information and “1)
present behaviour, 2)subjective interpretations of the
recreation experience, and 3)psychological rewards derived
from that participation” (1984: 35). It was thought that
these links affect the responses an individual has available
to them in a recreational situation. Schreyer et al
discovered river floaters with different EUH’s differed in
terms of their behaviours, participation motives, attitudes
towards management of the resource and perceptions of
conflict. They cautioned that EUH should not be thought of

as a causal variable in itself, but as a possible indicator
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of the attitudes and motives of recreation behaviour. It 1is

evident that the information gained from understanding an
individual’s EUH would prove extremely important in

understanding conflict behaviour.

A study conducted by Hammitt and McDonald (1983) examined
the influence of the amount of past experience on recreation
behaviour and perception. Surveying river recreationists,
they found that the level of past floating experience
contributed to the perception of river disturbance. More
experienced or specialized users were more aware of, and
susceptible and sensitive to site disturbances and resource
management. Hammitt and McDonald concluded that a higher
level of experience enhanced recreationists’ “perceptual
sensitivity” and “specificity”, which may represent an
increased awareness to differing attributes of the activity
setting (1983: 266). Thus, a high level of experience may
have a “specialization” effect on recreationists’ perception

of the attributes and management of recreation settings.

A major focus of research on recreation specialization has
been the effects of different types of equipment and
technology on group differences in attitudes and perceptions
of conflict. In accordance with Bryan’s (1977) theory that

the type of equipment and level of expertise influence an
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individual’s placement on the recreation specialization

continuum, empirical studies have shown a large potential
for conflict when motorized and non motorized recreation
activities take place in close proximity (Shelby, 1980;
Devall and Harry, 1981; Gramann and Burdge, 1981; Jackson
and Wong, 1982; Donnelly et al, 1986). Some of these

studies will be considered.

2.4 Asymmetrical and Symmetrical Conflicts

Devall and Hafry (1981) hypothesized that relationships
between recreation users are influenced by the type of
technologies used and that more obtrusive technologies are
resented by users of less obtrusive technologies, but not
the reverse. Support for this hypothesis was found in
previous studies by Peterson (1974) and Shelby (1980).
These studies found that people recreating with less
obtrusive technologies were more likely to experience
conflict than users of more obtrusive technologies. The
relationship between users of different levels and types of
technologies is described in the literature as
‘asymmetrical’ (Devall and Harry, 1981; Jackson and Wong,
1982). In comparison, Ruddell and Gramann referred to
asymmetrical conflict as “...aversion that is perceived by
one party to an interaction, but not by the other”, removing

the premise that technology or equipment is the cause of
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obtrusive behaviour; “socially” obtrusive behaviours can

also cause asymmetrical interference (1994: 103). For the
purposes of this discussion, both concepts of asymmetrical

conflict will be accepted.

Devall and Harry surveyed a number of different groups of
recreation users and revealed that recreationists tended to
participate in activities that were technologically similar.
They also found that resentment between users of different
recreation technologies exists, although they did not find
support for the hypothesis of asymmetrical conflicts;
instead, users of both less and more obtrusive technologies
were resented, although a greater number of more obtrusive
recreationists were resented than non obtrusive. Because
unobtrusive and obtrusive users of technologies found each
other mutually objectionable, Devall and Harry rejected
their asymmetrical hypothesis for a ‘symmetrical’ conflict

hypothesis.

Devall and Harry acknowledged their study had failed to
anticipate positive reactions to obtrusive technologies,
and so they did not test for this type of reaction.
However, they were able to derive three main types of
recreationists, based on recreationists’ perceptions of

obtrusive technology (Figure 6).
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Figure 6 Types of Recreation Users

1. Physically unobtrusive recreations - sailing, canoeing, nature
students,

2 Physically obtrusive recreations - water-skiing, motorboating

3 Mixed activities - participants find few other activities either
objectionable or inoffensive (1981: 413).

Although the first two types of recreationists are portrayed
in the literature (Jacob and Schreyer, 1980; Bury et al,
1983; Jackson and Wong, 1982), the third type of
participant, ‘mixed activities’ is underrepresented in most
recreational studies. Perhaps this type of recreationist
has not been accounted for because they may seek out both
obtrusive and unobtrusive recreation activities and are
therefore underrepresented in surveys; they are not vocal
about the effects of other groups; or because the results
of studies that tested negative for conflicts have
frequently not been reported. It would seem that the
examination of this type of recreationist would provide at
least partial clues to the behaviours and perceptions of
conflict of other ‘types’ of recreationists. As Ruddell and
Gramann (1994) stated, absence of a conflict relationship
signifies that groups are similar in their goal orientations
and should not perceive conflict with the other groups; a
finding which is consistent with Jacob and Schreyer’s

conception.
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Jackson and Wong examined the idea of asymmetrical conflict

when they studied conflicts between cross-country skiers and
snowmobilers (1982). Their data support the premise of
asymmetrical conflict for on-site interactions;

snowmobilers were not sensitive to or affected by the
activities of cross country skiers, but the latter were.
Evidence suggested that mechanized recreationists interfered
with the goals of non mechanized recreationists. They found
that conflicts were not simply a conflict between choices of
activities, but stemmed “...from a fundamental orientation
of recreational preference, expressed conceptually in terms
of participation in other activities, and motivations for
participation”, lending support to Ruddell and Gramann’s
(1994) notion that goal orientations of recreationists play

a key role in determining conflict perceptions (1982: 59).

Jackson and Wong’s study confirmed aspects of Bryan’s (1977)
specialization continuum. The cross country skiers
(specialists) choose theif recreational goal and activity
setting for the reasons that make it susceptible to
interference (e.g., quiet, solitude). Contrarily, the
snowmobilers’ (generalists) goals and activities settings
are more prone to interfering with other recreationists’
goal attainments by the nature of their activity, which

requires noise, speed and companionship.
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Jackson and Wong also found that the conflict was more
symmetrical in terms of general and pervasive attitudes
between the two groups. Off site confrontations between
groups had led to a political struggle and the formation of
interest group bargaining. Although the skiers did not
interfere with snowmobilers’ on site enjoyment, skiers’
negative attitudes towards snowmobilers was cited as the
major reason for resentment and perception of conflict by
snowmobilers., This finding supports the definition of
conflict by Ivy et al (1992) and Buchanan and Buchanan
(1980-1) who stated that the potential for conflict is
‘present at any level of goal interference’. It is evident
from this study that direct contact between all
recreationists involved is not a requirement for conflict to

oCccur.

Donnelly et al (1986) extended the specialization concept to
specialization within group activities when they examined
the orientations and skills of individuals involved in
different sub-categories of boating activities. They found
some support for the specialization concept, where
“sailboaters were statistically more specialized that
motorboaters”, although the other types of boaters studied

did not differ statistically from each other (1986: 92).
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Their paper suggests that an individual’s level of

specialization is complex, involving a number of influences.
Overall, their data supports the specialization concept that
activities can be classified in terms of a hierarchy of

specialization and that individuals can be compared between

different activities and sub-activities.

From the studies discussed thus far, there is general
agreement that an individual’s level of recreation
specialization influences to some degree the perceptions of
recreation conflict and goal interference. More pragmatic
aspects of recreation specialization will be discussed in

the following section of the paper.

2.5 Evidence of Recreation Specialization

The studies examined and tested for specific aspects of
recreation specialization. Analysis of additional
recreation conflict research found that elements of the
recreation specialization concept may influence the
potential for and the culmination of recreation conflicts.
Selected case studies of recreation conflicts are presented

in Table 2.
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Table 2 Review and Analysis of Relevant Case Studies

Article and Evidence of Evidence of Level of
Types of Goal Asymmetrical Specialization
Recreation Interference and Symmetrical (Equipment,
Activities Conflicts expertise, setting)
Naeser and Smith, Varying degrees of | Anglers more affected | Differing levels of
1995 goal interference than other groups specialization for all
Irrigators, anglers, for all groups. (asymmetrical). All categories and in all groups,

white water boaters

Penning-Rowsell,
1994

Fishers, canoeists,
land owners and
motor boaters

Watson ef al, 1994
Hikers, recreational
stock users

Ruddell and
Gramann, 1994
Windsurfers, winter
RV campers (noisy
or quiet)

Robertson and
Burdge. 1993
Commercial/industri
al activities and
fishers,
motorboaters,
campers, hikers

Goal interference
felt by all groups,
except
motorboaters.

Explicit goal
interference not
mentioned, but a
general attitude of
resentment exists
for both groups.

A general human
behaviour (noise)
affects goal
interference, not

activity types.

Potential for goal
interference very
high for all groups,
excluding
commercial/industr
ial activities.

groups affected by
legislation
(symimetrical).

Fishers are impacted
more than any other
group, especially by the
canoeists
(asymmetrical).
Canoeists somewhat
affected by other
groups (symmetrical).
Motorboaters resented
by all other groups
(asymmetrical).

More hikers impacted
by the behaviours of
stock users than the
reverse, although the
difference is slight
(asymmetrical).

Recreationists seeking
quiet were more likely
to be affected by noise
than those secking
obtrusive, noisy setting

Fishers affected most
by the impact of
commercial activities,
motorboaters are the
least affected water-
based activity
(asymmetrical).
Water-enhanced
activities affected
much less than water-

although the potential for
goal interference by anglers is
the greatest, due to less
obtrusive technology, level of
importance and specific
activity setting required.

Fishers have the longest
standing use of the resource,
highest level of experience
and importance placed on the
setting. Canoeists have a
shorter use tradition, and
varying levels of expertise and
experience. Motorboaters
have shortest use history,
smallest level of experience
and expertise.

Level of specialization not
indicated, but level of
obtrusiveness (horse) is
obviously higher for stock
users.

Type of recreation activity
unimportant, level of
importance placed on activity
setting essential factor in
experiencing conflict.

Non motorized water-based
activities most sensitive to
interference, due to specific
activity setting required.
Water-based activities
sensitive to changes in activity
setting. Water-enhanced
activities have lower level of
expertise, and general
requirements for activity
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Table 2 Review and Analysis of Relevant Case Studies

Article and Evidence of Evidence of Level of
Types of Goal Asymmetrical Specialization
Recreation Interference and Symmetrical (Equipment,
Activities Conflicts expertise, setting)
based activities setting,
(asymmetrical).

Ivy et al, 1992
Motorboaters,

canoeists

Jaakson, 1989
Different types of
boats (canoes,
sailboards,
motorboats, canal
traffic

Jim, 1989

Urban recreationists,
seeking different
experiences (urban
recreation experience
versus wilderness
experience

Heatwole and West,
1982

Sailboaters,
motorboaters,
commercial vessels

In addition to direct
contact and goal
interference,
general attitudes of
resentment
(indirect contact)
exist.

Potentially high
level of goal
interference, not
directly discussed.

Potentially high
level of goal

interference, not
directly studied.

Potential for goal
interference high,
as goals for
recreation and
commercial vessels
completely
different. Not
directly studied.

Both canoeists and
motorboaters
experienced conflict,
but canoeists
experienced a much
greater share of
conflict than
motorboaters
(asymmetrical).

Non motorized vessels
appear to be affected by
motorized vessels, not
the reverse
(asymmetrical).
Novices or boat renters
interfere with activity
needs and constraints
of other boats more
than experienced users
do (asymmetrical).

Not vet experienced.
Large potential for
asymmetrical conflict
when the supply of
‘urban’ recreation
activity areas
decreases.

Not directly studied.
Potential for conflict
with non motorized
vessels higher because
of decreased
maneuverability

Level of tolerance towards the
other group and expectations
for encountering the other
group was tested. Canoeists
have a lower tolerance for
encounters than motorboaters
which may reflect importance
of the activity and setting
requirements.

Users with more obtrusive
equipment (motorized) appear
to interfere with users of less
obtrusive equipment (muscle-
powered). Lower levels of
experience (novice, equipment
renters) increase the conflict
potential.

High potential for goal
interference exists for
‘wilderness’ recreation
seckers, as activity setting,
importance of the recreation
and level of expertise are
sensitive to other users
behaviours, versus ‘urban’
recreationists, who may be
satisfied in a number of
different settings.

Potential for conflict largely
due to level of technology
(maneuverability and speed),
and regulations regarding
traffic patterns. Commercial
vessels have the strictest
activity setting requirements,
but experience less conflict.
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Key aspects of the studies related to goal interference,

evidence of asymmetrical and symmetrical conflicts, and the
influence of specialization level are represented for each

study.

What is interesting is that for every study presented,
evidence for some degree of asymmetrical conflict exists
(with the exception of Jim’s (1989) study, which has a high
potential). In all cases, the activities most likely to
experience asymmetrical conflict are the more ‘unobtrusive’
types of activities, for example, fishing, hiking and
muscle-powered boating, lending support for several
components of the ‘recreation specialization’ concept. This
support is especially relevant to Bryan’s (1977) and Jackson
and Wong’s (1982) theory that the very reasons why
‘unobtrusive’ recreationists choose their recreation goal
and activity setting (e.g., quiet, solitude, pristine
natural environment) make them most susceptible to goal
interference. Similarly, elements necessary for more
‘obtrusive’ recreation goals (e.g., speed, noise, density)
make the activity more prone to interference with the goals

of others.

Additionally, the case studies reveal that users with a

longer period of tradition and experience tend to have a
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higher potential for conflict than users with a relatively

short amount of experience. This may be due to the amount
of importance an individual places on an activity, for
example, whether it is an individual’s ‘central life
interest’ or a casual weekend activity. The importance an
individual and groups place on an activity also seems to be
tied to the history of past use. Political struggles over
historical uses of an area or activity appear to reaffirm
the will to protect the importance of activity and its

setting.

From these case studies, it appears that one of the most
important contributing factors is the activity setting.
Although generalists may be able to obtain their recreation
goal in a number of settings, diminishing resources may
preclude even this type of user from reaching his or her
goal attainment. In addition, aside from the most
generalist type of recreationists, most types of users
appear to require fairly specific types of activity settings
to obtain their recreation goal. Even ‘obtrusive’
activities such as motor boating require a certain amount of
space and water surface area to realize recreation goals.
For recreationists who are specialists that require more
‘focused’ and detailed environments, the potential for goal

interference is great.
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Short of allocating every user his or her own recreation
setting, managers have had to deal with different activity
requirements. Although it is not represented in Table 2,
one of the most widely adopted strategies for dealing with
the specific requirements of various recreationists appears
to be temporal and spatial zonation and separation.
Recalling that one of the key components of Jacob and
Schreyer’s (1980) conflict theory was the requirement that
the dissatisfied user had to be able to attribute
dissatisfaction to another person’s behaviour, the removal
of the interfering behaviour would seem to have the effect
of eliminating the more obvious factors contributing to the
potential for conflict. This is something that appears to
be much easier than determining the underlying behavioural

and social components of conflict situations.

2.6 Key Elements of the Literature

Efforts to conceptualize social and recreation conflicts
have proven difficult for researchers, although most agree
that recreational conflict is to some extent the
interference of recreation goal attainment. Attempts to
produce adequate management and resolution strategies have
been even more difficult. One of the reasons may be the

complex and ambiguous nature of human social behaviour. A
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major factor thought to contribute to goal interference 1is

recreation specialization. Preliminary studies reveal that
specialization relates to the perceptions and behaviour of a
recreating individual. Analysis of several case studies
illustrated the pervasiveness of the effects of
specialization in recreation conflicts. This chapter has
revealed the usefulness of examining the specialization
concept to understand the factors contributing to recreation
conflicts. Several components of the recreation
specialization continuum remain to be tested and studied.
Further research in this area appears to be prosperous in
terms of revealing management and resolution strategies that
address the requirements and behaviours of various types of
recreationists. How this will be attempted in this study is

set out in the final section.

2.7 Model For Recreation Conflict Analysis

The review of social and recreation conflict literature
provides the foundation that is necessary for examining the
conflicts at Elk Lake. Figure 7 presents the framework that
has been developed for examining recreation conflicts of
this study within the theoretical context. A description of

its elements is offered.
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Figure 7 Framework for Examining Recreation Conflicts

Recreation Conflicts
Defined as Interference of Recreation Goals that can be Attributed to Another
Person’s Behaviour

G S r T o

Factors Contributing to Recreation Conflicts

g .

Recreation Specialization Other factors such as crowding
(Focus of this Study) issues, resentment and complex

psychological factors affecting
attitudes and behaviour
(Beyond the scope of this study)

Level of Recreation Specialization thought to be determined by:
e Activity Setting Requirements

e Experience or Skill Level

e Type of Equipment Required

)

Determining Specialization Level Increases Understanding of
Management Issues

Management Alternatives can then be derived from:

e Greater Understanding of User Groups (in terms of specialization level and
other management constraints)

o Greater Understanding of Managers (in terms of their understanding of user
groups and other management constraints)

! !

Recommendations to Improve Recreation Experience for User Groups by
Providing Management Alternatives that Attempt to
: Minimize Recreation Conflicts
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The literature defines recreation conflicts as ‘goal
interference’ that is attributed to another person’s
behaviour (Jacob and Schreyer, 1980). Although various
versions of this definition have been postured, Jacob and
Schreyer’s definition is the most accepted in the recreation
conflict literature and will be the definition used for this

study.

Although several factors are thought to contribute to
recreational conflicts, one of these factors, the
‘recreation specialization’ level, is the focus of this
study. Three primary components determine the level of
recreation specialization for an individual; these are the
activity setting requirements, experience or skill level and
type of equipment required. This study examines the three
components, in an attempt to determine an approximate level
of recreation specialization of the various user groups at

Elk Lake.

By determining the range of specialization levels at Elk
Lake, it is hoped that results will be congruent with the
general patterns of recreation behaviour found in similar
recreation conflict research studies. Divergent and

convergent results may enable a greater understanding of
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some of the important management issues and alternatives

identified by the literature.

In the course of determining the approximate level of
recreation specialization of the user groups, it is hoped
that a greater understanding of the particular requirements
of user groups and managers will emerge. Based on this
understanding, management alternatives targeted specifically
to the issues identified in the study will be derived.

These alternatives will form the basis of recommendations
for improving the recreational experience for user groups,
by attempting to minimize the likelihocod of recreation

conflicts.
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Chapter 3

Methodology and Data collection

3.0 Introduction

The general information collection framework and the wvarious
methods that were utilized for data collection are the focus
of this chapter. Specifically, the case study approach is
discussed and the rationale for using the ‘triangulation’ or
multiple method approach to data collection is outlined.

The various data collection methods that were employed are
discussed in the latter section of the chapter. The review
of relevant recreation and resource management literature
provided a framework for examining previous work, an overall
direction for this research and linkages to determine the
information collection methods for the case study. The

primary information collection methods included:

personal observations of behaviour at the lake;

® questionnaires administered to lake users and managers,
and;

e ‘in depth’ interviews conducted with managers.

3.1 Case Study Approach

This study uses the ‘case study’ to examine the problem of
recreation conflicts. Case studies have been variously
called a research method, an approach and a strategy (e.g.,

Yin, 1981; Eisenhardt, 1989). 1Indeed, recreation conflict
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is ideally suited to this treatment, which is generally

defined as an inquiry that:

-Investigates a contemporary phenomenon within

its real-life context; when

-the boundaries between phenomenon and context are

not clearly evident; and in which

-multiple sources of evidence are used

(Yim, 18922:123).
Thus, the case study allows for the examination of conflicts
and behaviours between recreations within the
geographical context in which they occur, at Elk Lake. A
field study design helps determine whether the Elk Lake
conflicts (or phenomenon) are a symptom of an increased
demand for finite resources; a unique function of that
particular water body (the context); or are generally
representative of all recreation groups. In order to render
a comprehensive, plausible and generalizable interpretation

of the facts, multiple sources of data evidence will be

used.

The case study has been criticized for its potential for
bias and its lack of generalizability (Miles, 1979,
Stoecker, 1991). Advocates have countered these criticisms
in two primary ways. First, the advantages of the case
study in comparison to other research strategies are often
discussed. For example, Yin (1992) compared the case study

with four other evaluation methods, and discussed the
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differences of each method in terms of designing and

conducting evaluations.

Advocates have also developed various techniques that
strengthen case study results. For example, some
researchers promote the use of cross case comparison or case
surveys to increase the generalizability of the results and
thus increase external validity (Yin, 1981; Seashore Louis,
1982). The use of ‘triangulation’ is often espoused as a
method with which to strengthen the results of the case
study. Triangulation, also called ‘multimethod’ and
‘convergent validation’, is one of the most common
techniques used in case studies, as its use enables the
researcher to view qualitative and quantitative methods as

complementary, not contrasting methods (Jick, 1979: 602).

3.2 Triangulation

First introduced in the social sciences by Campbell and
Fiske (1959), ‘triangulation’ generally refers to the use of
multiple measures which are combined to test hypotheses (in
Fielding and Fielding, 1986). The idea of triangulation is
derived from navigational or military strategies or
surveying, where multiple viewpoints can be utilized to
locate an exact position, allowing for greater accuracy, a

process commonly used by geographers (Jick, 1979: 602). 1In
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case studies, the use of triangulation is used when

“...multiple sources are intended to be used in a converging
fashion, so that data should triangulate over the “facts” of
a case” (Yin, 1992: 131). Essentially, the rationale for
using triangulation is the fallibility of relying upon one
measure to represent social phenomena (Fielding and
Fielding, 1986: 29). By using multiple measures, the
weaknesses inherent in every single measure are compensated

by the strengths of the other measures (Eisenhardt, 1989).

Measures used in triangulation include: investigating a
situation at different times for temporal variability;
examining a situation using contrasting theories; and using
multiple researchers for data collection. Some of the more
prevalent measures include using various techniques within
the same method both to collect and analyze data (within-
method) and applying different methods to the same subject
(between-method) (Jick, 1979; Fielding and Fielding, 1982;

Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 1992).

This study primarily employed between-method measures. Lake
use was examined through a number<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>