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Abstract approved:

The purpose of this study was to answer the following question: What was the

perceived value to planners of incorporating information from ecotourists about their

perceived needs in the standard system presently being used to plan interpretation?

The Ecotourist Needs Assessment (ETNA) process was proposed as an external needs

assessment. To exemplify this process, an instrument called Ecotourist Needs Assess-

ment Instrument (ETNAI) was developed to collect input from ecotourists who visited

the Malheur National Wildlife Refuge. A case resulted from the process. The

ETNAI case was used to obtain planners' opinions about whether ETNA had value in

the context of data collection and inventory in interpretive planning.

The ETNAI case included developing and validating the ETNAI and

providing a procedure for implementing ETNAI. Upon completion of the ETNAI

case, an interview guide was developed and administered to interpretive planners.

Interpretive planners were asked how they currently plan interpretation and collect

information to decide interpretive topics. Other questions dealt with their feelings

regarding the usefulness of the ETNA and the data collected using the ETNA.
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The interpretive planners described the current system and provided

information about the proposed system (ETNA). Currently, decisions involving

interpretation are based on three factors: 1) money, 2) mandates/missions, and/or 3)

management. The interpretive planner chose outside (external) groups except during

a master planning process when the general public provided input. The outside

groups included: professionals, the public, and recreation providers. The current

methods used to collect information were informal or considered casual. When

contrasted with the proposed method, the interpretive planners felt the ETNA had

value. This was reflected in their suggestions for use:

As an evaluation tool after an interpretive program is given to a specif-
ic audience.

As a method to assess the interpretive needs of visitors and specific
audiences for interpretation.

As a technique to access visitors and the public, both general and
specific.

As a mechanism to collect data at public meetings.

As a systematic routine to develop interpretation, to provide feedback
for further development, and to evaluate interpretation embedded in the
site system.

As a method to effectively determine the distribution of funds.
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DETERMINATION OF THE VALUE TO PLANNERS OF INCORPORATING
ECOTOURIST NEEDS DATA IN THE INTERPRETIVE PLANNING PROCESS

I. INTRODUCTION

In many areas of the world, tourism has become the rationale for preservation

of the environment. The tourism industry highlights natural and cultural areas in

advertising and other promotional materials. Furthermore, tourism has evolved to a

point where natural resource managers and tourism industry professionals realize that

a state of symbiosis should exist so that mgutual benefits are derived from their

interaction (Budkowski, 1976).

Ecotourism, the strategy to coordinate this mutually beneficial relationship, has

been described as:

. . .travel to relatively undisturbed or uncontaminated [protected] areas
with the specific objective of studying, admiring, and enjoying the
scenery and its wild plants and animals, as well as any existing cultural
manifestations (both past and present) found in these areas. (Ceballos-
Lascurain, 1987, p. 10)

Protected areas are the most common locations for ecotourism, and, in the United

States, these areas include parks, forests, wildlife refuges, wilderness areas, and

monuments (Bureau of Land Management (BLM), 1990; Dasmann, 1984; Frome,

1984). Ecotourists, for the purposes of this study, are defined as visitors who travel

to protected areas for non-consumptive activities such as ". . secreation-aesthetics,

socio-cultural, scientific, educational, spiritual, and historical" (McNeely, 1988, p.

21).

Protected areas are characterized by their natural resources, cultural resources,

support infrastructure, and visitors and visitor services (Machlis & Tichnell, 1985).
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Management agencies of protected areas follow different mandates which permit

various numbers of visitors and visitor services. The National Park Service preserves

"the nation's prime natural and cultural resources for the enjoyment of the American

people" (Rosenow & Pulsipher, 1979, p. 93); on the other hand, the U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service (USFWS) "protects areas to the degree necessary to assure that the

wild animal populations contained within them continue to thrive" (Dasmann, 1984,

p. 358).

Traditionally, many managers of protected areas have emphasized natural re-

sources over visitors (Cooper, 1987). For example, a BLM document states that,

"except in a few areas, the BLM has not provided a well-coordinated public

information program. . .we also do not consistently provide on-the-ground public con-

tact" (BLM, 1990, p. 5). Also the National Park Service "rarely asks visitors what

needs improvement. . . [or] the adequacy of services and facilities" (National Parks

and Conservation Association, 1988, p. 62).

Recently, resource management agencies have broadened their focus to include

visitors and visitor services (BLM, 1990; U.S. Forest Service (USFS), 1988;

USFWS, 1991). As an example, the BLM has changed its traditional focus of

operation to include an additional focus on visitors:

Our objectives will be to expand our efforts to give the public an
opportunity for a better awareness and understanding of. . .the Public
Land resource. . secreational opportunities and assist them in their
quest for increased knowledge and a quality outdoor recreation expe-
rience. (BLM, 1990, p. 5)
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In order to accomplish these new goals, the BLM proposes to provide "visitor

services." They include visitor information centers, on-the-ground presence of BLM

professionals, and information about Public Lands (BLM, 1990). The National Park

Service has also set a similar goal (National Park and Conservation Association,

1988, p. 63).

An important part of visitor services is "interpretation" which is:

. . .an educational [or learning] activity which aims to reveal meanings
and relationships through the use of original objects, by firsthand
experience, and by illustrative media, rather than simply to com-
municate factual information. (Tilden, 1977, p. 8)

Interpretation has four basic objectives: 1) to assist the visitor in developing

awareness, appreciation and understanding of the area; 2) to accomplish man-

agement goals such as maintenance of wildlife habitat or preservation of

resources; 3) to promote public understanding and appreciation of an agency

and its programs (Sharpe, 1982); and 4) to orient visitors to such things as

recreational opportunities and scheduled events (Rosenow et al., 1979). Inter-

pretation includes the materials and techniques developed for use by visitors to

protected areas so that benefits are optimized during their visits (Moscardo,

1988). However, Watson (1989) points out that too often interpretive

programs:

. . .reflect the needs of the staff rather than the needs of the
park visitors. . .and park themes sometime revolve around the
interpreter's expertise and interests rather than on management
objectives or visitor expectations. (p. 80)



4

Interpretive activities are currently defined and implemented with an

interpretive planning process. This process includes seven phases (see Figure

1). They are, according to Sharpe (1982), objective setting, data collection

and inventory, data analysis, data synthesis, interpretive plan development,

interpretive plan implementation, and interpretive evaluation.

A critical phase in defining the content of interpretive information is

data collection and inventory. In this phase, planners identify unique

recreational or scenic lakes or sites, catalog cultural resources such as

archeological sites, and collect demographic characteristics of ecotourists who

are thought of as learners (Aldridge, 1972; Cooper, 1987; Dewar, 1989;

Sharpe, 1982; Traweek & Veverka, 1979). The expertise of members of an

Advisory Team is sought by planners when needed. The Advisory Team is

made up of subject matter experts such as archaeologists, biologists,

accessibility professionals, and representatives of the public (Read, Bacon &

Pollock, 1991). Contributions from the public to the planning process are

made through meetings called by the agency to respond to controversial issues

or provide information to the master planning process. Information related to

interpretation is gathered at these meetings by noting comments (McGowan,

1991).

Currently, ecotourists are neither asked regularly nor systematically

about what they need or want in interpretation (Cooper, 1987; Watson, 1989).
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As it is now practiced by resource management agencies, the interpretive

planning system does not have a systematic process to collect or use

information from ecotourists about their perceived interpretive information

needs. Figure 2 highlights how information from ecotourists could be

incorporated within Sharpe's (1982) original planning model. This revised

model (see Figure 2) also reflects the change reported by Shetty (1992) and

Albrecht (1988), as resource management agencies move from an orientation

focused primarily on resources to one which includes the "customer " or

visitor. This orientation change requires processes to collect and incorporate

data from ecotourists. This approach to interpretive planning parallels that of

educational systems planning. Educational systems planning includes a

mechanism to incorporate learner needs in what is termed a "needs

assessment" (Kaufman, 1988).

An educational needs assessment includes "identifying, scoping, docu-

menting and justifying educational needs, prioritizing them, and selecting

needs" (Kaufman, 1988, p. 15). Needs assessment ". . .provides the basic

information for setting valid goals to better assure us that our educational

`product' is relevant to what the learner requires" (Kaufman, 1972, p. 5).

Education planners compile needs assessment information so that educational

products apply to the concerns of the learner (Kaufman, 1988; Rossett, 1987;

Kowalski, 1988). The participants in a needs assessment should represent the
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". . .actual world of learners, educators [planners] and community" (Kaufman,

1988; p. 70), and they should be considered in ". . .any useful needs

assessment" (p. 64). Information on and about the learner is an essential part

of the data, and not only includes their desired outcomes, but also indicates

their readiness to engage in learning activities to improve deficiencies. When

a needs assessment includes learners, educators, and members of the

community it is termed an external needs assessment (Kaufman & English,

1979) because such planning relates to the world outside of the organization

when identifying skills, knowledge and attitudes. When the focus of the needs

assessment is on the organization's ". . .policies, procedures, and history

[becoming] the frame of reference for thinking and doing. . ." (p. 66), it is

defined as an internal needs assessment (Kaufman & English, 1979).

Currently, resource management agencies tend to conduct internal needs

assessments. That is, useful goals, objectives, methods, and means are

identified internally by the organization. External identification of needs of

ecotourists is not overtly considered.

Based on the revised planning model identified in Figure 2, an

ecotourist needs assessment (ETNA) (see Figure 3) has been proposed to

illustrate how an external needs assessment could be constructed and

incorporated in the interpretive planning process. The ETNA includes data

from planners, the Advisory Team, and ecotourists. Several mechanisms

could be used to collect data from ecotourists. Needs assessment methods



Figure 3: Ecotourist Needs Assessment (ETNA)
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include focus groups, one-on-one interviews, observations, collecting data

from existing sources, and survey instruments (Rossett, 1986; Zemke &

Kramlinger, 1989). The significant value of conducting such a needs

assessments is recognized in the literature (Ostroff & Ford, 1990; Zemke &

Kramlinger, 1989; Rossett, 1986; Kaufman, 1972, 1988). As it is now

practiced in the standard system of interpretation, the ecotourist does not

systematically participate in planning, that is, an ecotourist needs assessment is

not being used. In order for a new process to be added to the interpretive

planning system, the planners must perceive data from ecotourists as having

value. Value is an immediate determinant of behavior, and governs an

individual's intention to action (Clawson, 1968; Gaus, 1990). This study is

based on the assumption that as a result of valuing these data, planners would

be more likely to use and collect it. This needs assessment would become

more external- -that is, more data would be collected from individuals and

groups outside the organization.

Purpose and Significance of the Study

The purpose of this study was to determine the value to planners of

incorporating information from ecotourists about their perceived needs in the

standard system used to plan interpretation in order to assess whether the

planners felt including ecotourist needs data (ETNA) could alter the content of

interpretation at Malheur National Wildlife Refuge. Providing relevant

interpretive information which incorporates visitors' needs or wants helps
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avoid the negative experience of a "mediocre visit," which a recent

Department of the Interior publication (1991) described as one in which the

visitor fails to experience ". . .that spark which leads to a lifetime of curiosity

and assures a return visit" (p. 1).

Avoidance of a "mediocre visit" is most important as the hotel,

restaurant, and attraction industries have long sought the return visitor as a

mainstay in successful establishments and as a steady source of revenue (Lewis

& Chambers, 1989; Morrison & Mill, 1985). Visitor satisfaction, enjoyment,

and education are essential components of the visitor experience, one that

appreciates or depreciates over time (Jafari, 1983; McIntosh & Goeldner,

1992). Environmentalists and conservationists also believe that when visitors'

needs are met at natural areas without detriment to the resource there will be:

a society where nature and its resources are better understood,
appreciated and valued;

greater support for the continuing work of protection and
conservation in existing and in new national parks;

a new sustainable industry which has the potential to contribute
significantly to the local, regional and national economies; and

more priceless global treasures, appropriately managed, so that
they can be displayed to the world. (Corkill, 1988, p. 22)

Incorporating ecotourist interpretive information needs as depicted by

the ETNA model (see Figure 3) would: 1) improve interpretive planning

practices by applying educational needs assessment methods to interpretation;

2) enhance the quality of interpretation by providing information that meets
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ecotourist perceived needs; and 3) provide a mechanism for planners to

improve their ability to provide interpretive experiences for visitors to natural

areas. By doing so, the "spark" or positive experience may then be struck

more consistently and predictably for the ecotourist, more satisfaction would

result with the goal of enhancing preservation and conservation of resources.
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

Ecotourism is a new term representing an old venture. In the 1800s, people

travelled on safaris to Africa, Asia, and the Americas to hunt, gather, and observe the

wildlife, and to learn more about indigenous cultures. Since then the number of

hunting safaris has decreased, but the number of individuals travelling to experience

wildlife, plants, and has ecology increased tremendously (Ashton, 1991). The U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (1982) indicated that 29 million U.S. citizens

prize ecotourism activities, and these individuals participated in 310 million nature

trips in 1980. Operators who specialize in ecotourism trips to developing countries

recorded an increase in the demand for non-consumptive types of tours. For

example, Journeys International, an ecotourism tour operator, saw business for tours

to Costa Rican parks increase 50% from the 1987-1988 season to the 1988-1989 sea-

son (Boo, 1990).

Ecotourism preserves natural resources by providing an economic alternative

to the use or destruction of resources normally employed in agriculture, wildlife

harvest and other human life sustaining activities (for example, firewood and housing

materials) (Smith, 1991). In Kenya, each lion's estimated worth is $27,000 a year as

a tourist attraction, and each elephant herd's value is $610,000 per year in visitor

spending. The parks yield earnings of $40 per hectare per year which is 50 times
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more than most agricultural projects. Tourism in Kenya earns the most foreign

exchange, and most of Kenya's tourism is nature-based (McNeely, 1988). In Costa

Rica, tourism is the second largest earner of foreign exchange after coffee with 47%

of tourism being ecotourism (Larreur, 1990). Rwanda's gorilla attraction in the Parc

National des Volcans generates approximately $1 million a year in entrance fees, and

produces $9 million indirectly (Vedder, 1988).

In the following literature review ecotourism sites or protected areas

constituted the type of location for the current study. Ecotourists refer to those

individuals used to validate the needs assessment instrument, that is, the Ecotourist

Needs Assessment Instrument (ETNAI). Interpretation was the learning activity

investigated, and development of the ETNAI required investigation of the literature

related to content organizers used in interpretation. Disparity was revealed between

the interpretive planning process and educational systems planning which

supported the purpose of the study; the missing piece was an ecotourist needs

assessment. Needs assessment, general systems theory, and interpretive planning

literature provided a framework for development of the interview guide, and

subsequently accomplishing the purpose of this study. Literature on perceived value

was outlined to support the thesis that if something is seen as having value there is an

intention to action or use.
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Ecotourism

For the purpose of this paper, ecotourism is defined as:

. . .travel to relatively undisturbed or uncontaminated natural areas
with the specific objective of studying, admiring and enjoying the
scenery, and its wild plants and animals, as well as, any existing
cultural manifestations(both past and present) found in these
areas. (Ceballos-Lascurain, 1991, p. 10)

Key components of ecotourism include ". . .taking care not to alter the integrity of

the ecosystem while producing economic opportunities that make the conservation of

natural resources beneficial to local people" (The Ecotourism Society, 1991, p. 1).

The proponents of ecotourism are struggling to define themselves and ecotourism, to

identify an ecotourism structure and quality for success, and to establish an empirical

and theoretical framework for ecotourism. The scarcity of theoretical or empirical

studies is evident in this review. Case studies are the basis for most of the current

work.

Ecotourism also reflects the growing trend toward sustainable development of

resources which depends upon interaction between biological, economic and social

systems (Tisdell, 1990). Theorists offer models to illustrate these relationships. Such

agencies as the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service (USFWS) are adopting new missions to include ecotourists in protected areas

under their management.

Structure and Studies

The number of protected areas, the primary setting for ecotourism, has grown

to 3,500 in 136 countries. Protected areas include scientific reserves, national parks,
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national monuments, wildlife sanctuaries, protected landscapes, resource reserves,

anthropological reserves, and managed resource areas. The development of tourism

in or adjacent to these areas is one of the methods to obtain economic benefit from

natural resources (Dixon and Sherman, 1990; McNeely, 1988).

Fifty-six percent of the world's 3,500 protected areas are in industrialized

nations. In the United States alone, the national park system encompasses 38 national

parks and 41 national monuments. The USFWS protects 127 wild areas (Dasmann,

1984). The U.S. Forest Service (USFS) administers over 30% of the total land area

of the U.S. (Frome, 1984), and the BLM governs the use of 271 million acres in 11

western states (BLM, 1990).

Although a larger percentage of protected areas are located in industrialized

nations, lesser developed countries have been the typical location for ecotourism. The

literature reports examples of ecotourism in South and Central America (Boo, 1990a);

Africa (Laarman & Durst, 1987; Pa llan, 1988; Pearce, Barbier and Markandya, 1990;

Western, 1984); China (The Ministry of Forestry, 1984); and Nepal (Jeffries, 1984;

Pearce et al., 1990). Case studies in these locales form an important initial

framework for understanding ecotourism. Empirical studies, largely unavailable at

this point because of the newness of the ecotourism industry, tend to be descriptive

(Boo, 1990; Durst & Ingram, 1988; Durst & Ingram, 1987a; Ingram & Durst, 1989;

Ingram & Durst, 1987).
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Models

Fennell and Eagles (1990) assembled a conceptual framework of ecotourism

using Costa Rica as their example (see Figure 4). The hub of this framework is the

"Resource Tour" which supplies tourists visiting lesser developed countries with a

method for access to protected areas. The tour operator mediates between resource

managers and the tourist.

A critical component of this framework is visitor management which controls

the type and quantity of activity that occurs at the site. This control ultimately affects

the level of enjoyment that visitors experience (Fennel & Eagles, 1990). If travellers

are satisfied, they will return and will also advertise the quality of their experience to

others, resulting in additional economic gain (Read et al., 1991; Roth & Hodgson,

1977).

Wright and Machlis (1985) present another model using human ecology and

park management systems (see Figure 5). Visitors dominate the system and affect

most of the other subsystems. The park ecosystem is embedded in a larger regional

area which affects the park and vice-versa. Transportation, watersheds, wildlife

ranges, and local and national economies comprise parts of the regional environment

affecting a particular park (Machlis & Tichnell, 1985).
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Figure 5: Diagram of a Park Ecosystem
(1) energy, (2) materials, (3) information, (4) money, and
(5) individuals.
Source: Wright & Machlis (1984, p. 20)
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Ecotourism in the United States

As seen in the preceding models, the visitor is a dominant component in

protected areas, but visitors traditionally do not receive much attention from manage-

ment agencies such as the BLM, USFWS, or USFS that focus on the natural resource

(BLM, 1990; USFS, 1988; USFWS, 1985). However, the visitor industry is

emerging as an integral part of the missions and policies of these management

agencies. For example, "creating customer satisfaction" is part of the USFS Nation-

al Forest Recreation Strategy. The USFS seeks customer satisfaction through a

philosophy that charges the agency to:

. . .listen to our customers and partners, and communicate with them,.

. .seek out their ideas and thoughts on how we could do a better job
together. . .and. . .provide interpretive information and environmental
education as an important part of outdoor recreation. . . promot[ing] a
better understanding of the long-term compatibility of people living in
harmony with nature. (USFS, 1988, p. 8)

Visitor service is also part of the most recent BLM strategic plan. "The BLM will

place a priority on providing for a variety of public recreation opportunities and

experiences through visitor awareness, information, interpretation, and

protection" (BLM, 1988, p. 2).

Perhaps resource management agencies are experiencing the demand for a shift

to Total Quality Management (TQM) and Service Management as seen in business

and industry, public institutions, and other enterprises. Both TQM and Service

Management require that the quality of products and services be defined by the

customer, with the customer providing the ". . .driving force for the operation of the

[organization)" (Albrecht, 1988, p. 20). This shift develops into "an obsession"
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within the organization to be in ". . .tune with customer's needs, attitudes,

perceptions, [and] values" (Albrecht, 1988, p. 20). Research is constantly conducted

to deduce customer perceptions, and training is done to ensure that employees

understand and use the results of the research. A comparison is constantly occurring

between the attributes of the current products and services of the organization and

customer expectations. The customer becomes the head of the organization

influencing all its functions and operations (Albrecht, 1988; Deming, 1986;

Feigenbaum, 1983; Juran, 1988; Shetty, 1992).

Ecotourist

The customer for resource management agencies are "users" of protected

areas. In this study, non-consumptive users or ecotourists are defined as learners

also. Their visitation to protected areas is the primary reason interpretation is in

place. The literature focuses on characterizing visitors to ". . .establish the level and

content of the interpretive message" (Sharpe, 1982, p. 9); Sharpe (1982) lists such

characteristics as age, education, cultural background, residence and other

demographic information (cf. Read et al., 1991; Sharpe, 1982; USFWS, 1984).

Some researchers have expressed the opinion that "time has been wasted surveying

the sociological profile of visitors" because there is no way to measure the behavior at

sites, and no "textbook for an instant answer" on how to interpret to visitors

(USFWS, 1984, p. 1.3). However, there is basic agreement that interpretation should

be adapted to ecotourist audiences because the visitor base is becoming more and

more stratified as special interest groups flock to certain areas but not to others (Ham,
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Sutherland & Maganck, 1991). Special interest groups seek out sites that contain

features that meet the groups' distinct needs (Boo, 1990a). Inclusion of ecotourist

information needs can create a learning environment where visitors and, eventually,

the agencies, are better served. The best strategy for doing this is to involve the

visitor in the systematic planning of interpretation.

Learning Models

Interpretation is seen as a form of self-instruction or self-directed learning

(Oddi, 1987; Rogers, 1986). The self-directed adult visitor is the individual of

concern in this study. One model of adult, self-directed learning is that of Knowles'

(1978) who described a model of human learning (andragogy). In andragogy, an

instructor prepares for instruction through each of the following stages: 1)

establishing a climate conducive to learning; 2) creating a mechanism for mutual

planning; 3) diagnosing the needs for learning; 4) formulating program objectives

(content); 5) designing a pattern of learning experiences; 6) conducting these learning

experiences with suitable techniques and materials; and 7) evaluating the learning

outcomes and rediagnosing learning needs. The application of andragogical principles

to the planning of interpretation means incorporating visitors' participation throughout

the planning process. Of particular interest in this study is the participation of

learners in the planning of their instruction.

Participation in planning instruction is inherent in the literature on adult

learning and instruction (Darkenwald & Merriam, 1982; Kaufman, 1988; Knowles,

1978; Rogers, 1986; Tough, 1971). The results of empirical studies conducted to test
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effects of learner participation in planning has been mixed. Studies have included the

effect of learner participation on achievement and satisfaction (Rosenblum &

Darkenwald, 1983), achievement, retention and attitude (Cole & Glass, 1977), and

achievement and attitude (McLoughlin, 1971). Rosenblum and Darkenwald (1983)

found no effects on achievement and satisfaction when learners participated in

planning instruction. Cole & Glass (1977) found participation in planning had no

effect on retention but positively affected achievement and attitude toward the

learning. McLoughlin (1971) found learners who participate in program planning

have more positive attitudes about the educational experience, more satisfaction with

the instruction, and perceived the instruction as being more useful. Achievement in

the instruction was not affected by participation in planning.

Classifying the Ecotourist

The information available on the ecotourist is sparse. Most information known

of ecotourist is very general or collected as part of a case study.

Lindberg (1991) classifies "nature tourists" into four types:

Type 1. Hard-core Nature Tourists: Scientific researchers or
members of tours who travel for specific purposes such
as education, removal of litter, or similar purposes.

Type 2. Dedicated Nature Tourists: People who take trips to see
protected areas and to understand local natural and cultural
history.

Type 3 Mainstream Nature Tourists: People who visit unusual
places just to take an unusual trip.

Type 4 Casual Nature Tourists: People who partake of nature as
part of a broader trip. (p. 2)
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The ecotourist in this study is an individual who travels to partake of environmentally

based tourism that does not consume the resources. They could be a Type 1-Hard-

core Nature Tourist, a Type 2-Dedicated Nature Tourist, or Type 3 Mainstream

Nature Tourist.

Ecotourists have also been divided into "do-it-yourself" ecotourists, ecotourists

as part of organized tours, and those in school and scientific groups. "Do-it-

yourselfers" or tourists that travel on their own agenda, are the largest number of

ecotourists in developed nations. Retirees and single women make up most of the

tours visiting more exotic and inaccessible locales such as the Antarctic. These tours

are generally expensive, and the travellers demand high quality lodging, food, and

entertainment. School groups or scientific groups prefer inexpensive facilities and

higher grade educational opportunities (Kusler 1990).

A "true" ecotourist travels with a purpose and wants to see the trip as

meaningful (Boo, 1990a). In lesser developed countries, ecotourism attracts

"desirable" types of visitors that are "wholesome." Ecotourists stay in the country for

longer periods of time and focus on the environment (Laarman & Durst, 1987a).

Empirical Studies on the Ecotourist

In a recent survey conducted by the Defenders of Wildlife (1990), the "wildlife

viewer" in the United States prefer moderately priced motels (69%), restaurants

(72%), and picnics or box lunches (67%). The automobile is the most used form of

transportation. Travel is usually to an area 10 to 100 miles (53%), or over 100 miles

away (41%).
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A study conducted by the World Wildlife Fund (Boo, 1990) provides some

descriptive data about visitors to ecotourism sites in Belize, Mexico, Costa Rica,

Dominica, and Ecuador. The number of visitors travelling to protected areas using

tour groups ranged from 19.9% to 28% of the respondents; the portion varied by

location. The mean age range for the respondents was 36.9 to 47 years. The mean

income level was $40,000 per year with ecotourists visiting an area for a specific

reason whether for its geology, animals, birds, plants, volcanoes, or rare species.

Interpretation

Ecotourism helps maintain protected areas, and visitor services are an integral

part of the protected area system. Interpretation, a component of visitor services, has

been defined as:

. . .an educational [learning] activity which aims to reveal meanings
and relationships through the use of original objects, by firsthand
experience, and by illustrative media, rather than simply to com-
municate factual information. (Tilden, 1977, p. 8)

Interpretation basically engages the learner in an educational process and is developed

by planners employed by resource management agencies, such as the BLM, or

USFWS. Interpretation uses nontraditional instructional techniques such as interactive

displays and live exhibits to gain and retain the attention of learners. The learners

use their leisure time to visit protected areas, and therefore, the information must be

presented in a lively, enjoyable fashion to capture the attention of the learner in an

unstructured environment (Roth & Hodgson, 1977).
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Case studies (Boo, 1990; Durst, 1986; Durst, 1986a; Laarman, 1986; I carman

& Durst, 1987; Wilson, 1987; Wilson, 1987a) point out the dearth of interpretive

information at ecotourism sites worldwide. In these studies ecotourists reported a

lack of technical information and checklists, guidebooks and interpretive centers, or

distribution centers for pamphlets, maps, and trained tour guides.

The BLM and USFWS express interest in providing a program of visitor

services to individuals who are visiting southeastern Oregon. Currently, in

southeastern Oregon "virtually nothing exists to tell people where they can camp or

canoe, where to see sandhill cranes, or the best time to look for alpine flowers"

(Department of the Interior, 1991, p. 1).

Interpretation Models

A model adapted from Richey (1986) presents the different components

involved in a successful interpretive encounter (see Figure 6). The visitor, content,

environment, and delivery are fundamental parts of the encounter.

To learn, each visitor (learner) calls upon certain characteristics such as

capacity to learn; competence in reading or information processing; vocational, leisure

and family experience; and attitudes and values that are subject-related and

motivational. The content of the interpretive encounter contains three areas: the type

of learning task, the mental operation required, and the subject matter. The environ-

ment describes the ecotourism site where interpretation occurs and includes external

influences, facilities, and the interaction of the visitor and management agency

personnel. The delivery includes the educational strategy, original objects and



Figure 6: The Components of the Interpretive Encounter
Source: Adapted from Richey (1986, p. 134)



28

illustrative media outlined in the definition of interpretation, the sequence, form and

tactics for presentation, and the scope, whether a large visitor center or a single

display. All these components are necessary for a successful interpretive encounter.

After observation and years of developing and implementing interpretation,

Tilden (1977) has identified the following principles to be considered for quality

interpretation:

Any interpretation that does not somehow relate what is being displayed
or described to something within the personality or experience of the
visitor will be sterile.

Information, as such, is not Interpretation. Interpretation is revelation
based upon information, but they are entirely different things.
However, all interpretation includes information.

Interpretation is an art, which combines many arts, whether the
materials presented are scientific, historical or architectural. Any art is
in some degree teachable.

The chief aim of interpretation is not instruction, but provocation.
(provoking interest into action and seeking additional knowledge)

Interpretation should aim to present a whole rather than a part, and
must address itself to the whole [person] rather than any phase.

Interpretation addressed to children should not be a dilution of the
presentation to adults, but should follow a fundamentally different ap-
proach. To be at its best it will require a separate program. (p. 9)

Tilden (1977) stresses providing a "whole" and presenting ideas related to the

experience of the visitor. Thus, interpretation should use key ideas that "trigger

recall of chains of concepts and assist in organizing subject areas in the individual's

mind" (p. 49). To this end, many organizations use a topical approach, employing an

overall "theme" for the area, and organized subthemes which support the main theme
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(Traweek & Veverka, 1979).

Interpretive Content Organizers

Interpretive content can be organized several ways: by objective, by location,

by contact level at the site, by general content, or by institutional guidelines. Content

organizers were used to identify categories, scales, and items included on the survey

instrument (ETNAI) in this study.

Objectives for Interpretation

Sharpe (1982) defined three basic objectives that direct the determination of

content: a) to assist the visitor in developing awareness, appreciation and under-

standing of the area; b) to accomplish management goals; and c) to promote public

understanding and appreciation of an agency and its programs (Sharpe, 1982).

Furthermore, Rosenow and Pulsipher (1979) have noted that interpretive information

orients visitors not only geographically but also to events and facilities at the site.

Location of Interpretation

Information may reach a visitor in three locations: at the visitor's residence or

community, enroute to the site, or at the site (Rosenow & Pulsipher, 1979).

Information first encountered at visitors' residences can take many forms including

media advertising, informational articles, guide books, word-of-mouth, brochures,

maps, as well as, informational talks at local schools or resource-oriented clubs such

as the Audubon Society and Sierra Club.

Communication enroute to the area could be billboards, guides, visitor centers,

word-of-mouth, radio spots, brochures obtained at chambers of commerce or
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convention and visitors bureaus, information from hotels and restaurants,

computerized information systems, maps, directories, or signs.

Interpretation, however, traditionally begins at the site, in visitor orientation

answering the questions what? where? when? how? how much? and makes the

visitors' experience more meaningful (eg., identification of animals and explanation of

bird behavior). Visitors also develop an understanding and appreciation of the area

(Rosenow & Pulsipher, 1979). On-site communication takes many forms. It can be

self-guided or guided, presented visually or by audiotape, or can make use of signs or

brochures. The types of information presented range from the general to the specific

to meet the three objectives of interpretation by providing information to orient

visitors to the facilities and geography of the area.

Five Levels of Visitor Contact at the Site

The model in Figure 7 outlines five levels of visitor contact in an Information

Flow Model (Cape lle, 1985). Pre-Visit Information acquaints the visitor with the

existence of the site and its resources together with basic information about the site.

First Site Contact provides introductory information that orients the visitor. Day-Use

and/or Accommodation Destinations include on-site and off-site resources and

opportunities. Activity Destinations outline recreational and educational opportunities

available at the site such as trails, viewing areas, programming sites, and facilities.

The final level, the Post-Visit, provides information the person can take home such as

brochures, posters, and books ( Capelle 1985). This model stresses orientation and

emphasizes media techniques.
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General Content of Interpretive Information

An exploratory study completed by Washburne (1972) indicates twelve types

of topics reported by visitors when learning from interpretation (see Table 1).

Topics accomplished two objectives, that is, increasing visitor awareness, and

orienting visitors to the site. Interpretation did not accomplish the other objectives,

that is, information did not promote public understanding of the agency and its

programs or accomplish management goals. Subject areas addressing awareness and

appreciation were further aggregated into five categories: violence and destructive

influences, mammals and birds, general environment and scenery, land-shaping pro-

cesses, and ecological relationships (Washburne 1972).

Institutional Guidelines

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The USFWS (1984) outlines points for inclusion in interpretation at refuges.

Information should:

Highlight key resources/issues
Pre-answer visitors' questions
Guide visitors to the station
Guide visitors on the station
Cover only topics relevant to readers
Cover public uses
Contain over 90% positive tone
Highlight seasonal opportunities
Cover only important history
Not insult or "play" favorites with visitors
Reference information sources. (p. 5.1)

These points provide guidelines for identifying content presented, and for designing

strategies to display content to visitors at wildlife refuges.
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Table 1
List of Topics Visitors Reported Learning from Interpretation

Subject Number of visitors
indicating each subject

Identification of objects 105

Specific characteristics or relationships, facts 100

Natural history 28

General "Nature", etc. 26

Human history or recent natural events 20

Orientation and localities, names of places 19

How to participate in some recreational activity and
equipment required

11

Human activities and industry 8

What's in the park or area 8

Conservation, "environment" 5

Recreational conditions and dangers 3

Relating to or expanding on past experience 1

Other responses 2

Total 336
Source: Washburne (1972, p. 135).
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The USFWS also sets guidelines for preparing the interpretive portions of the

Public Use Management Plan which is a section in the Refuge Management Plan.

The policy for interpretation states that the National Wildlife Refuge System will

II
. . .provide the public with quality interpretation of fish and wildlife and their

habitats, cultural resources, and scientific resource management practices" (USFWS,

1985, p. 4.1). To identify interpretive content, a planner may consult the field station

strategic plan for topic ideas. Planners are advised to look at resources that have

regional and national significance and cover issues that are pertinent to station objec-

tives (USFWS, 1985).

In the past, data gathered about visitors by the USFWS included use patterns,

costs to serve certain audiences, media selection preferences, and carrying capacity

(USFWS, 1985). Again, USFWS focuses on the resource, and the interpretive

planner identifies topics to be addressed.

National Parks

Another classification strategy has been developed by the Food and

Agricultural Organization (FAO) (1976) to inventory interpretive resources at national

parks and includes three categories of interpretive resources: geological features,

biological features and human history. Furthermore, FAO (1976) recommends

collecting information about visitors including residence, group size, age, education

level, length of stay, number of times visiting site, and transportation mode. This

strategy targets creating awareness, appreciation and understanding of the resources;

no mention is made of management goals or the agency and its programs.
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Summary

Initial categories used to structure content for the ETNAI included the

objectives of interpretation: Visitor Awareness, Understanding, and Appreciation of

the Area; Management Goals; Understanding of the Agency; and Visitor Orientation.

The first objective Visitor Awareness, Understanding, and Appreciation of the Area

was further divided into three scales: Biological Features, Geological Features, and

Human History.

Planning: Internal and External Models

Overview

Any type of instruction, including interpretation, requires planning.

Educational systems planning uses an external systems approach to identify, justify,

and meet learner needs (Kaufman, 1988). Management agencies such as USFS and

USFWS have also suggested a systems approach to develop "The Plan" for

interpretation (Read et al., 1991; Richey, 1986; Sharpe, 1982) (see Figure 8). These

two systems approach parallel each other in their composition, however, there is a

substantive difference in how needs are assessed Analysis and Data Collection and

Inventory. In an external educational systems planning model, planners, learners,

and members of the community provide information. In interpretive planning, most

information for determining interpretation comes internally from within the resource

management agency.
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An internal needs assessment uses information obtained from sources within an

organization. The organization is seen as the ". . .starting point for planning,

changing or doing" and is the "beginning and end for all activity" (Kaufman &

English, 1979, p. 66). Limiting learning program content to needs assessment data

gathered within an organization ". . .limits the degrees of freedom for renewal and

revision to the borders of that organization" so that change occurs in the organization,

but goals and objectives of the organization do not change (Kaufman & English,

1979, p. 69). Kowalski (1988) espouses a similar viewpoint and uses the term, "non-

integrated program planning," to describe internal program planning that occurs in

isolation. Non-integrated program planning occurs without an amalgamation of needs

and values of learners and community with the needs and values of the sponsoring

organization.

An external needs assessment, on the other hand, includes data collected from

sources outside the organization whereby the organization is scrutinized along with the

learning activity in question. Kowalski (1988) advocates collecting information from

the learner, the organization, and the learning environment for integrated program

planning. An external needs assessment or use of integrated program planning could

cause trepidation within an organization as its goals and objectives are questioned,

conflict occurs, predictability is lacking, and results are unkindly met by people in

power. On the other hand incorporating data from outside sources could: a) reduce

the margin for planning error, b) increase community exchanges with the

organization, and c) result in more informed decisions about course content,
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sequencing and objectives (Kowalski, 1988; Kaufman & English, 1979).

Both program planning models (external/integrated and internal/non-integrated)

may be systematic or non-systematic in the way needs and data are collected and

analyzed. For the purposes of this study, attention will be centered on systematic

planning models only.

General Systems Theory

The focus of this study is on determining the value of incorporating ecotourist

needs data in the current system for collecting and inventorying data in planning

interpretation. This alters the system, described above, requiring an analysis of the

data collection and inventory process. Analysis of systems not only evaluates the

current system but also evaluates the system that could occur with the inclusion of

new input, i.e., the current system and the proposed system (Romiszowski, 1984).

Systems theory is based on the assumption that "our world is ordered and rational"

(Richey, 1986, p. 34), and strives to explain relationships and impacts of elements

internal and external to the system (Richey, 1986).

Description and Structure of a Systematic Planning Model

A system is "a set of objects together with relationships between the objects

and between their attributes" (Hall & Fagen, 1975, p. 52). Banathy (1968) expands

this definition to note that a system should have a purpose, processes, and content.

The purpose tells the direction of the system and the processes to be accomplished.

Content is chosen for its ability to accomplish the processes. Besides the processes in

the interior of the system, the system itself has inputs, outputs, and feedback. An



39

input is material upon which the system operates, and an output results from the

processes of the system or subsystem. Feedback stabilizes and adjusts the system

(Banathy, 1968). Systems can also be either open or closed. Open systems receive

input from other systems and subsystems external to itself. Closed systems do not

interact with the external environment (Richey, 1986). Figure 9 illustrates the

organization of an open systems environment. The system of interest is made up of

subsystems upon subsystems embedded in even larger systems and subsystems. An

input is information coming into the system, and an output is information flowing out

of the system. Ultimately the system environment includes not only the immediate

environment but also all the larger systems at all higher levels (Banathy, 1968;

Richey,1986; Silvern, 1972).

In this study the system of interest is the interpretive planning process (see

Figure 1). The purpose of this system is to develop an interpretation program at a

protected area. The processes to be accomplished include the subsystems or steps in

the system such as objective writing, data collecting, and data analyzing. Content

involves the workings of the components within each of the subsystems or processes.

In the case of interpretation, the content of data collection and inventory includes data

collection methods, the planners, inventory items, and the Advisory Team members.

The interpretive planning process system is embedded in larger systems mainly the

natural area, the management agency, the community, and the visitor industry. The

interpretive planning process should receive inputs from these systems. Processing is

performed by planners. The output, interpretive exhibits and programs, are placed
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into the natural area, the agency, the community, the global environment and visitor

industry systems.

A system changes if a new element is added. When a system is added to a

system, it becomes a larger system (Silvern, 1972). Change occurs when any new

input enters a system. Consequently the results of the purpose, process and content

change. In the present interpretive planning system, the subsystem or process called

data collection and inventory, produces demographic information collected from

visitors along with a catalog of natural and cultural features. However, with a needs

assessment as described in this study, information from visitors would be added to the

system. This would affect each subsequent subsystem. The process of analyzing a

system includes examining what is currently being done in the current system, and

what could be happening based on a new input into the proposed system

(Romiszowski, 1984). This process of analysis was used in this study as a basis for

compiling research questions and questions for the interviews.

Internal Planning Model: Interpretive Planning

An example of an internal planning model is the current interpretive planning

system because a majority of the information is gathered within the organization. The

current interpretive planning system begins with forming objectives and continues to

evaluation (see Figures 1 and 8) (Sharpe, 1982). Individuals undertaking the

interpretive planning process are known in this study as "planners." Initially, the

following broad goal-based question is asked as a focus for subsequent planning

number one, objectives: "Why is interpretive planning occurring?" For example, the
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overall goal for the Columbia Gorge interpretation is ". . .to provide for the

enhancement and protection of the scenic, cultural, recreational, and natural resources

of the Gorge." A secondary goal could be that "interpretive activities will help attract

visitors, or visitors will enjoy their trips more" (Read et al., 1991, p. 28).

The second stage--the target for this study--is data collection and inventory.

During this step, planners gather information about natural factors, cultural factors

and visitors (see Table 2). Guidelines for interpretive planning recommend that

planners accumulate basic demographic information about visitors (FAO, 1976; Fogg,

1975; National Park and Conservation Association, 1988; Read et al. 1991; Sharpe

1982; USFWS, 1985). In the past, techniques for collecting information about

visitors were haphazard, and the kinds of information assembled largely depended on

what the planners thought necessary rather than on what visitors believed was

important (Watson, 1989; Bradley, 1982). Currently, data collection is centered on

the resource considerations rather than those relating to visitors. For example, an

inventory of park features, such as types of trees, and most significant natural and

cultural attractions may be used to highlight features with the greatest significance.

Typically a theme is developed around a resource feature. The visitors' needs come

into play later when the media is chosen (Aldridge 1972; Cooper, 1987; National

Park and Conservation Association, 1988; Traweek & Veverka, 1979; Watson, 1989).



Table 2
Data Collection and Inventory Categories

Information Needs

Public Input Natural Factors Cultural Factors

Source
Public interest groups
Private interest groups
Governmental agencies

Information
Issues
Concerns

Interest

Lithosphere
Geology
Soils
Topography

Hydrosphere
Freshwater Lakes

and Streams
Saltwater

Marshes
Estuaries
Bays

Biosphere
Flora
Fauna

Atmosphere
Climate
Microclimate

Regulations, Legislation
Local
Regional
State
National

Population
Demographics
Densities
Trends
Grouping

Interpretive uses
Locational requirements
Operational

requirements
Compatibilities
Environmental Impacts

Media Options
Effective communication

Operational
requirements

Perceptual
Auditory
Visual

Historical
Human use
Customs-traditions

Archeological
Ancient sites
Artifacts

Land use
Forms

Recreation
Commercial
Industrial
Agricultural
Urban
Transportation

Characteristics
Patterns
Capacities
Densities
Trends
Ownership
Value

Source: Sharpe (1982, p. 91).
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Currently, data collection and inventory of learners' needs are addressed in delivery

rather than in content determination (Beechel, 1975; Bultena, Field & Renninger,

1984; Fazio & Gilbert, 1974; Holt, 1984; Machlis & Field, 1974; Mahaffey, 1970;

Reyburn & Knudson, 1975; Seven, 1980).

The analysis and synthesis stage parallel the design phase in educational

systems planning. The analysis stage includes an examination and evaluation of the

information collected during data collection and inventory. Through synthesis,

themes are developed, alternatives identified, and implications for use investigated

(Cooper, 1987; Sharpe, 1982).

The next stage includes the actual writing of the Interpretive Plan for an area.

This plan diagrams the overall concept, media selection, budgets, and schedules for

implementation. Implementation is the stage where the plan is actually executed. At

this stage, planners follow the Interpretive Plan to set up the displays, create visuals,

deal with budgetary constraints, staffing requirements, and land acquisition in

preparation for visitor edification. Evaluation is a monitoring process which

continually seeks information about how the interpretation is affecting the

environment and the visitor. This is the final step in the planning process. Feedback

loops serve the function of helping to evaluate all stages of the process (Read et al.,

1991; Sharpe, 1982).

While the interpretive planning model closely resembles an educational

systems planning model, currently interpretive planning does not directly assess the

learners' needs. The data collection and inventory stage comes closest to containing a
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process for assessing learner needs. Bradley (1982) points out that the interpretive

plan ". . .should not reflect only the values of the person who is developing the

plan," and that the "only person who knows what is best for an individual is that

particular individual" (p. 78). When planning a program, individuals who will learn

from the educational activity need to be asked for their preferences and ideas

(Kaufman, 1988). McDonough (1984) outlined three categories of visitor information

that should be collected when planning an interpretive program: a) visitor

characteristics such as age, gender and residence; b) visitor attitudes, and c) visitor

motivations and expectations. The National Park Service, the most visitor-oriented

agency, notes that, ". . .fewer than five percent of the parks have collected statistical

data to establish visitor demographic profiles and to determine where visitors go and

how they use their time in the parks" (National Parks and Conservation Association,

1988, p. 62).

In this study, information gained from visitors about their interpretive

information needs will be compared with the visitors opinions of the interpretation

already present. This method constitutes a demonstration of a form of external needs

assessment, and supplies new input to the system now used to plan interpretation.

External Planning Model

Figure 8 illustrates the external model which is exemplified by educational

systems planning (See Figure 8) this model consists of five basic stages: a) analyzing

the educational conditions; b) designing the instruction such as writing objectives and

selecting content; c) developing the methods, materials and technologies for
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instruction; d) implementing the instruction; and e) evaluating the instruction

(Aldridge, 1972; Department of the Air Force, 1979; Dick & Carey, 1985; Kaufm-

an, 1988; Richey, 1986; Rossett, 1987).

During external planning based analysis, learners, planners, and members of

the community are assessed, and reasons for the instruction are recognized. At this

stage a needs assessment occurs (Kaufman, 1988; Richey, 1986; Rossett, 1987).

Needs assessment is the "process of identifying, scoping, documenting, and justifying

needs" (Kaufman, 1988, p. 15). The terms needs analysis and needs assessment are

used synonymously in the present study.

The design phase includes the identification of goals, objectives, strategies,

and tools for instruction based on the needs assessment. During development,

decisions are made about what methods, technologies, materials, and sequencing will

occur. The implementation stage results from the previous three steps. Evaluation

to determine the value of the instruction should be ongoing throughout the program

(Kaufman, 1988; Richey, 1986; Rossett, 1987).

Needs Assessment

A needs assessment may measure the "gap" or discrepancy between what is

present and what is desired in a program or it may measure the dissimilarity between

the "actual" and "optimal" outcomes desired for the program. If a needs assessment

occurs in a business environment, it is called a training needs assessment (Rossett,

1987; Zemke & Kramlinger, 1989). In an educational setting, it is an educational or

instructional needs assessment (Kaufman, 1982).
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A needs assessment first supplies information for setting goals and objectives.

All other stages in the educational planning system should be based on the information

obtained from the assessment. Inappropriate or incorrect identification of needs is at

the root of much educational failure (Kaufman, 1988; Kaufman, 1979; Rossett, 1987).

Often a distinction is made between a need and a want. A need is a "deficit, a

deficiency that must be eliminated" (Mager, 1986, p. 3). A need could be further

explained as a "discrepancy between the current state and what existed before things

deteriorated," or the current state and what must happen if a desired future state is to

be achieved" (Mager, 1987, p. 4). Conversely, a want is a conscious desire that may

or may not coincide with a need" (Mager, 1986, p. 3), or the difference between

"current practice and possible practice" (Mager, 1987, p. 4). A want may be viewed

as a form of desire which is motivational in nature and not always needed or

necessary. A want is generally detected in educational or training situations by the

instructional practitioner. Many times it is necessary for the practitioner to balance

wants and needs by reconciling them and determining priorities. The ETNA model

aims to accomplish this.

External Needs Assessment Model

The Organizational Elements needs assessment Model (OEM) applied in this

study was developed by Kaufman (1988). Kaufman (1988) developed the OEM to

provide a "framework for selecting and linking the various units of analysis for

identifying needs, analyzing them, defining objectives, and selecting effective and

efficient intervention" (p. 29). The OEM is an educational systems planning model
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with a needs assessment component. Kaufman (1988) lists Organizational Elements

(OEs): inputs, processes, products, outputs, and outcomes. Table 3 visually

summarizes these elements and provides related examples.

Three different levels of needs assessment--middle, comprehensive and

holistic/strategic--factor into this model. Middle-level needs assessment examines the

resources, procedures and methods used in activities as well as immediate results.

Comprehensive needs assessment not only involves the middle level but also examines

the overall curriculum or program. The strategic needs assessment uses both assess-

ment levels and, in addition, identifies whether the instruction contributes to society.

Along with these three levels of assessment, Kaufman (1988) suggests that

three kinds of partners be involved to make a needs assessment and planning valid

and useful:

those who will be affected by or the recipients of the instruction
(learners),

those who will implement the plan (education planners), and

those who ultimately will benefit from instruction (members of
society/community).

By including the partners in assessment and planning processes, educational planners

collect perceptions, attitudes, values and preferences (Kaufman, 1988; Kaufman &

English, 1979). Figure 10 (Kaufman & English 1979) illustrates how information

provided by all the partners allows consideration of different points of view in an

instructional situation and educational process. This is defined as an external needs

assessment or an integrated approach to program planning.
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Table 3
Organizational Elements with Examples

Organizational
Element

Examples

Inputs
(raw materials)

Ingredients, exiting human & educational
resources, needs, goals, objectives, policies,
board regulations, laws, money, values,
societal and community characteristics, quality
of life

Process
(how-to-do-its)

Educational means, methods, procedures,
voucher plans, in-service training, teaching,
learning, mediating, managing

Products
(en-route results)

Course completed, competency test passed,
competency acquired, teacher and learner
accomplishments, the educational "building
blocks"

Outputs (products of
the system delivered
or deliverable to
society)

Graduates, program completors, job
placements, certified licensees, etc.

Outcomes (the effects
of outputs in and for
society and the
community)

Self-sufficient, self-reliant productive
individual, socially competent and effective,
contributing to self and others, no addictive
relationships to others or substances, financial
independence

Source: Kaufman (1988)



PARTNERS:
Learners
Planners
Community

PLANNING LEVELS:
Middle
Comprehensive
Holistic

ORGANIZATION ELEMENTS:
Inputs OutputsProcesses OutcomesProducts

Figure 10: Conceptual Model of Needs Assessment by Kaufman
Source: Adapted from Kaufman (1988) and Kaufman & English (1979).
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An Ecotourist Needs Assessment Approach (ETNA)

The ETNA is an external needs assessment model designed by this author to

apply the principles espoused by Kaufman (1988; Kaufman & English, 1979). For a

case description of this model, see Chapters III and IV. Several related needs

assessment models were examined (Kaufman, 1988; Mager & Pipe, 1984; McGehee

& Thayer, 1961; Ostroff & Ford, 1989; Romiszowski, 1981; Rossett, 1987; Smith,

Delahaye, & Gates, 1986; Zemke & Kramlinger, 1989). McGehee & Thayer (1961),

Ostroff & Ford (1989), and Kaufman (1988) were scrutinized in depth for inclusion in

this study because all three were comprehensive in nature and illustrated a broad view

of needs assessment which included different levels of organizational and participant

input.

Of the three models, the OEM model best guides the formulation of the

proposed ecotourist needs assessment (ETNA). While the environment in which

Kaufman (1988) places his model applies to an educational environment rather than a

business or training environment like Ostroff & Ford's (1989), Kaufman's (1988)

philosophy includes investigating instruction at three different levels and defines

separate organizational elements of instruction to advocate the active participation in

planning instruction of the learner, educator and society.
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Kaufman (1988) outlines specific steps to accomplish a needs assessment. In

this present study, the investigation proposed that a modification of Kaufman's

procedure could guide the planner in performing the following tasks:

1) Commit to plan using data from an external needs assessment. A decision by

interpretive planners that outside groups need to be asked about their inter-

pretive information needs is required, as well as the use of needs assessment

methods. In this case, ecotourist input would be viewed as having value.

2) Select the needs assessment and planning level--middle, comprehensive or

holistic. Of the five organizational elements, (see Figure 10) content would

constitute one of the inputs or ingredients for instruction.

3) Identify the needs assessment and planning partners. The partners include

learners (ecotourists), members of the community (advisory team), and other

planners and subject matter experts.

4) Obtain the planning partners' participation.

5) Obtain planning partners' acceptance of the needs assessment and planning

level to be used. Partners' acceptance is needed because implementation of an

ecotourist needs assessment is their charge. (It is planners who make decisions

to include certain outside groups in the interpretive planning process.)

6) Collect needs data. Kaufman (1988) recommends collecting information about

perceptions, preferences, feelings and attitudes about the instruction from

learners, communities, and planners. These factors are commonly assessed for

all the individuals or groups involved. For the purposes of interpretation this
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can be accomplished using two different methods, checklists and rating scales

or interviews (Evans, Evans, Gable & Schmidt, 1991; Kaufman & English

1979; Rossett, 1987). Survey instruments are best suited to examine feelings

and actual occurrences (Rossett 1987). A survey instrument may be developed

using rating scales to ascertain the "gap" between how adequately ecotourists

feel the information topics are being presented, and how important the topics

are to the ecotourists.

7) List identified and documented needs.

8) Place needs in priority order and reconcile disagreements.

9) List problems to be resolved and obtain agreement of partners.

These final three steps represent the output of the needs assessment subsystem, that is,

the information to be integrated into the planning of the interpretive program.

The Ecotourist Needs Assessment (ETNA) is comprehensive in levels and

incorporates external "partners" or outside groups (learners or ecotourists and

advisory team), and internal groups (interpretive planners). While the current

planning system, already contained decision-making mechanisms and data collection,

the proposed system adds the ETNA component. This component was examined in

this study to determine the value to the planners of incorporating ecotourist needs

assessment data to the interpretive planning system.

Determining Value of a Needs Assessment

Value is operationally defined as the worth or utility attached to products,

processes, or services. In this study, ETNA's value is measured by the perceptions
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of planners that it is "useful, usable, and needed" (eg., Kyrk, 1923; Laird, 1969;

Lee, 1971; Rescher, 1969; Wheeler & Janis, 1984). Useful is defined as a product,

service, or process that is capable of being put into service or action. Usable is a

product, service, or process that can be adapted for implementation. Something that

is needed fills a gap in information or service (Kyrk, 1923; Laird, 1969; Lee, 1971;

Wheeler & Janis, 1984, Merriam-Webster, 1969).

The value individuals place on objects or ideas can function to both stimulate

action or restrain it (Rescher, 1969). The perception of value is a fundamental part of

consumer behavior models and decision theory which in term is grounded in social

psychology theory (Bruner, 1970; Cardoza, 1971; Clawson, 1968; Gaus, 1990;

Handy, 1970; Howard & Woodside, 1984; Rescher, 1969; Ryan & Bonfield, 1981).

Perceived value is a standard or criterion for guiding behavior (Rokeach, 1969).

Clawson (1968) proposes a chain of "psychological reactions" which causes

individuals to take action based on perceptions.

Stage one: the collection of facts to describe the process, product, or
service.

Stage two: the individual uses these facts to develop perceptions about
the item.

Stage three: the creation of the perception of value in which attitudes,
opinions, expectations, beliefs, preferences, and likes and dislikes are
formed about the item. The perceptions of value are the "immediate
determinant of behavior." (Clawson, 1968; Gaus, 1990)

Stage four: the intention to act (ie., to utilize a process or service or to
buy a certain product).

Stage five: observable behavior in which the individual acts out his/her
intention to buy or use the product or service.



55

Stage six: the realization that discrepancies are present between the
true fact and the perception of the item.

The valuation of something is also seen as an intervening factor which gives

subjective meaning to stimulus, and as a result affects the response in decision-making

processes (Foxall, 1983). Keller (1979) includes value in the equation; Value X

Expectancy = Motivation, as defining a learner's motivation to learn.

In this study, the interpretive planners were asked their perceptions of the

value of ETNA in the interpretive planning process. The assumption was made that if

the planners viewed ETNA as having value, they would tend to use this type of

ecotourist needs assessment in the interpretive planning process. The goal was to

determine value as indicators of future usefulness, usability and need of ETNA.

Summary

The visitor is an integral part of the ecotourism framework. Visitor

satisfaction at a site is considered important to increase visitor participation in

preservation of resources, to improve attitudes toward the management agency, and to

promote return visits to the site. Interpretation is a tool to boost visitor satisfaction.

The interpretive process currently used by planners in protected areas is

internal in nature. Currently, a process is not in place to gather information from

external sources. The interpretive planning models and studies in the literature focus

mainly on inventories of resources and identifying demographic information about

visitors rather than assessing their needs. Yet, needs assessment and learning theory

advocate including the learner, in this case the ecotourist, in determining the content

needs. Implicit in the literature review is the need to develop appropriate methods to
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incorporated information from external sources into the interpretive planning system.

Because this is a new system, the usefulness, usability, and need for a process such as

the Ecotourist Needs Assessment (ETNA) needed to be determined by assessing

planner perceptions of value.

Research Questions

Interpretive planners lack a mechanism to assess interpretive information needs

of ecotourists so that ecotourists needs are considered in the interpretive planning

process. The following questions were answered through interviews with interpretive

planners to examine the value to them of incorporating ecotourist needs data in the

interpretive planning process:

A. Current System: 1. According to the interpretive planners, how is the
data collection and inventory process currently
accomplished?

a. How are decisions presently made
regarding interpretation?

b. How are outside groups currently used in
the interpretive planning process?

B. Proposed System: 2. According to the interpretive planners, does
incorporating ecotourist needs data enhance the
content of the system currently used to plan
interpretation?

a. Is the value of incorporating the ecotourist
data seen as useful, usable, and needed?

Is ETNA perceived as useful?

Is ETNA perceived as usable?

Is ETNA perceived as needed?
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The intent of these questions was to determine whether the planners felt that

including ecotourists needs data (ETNA) could alter (improve) the content of

interpretation at Malheur. What was the perceived value to planners of incorporating

information from ecotourists about their perceived needs to the standard system

presently used to plan interpretation?

Definition of Terms

Ecotourism:

Ecotourist:

Educational
Systems Planning:

ETNA:

ETNAI:

". . .travel to relatively undisturbed or uncontaminated natural
areas with the specific objective of studying, admiring and
enjoying the scenery and its wild plants and animals, as well as
any existing cultural manifestations (both past and present)
found in these areas" (Ceballos-Lascurain, 1991, p. 10).

those individuals or groups considered to be non-consumptive
resource users who are involved in "recreation-esthetics, socio-
cultural, scientific, educational, spiritual, resource user and
historical" (McNeely, 1988, p. 21) activities; for example,
birdwatchers, photographers, scientists. The terms visitor,
tourist, non-consumptive user, and ecotourist will be used
synonymously in this study.

A method that identifies all the requirements to determine,
justify and meet educational needs (Kaufman, 1988).
Instructional systems planning will be used synonymously.

Ecotourist Needs Assessment--an external needs assessment
model designed to collect data from a variety of outside sources
using needs assessment techniques such as focus groups, survey
instruments, and

Ecotourist Needs Assessment Instrument--a needs assessment
technique used in this study to assess the interpretive needs of
ecotourists at Malheur National Wildlife Refuge.
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External Needs
Assessment: a needs assessment which includes data collected from sources

outside the organization whereby the organization is scrutinized
along with the learning activity in question. Integrated program
planning is a similar term (Kaufman & English, 1979;
Kowalski, 1988).

Internal Needs
Assessment: a needs assessment which uses information obtained from

sources within an organization. Non-integrated program
planning is a similar term (Kaufman & English, 1979;
Kowalski, 1988).

Interpretation: "an educational activity which aims to reveal meanings and
relationships through the use of original objects, by firsthand
experience, and by illustrative media, rather than simply to com-
municate factual information." (Tilden, 1977, p. 8)

Needed: having a "gap" to fill or a lack of something useful (Merriam-
Webster, 1969) .

Needs: "the gap between current outcomes or outputs and desired or re-
quired outcomes or outputs." (Kaufman & English, 1979) In
this study outputs or outcomes are the interpretive information
that the visitors believe as required or desired.

Needs Analysis: See Needs Assessment.

Needs
Assessment: the process of identifying, scoping and documenting and

justifying needs, placing them in priority order, and selecting
those needs for reduction or elimination (Kaufman, 1988, p.
15). Needs assessment . . ."provides the basic information for
setting valid goals to better assure us that our educational 'prod-
uct' is relevant." (Kaufman, 1972, p. 5) Needs analysis and
needs assessment will be used synonymously.

OEM: Organizational Elements Model--"a framework for selecting and
linking the various units of analysis for identifying needs,
analyzing them, defining objectives, and selecting effective and
efficient intervention." (Kaufman, 1988, p. 29)



Protected Area:

Usable:

Useful:

Value:

Wants:
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an area that has been set aside by a government because of its
natural and/or cultural characteristics; use is regulated, and
visitors are allowed to enter under certain conditions. Protected
areas include scientific reserves, national parks, national
monuments, wildlife sanctuaries, protect landscapes, resource
reserves, anthropological reserves, and managed resource areas
(Dixon & Sherman, 1990; McNeely, 1988). Natural area, area,
and site were used synonymously.

a process, product or service that can be adapted for use in the
support of the work system (i.e. decision-making, allocation of
resources and policy-making) (Kyrk, 1923; Laird, 1969; Lee,
1971; Wheeler & Janis, 1984)--suitable or fit for use (Merriam-
Webster, 1969).

a process, product, or service that is capable of being put into
service or action to support work performance (Kyrk, 1923;
Laird, 1969; Lee, 1971; Wheeler & Janis, 1984)--capable of
being put to use (Merriam-Webster, 1969).

having utility as in useful, usable and needed (Kyrk, 1923;
Laird, 1969; Lee, 1971; Wheeler & Janis, 1984).

"a conscious desire that may or may not coincide with a needs."
(Mager, 1986, p. 4)
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III. METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to answer the following question: What was the

perceived value to planners of incorporating information from ecotourists about their

perceived needs to the standard system presently being used to plan interpretation (see

Figure 3). The Ecotourist Needs Assessment (ETNA) process was proposed to

incorporate ecotourist needs data into the current interpretive planning process. To

exemplify this process, an instrument called, Ecotourist Needs Assessment Instrument

(ETNAI), was developed to collect input from ecotourists who have visited the

Malheur National Wildlife Refuge. The ETNAI was then used to obtain planners'

opinions about whether the model, ETNA, had value in the context of data collection

and inventory in interpretive planning. The assumption is made that incorporating

ecotourist information would enhance the content of the system used to plan

interpretation. This chapter is divided into five sections: a) The Research Site, b)

The Participants, c) The Research Strategy, d) Data Analysis Methods, and e)

Summary.

The Research Site

The Malheur National Wildlife Refuge in Oregon was selected because it

satisfied Marshall and Rossman's (1989) criteria for an ideal research site: a) ease of

entry; b) continuing role of the researcher over the time of the research; c) a rich mix

of many processes, people, programs, interactions and structures related to the
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research question; and d) reasonable assurance of the quality and credibility of the

data.

Entry to participants and locations was possible because the researcher and all

the participants were located in Oregon. This proximity also allowed the researcher

to maintain a continuous observational role throughout the study. Using the Malheur

National Wildlife Refuge and the resource management agencies in Oregon, provided

a rich mix of processes, people, programs, interactions, and structures from which to

draw conclusions, and also assured the quality and credibility of the data. Malheur

has an "ecotourism" emphasis and a emerging interpretive program. Malheur

National Wildlife Refuge is managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

(USFWS). It contains a management team consisting of a wildlife specialists, refuge

manager, recreation manager, and various other administrators. The personnel at

Malheur work with specialists at the USFWS regional office in Portland and

personnel employed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) at sites adjacent to

Malheur. The BLM and other resource management agencies have regional offices

throughout the state.

The State of Oregon contains a mix of protected areas managed by federal,

state and private organizations. At the federal level, the USFWS, BLM, U.S. Forest

Service (USFS), and National Park Service (NPS) have areas within the state. The

State itself has a protected area system in the form of Oregon State Parks. Also

present are privately-owned forests designed for various uses such as research,

recreation, and timber harvest. Each agency contains individuals who have the
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responsibility for managing interpretation at their particular area. The mix of

agencies and levels of personnel involved with the study provided a multifaceted

database.

The Malheur National Wildlife Refuge is located 25 miles south of Burns in

Southeastern Oregon. The Refuge consists of 185,000 acres of lakes, marshes, grain

fields, riparian areas, and uplands with over 300 species of birds and 58 species of

mammals are observed on the Refuge, and it has been named as one of the top ten

birding areas in the United States by Roger Tory Peterson, author of Peterson's

Birding Guides. Birdwatching and other non-consumptive uses account for most of

the visits to Malheur. During 1990, 43,910 visitors travelled to Malheur. Because of

Malheur's remote location, visitors usually choose it as their final destination

(McGowan, 1990). Interpretive facilities provided by the USFWS at Malheur are

centered at the George M. Benson Memorial Museum, which contains 200 mounted

specimens of local birds. In addition, the Refuge Office provides brochures, refuge

orientation, and information on road conditions. On the grounds of the Refuge is the

Malheur Field Station. It is located in a former Job Corps camp and provides

interpretive and educational opportunities for visitors as well as conference facilities

and accommodations.

The BLM and USFWS personnel are interested in providing a program of

visitor services to individuals who are visiting southeastern Oregon. The BLM and

USFWS recently initiated a project entitled, "Public Service Development in

Southeastern Oregon." Malheur National Wildlife Refuge is being integrated into this
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comprehensive visitor program in southeastern Oregon which also includes Diamond

Craters Recreation Area, Steens Mountain Recreation Area, Hart Mountain National

Antelope Refuge, and Warner Wetlands Recreation Area (see Appendix A).

The Participants

The present study collected data from both planners and ecotourists. Planners

are tasked with managing various functional areas related to visitors and visitor

services such as recreation, interpretation, general or visual information for the

resource management organization. These participants worked for a resource

management organization (e.g. BLM and USFWS) in Oregon. Hereinafter, the

resource management organizations will be referred to as "agencies." Early in this

study, five planners were consulted informally about gaining access to ecotourists and

other participants by phoning and/or visiting individuals at their offices, to obtain

advice and information about implementation issues relevant to this research.

Two sub-groups of planners participated in the study: site and interpretive

planners. Site planners worked specifically at Malheur National Wildlife Refuge as

managers with jurisdiction over some aspect of visitor services (e.g. campgrounds,

interpretation, infrastructure). Interpretive planners work at many different sites, and

interpretation is one of their responsibilities or their sole responsibility. This study

involved a total of thirteen planners. Four were site planners, seven were interpretive

planners, and two planners belonged to both groups.

The second major participant group in this study were ecotourists. Ecotourists

travel to protected areas for activities such as birding, photography, meeting, and
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scientific study. One hundred-thirty-six travellers to Malheur who participated in

these kinds of activities were included in the ecotourist sample. All were adults, i.e.,

they were 18 years of age and older. The ecotourists responses to the ETNAI were

used to assess the ETNAI for internal reliability and construct validity and provide a

case example for the ETNA process.

Site Planners

Site planners are individuals who have worked at Malheur and been involved

in planning for visitors at that location. All site planners were contacted by telephone

to gain their cooperation, and all agreed to participate in the study. These planners

were assured that confidentiality would be maintained.

To identify site planners, a snowball sampling technique was used. This

involved asking participants to recommend other participants (Bogdan & Biklen,

1982; Patton, 1990). The population was considered complete when the same names

were repeated by several site planners. Snowball sampling identifies valuable cases to

investigate, and typically the chain of recommended informants diverge and then

converge as key names are mentioned over and over (Bogdan & Biklen, 1982; Patton,

1990). All site planners met snowball recommendation criteria: a) employment at

Malheur, b) knowledge of the Malheur structure and organization, and c) experience

with planning for visitors at that site. The assumption was made that individuals

meeting the above criteria would have knowledge of one another's expertise and the

goals of interpretation at Malheur.
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Interpretive Planners

Interpretive planners have the responsibility for interpretation at many sites.

They manage the development and implementation of interpretation. The interpretive

planner sample included individuals with a wide range of interpretive experience.

Seven of the interpretive planners had three or more years of interpretive planning

experience in their current positions. All had more than 3 years interpretive planning

experience in their careers. The interpretive planners were employed by either

USFWS, USFS, BLM, National Park Service (NPS), Oregon State Parks, or a

privately-owned forest. All interpretive planners were employed at different sites and

had a variety of titles (e.g., Recreation and Education Manager, Outdoor Recreation

Planner, and Interpretive Planner). Their prior experience was in various locations

throughout the United States (e.g., Missouri, Texas, Connecticut), in positions such

as Interpreter, Educational Coordinator, and Recreation Planner. All had conducted

interpretive planning and held the responsibility for interpretation in their current

positions. The inclusion of a representative from each agency in Oregon provided a

rich mix of experience, as well as a representation of the perspective and philosophy

of each agency. It provided for maximum variation in the sample with the

assumption that ". . .any common patterns that emerge from great variation are of

particular interest and value." (Patton, 1990, p. 172) The data being sought were

detailed descriptions of the interpretive planner unique situation and shared patterns

among interpretive planners and agencies.
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Research Strategy

Overview of the Research Design

This research is a one-shot case design with a quasi-experimental orientation

(cf., Campbell & Stanley, 1963). One area, Malheur, was studied as a case to

illustrate the use of an ecotourist needs assessment (ETNA). The one-shot case study

design contains some threats to internal validity which is inherent to the design.

These threats include history, maturation, mortality and selection. History refers to

the threat due to the potential influence of the time period and time line used in the

study. In most case studies, this threat is critical because the duration of the study is

generally longer than the current study and participants are contacted several times

over the time period. Because the participants of this study were contacted only once,

and only the ecotourists were dependent on a time period, (1991) the threat of history

was reduced.

Threats due to maturation and mortality were also alleviated due to the single

contact. Maturation refers to the internal processes of participants that occur over a

time period which may influence research outcomes, such as growing older or

hungrier. Mortality refers to reduction of subjects or attrition. Most of the

participants were contacted once for their responses, and the time line used was

relatively short, eleven months. There were no missing sources other than twelve

ecotourists who chose not to respond to ETNAI.

Selection is based on the issue that the same results should be obtained no

matter what sample is taken from the population. Random selection is generally used
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to relieve this threat to internal validity. In this study, there was a need to obtain a

perspective from six different agencies so all interpretive planners could not be

randomly selected as the possibility existed that all subsequent participants could have

come from one agency. The entire population of appropriate agencies in Oregon was

used, and at least one representative from each agency participated.

A threat to external validity was the interaction of selection biases and the

interview guide responses (dependent variable) designed to measure the construct,

value. The concern was the selection of the respondents would bias the responses

received from the interviews, and as a result, bias answering the questions regarding

value and the current system. The use of at least one representative from each agency

minimized this threat.

This study went out of the laboratory into the uncontrolled environment of an

actual ecotourism site. The section which follows describes the research strategy

employed to implement this study including: a) Interview Guide Development, b)

Interview Guide Data Collection Method. Figure 11 displays this research strategy,

as well as, Data Analysis Methods. A more comprehensive description of the ETNA

case is contained in Chapter IV.



Selection and Orientation
to Research Site and

Participants

Construct ETNA CASE
A. Outline ETNA Model

1. Identify and Classify Interpretive Components
2. Develop Items for the ETNAI

Literature
Site Visits
Inter. ie.

3. Examine the ETNAI for Content Validity
Select Expert Panel
Implement the Expert Panel Procedure

4. Create the Final ETNAI
Determine the Arrangement of Content
Make Recommendation for the Format
Pilot Test

5. Collect Data From Ecotourists
6a. Analyze ETNAI for Internal Reliability

Pearson r Coefficknt
Spearman - Brown Coeffkient

6b. Analyze ETNAI for Construct Validity
Confirmatory Factor Analysis

7. Implement ETNAI
8. Analyze ETNAI Data
9. Incorporate data into current system.

Compare ETNAI Exploratory Data
with Site Planner Responses

DEVELOP INTERVIEW GUIDE
Collect Exploratory Data

Develop Questions
Develop Format

Examine for Validity and Reliability

Conduct Interviews to collect
data on Current and Proposed System

Analyze and Describe Current System
According to the interpretive planners, how is
the data collection and inventory process
currently accomplished?
I. How are decisions presently

made regarding interpretation?
2. How are outside groups currently

used in the interpretive planning process?

Analyze and Describe Proposed System
According to interpretive planners, does incorporating
ecotourists needs data enhance the content of the of the
system currently used to plan interpretation?
3. Is the value of incorporating the ecotourist data

seen as useful,usable, and needed?

Summary of Interpretive Planner Responses

W hat was the perceived value to planners
of incorporating information from ecotourists
about their perceived needs to the standard system
presently used to plan interpretation?

Figure 11: Research Strategy
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Interview Guide Development

Overview

Initially exploratory data were collected from site planners, and then an

interview guide was developed so that interpretive planners could contribute their

perceptions of the value of ETNA. The development of the interview guide followed

processes and standards set out by Dillman's (1978) "Total Design Method" and

Patton (1990). These process and standards are contained in the following phases:

Phase 1. Collect exploratory data.

Phase 2. Develop questions.

Phase 3. Develop format.

Phase 4. Examine for validity and reliability.

The interview guide was developed to answer the following questions:

A. Current System: 1. According to the interpretive planners, how is the
data collection and inventory process currently
accomplished?

a. How are decisions presently made
regarding interpretation?

b. How are outside groups currently used in
the interpretive planning process?

B. Proposed System: 2. According to the interpretive planners, does
incorporating ecotourist needs data enhance the
content of the system currently used to plan
interpretation?

a. Is the value of incorporating the ecotourist
data seen as useful, usable, and needed?

Is ETNA perceived as useful?
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Is ETNA perceived as usable?

Is ETNA perceived as needed?

Value was defined as a process, product or service being useful, usable, and

needed. These terms were further defined:

Useful--a process, product of service that is capable of being put into
service or action to support work performance--capable of being put to
use.

Usable--a process, product or service that can be adapted for use in the
support of the work system (i.e. decision-making, allocation of
resources and policy-making)--suitable or fit for use.

Needed--having a "gap" to fill or a lacking something useful (Kyrk,
1923; Laird, 1969; Lee, 1971; Wheeler & Janis, 1984, Merriam-
Webster, 1969).

Phase 1: Collect Exploratory Data

An exploratory questionnaire was sent to site planners to obtain information to

construct the interview guide. The exploratory questionnaire was reviewed at Oregon

State University by both a faculty member in the Hotel, Restaurant and Tourism

Management Program, and a graduate of the Training and Development Program. A

cover letter describing the need for the site planner input and participation was mailed

with the questionnaire. The materials were sent to site planners on February 1992

(see Appendix B). After one month, all six planners had responded; the population

response was complete. This information facilitated the development of the interview

guide questions.
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Phase 2: Develop Ouestions

The development of questions for the interview guide fused theory from needs

assessment (Kaufman, 1988), general systems, (Banathy, 1968; Richey, 1986;

Romiszowski, 1982), and the interpretive planning process (Sharpe, 1982). Figure 12

illustrates the procedure used to develop questions for the interview guide.

Kaufman's (1988) needs assessment procedure corresponds to the process or

subsystem under investigation. Analysis of systems necessitated asking interpretive

planners about methods used in the current system to make decisions that surround a

needs assessment, such as methods for the inclusion of outside groups or partners, or

methods used for collection of planning data. Outside groups were defined as groups

or individuals not employed by the agency. This analysis aimed to answer, "How are

decisions presently made regarding interpretation?" and "How are outside groups

currently used in the interpretive planning process? A second focused on the

proposed model, that is, "Is the value of incorporating the ecotourist data seen as

useful, usable, and needed?" Exploratory information obtained from site planners

was also used.

Phase 3: Create Format

Patton (1990) provided the guidelines for conducting interviews. An interview

guide was developed to provide a framework so that interpretive planners could

respond using their own language and expressions (see Appendix C). The interview

guide also allowed for collection of the same information from each interpretive

planner. The guide was organized for ease and consistency of data comparison in
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6. Collect needs data
1. Decide to plan using data from a needs assessment
2. Select the needs assessment and planning level.
3. Identify the needs assessment and planning partners.
4. Obtain the planning partners' participation.
5. Obtain planning partners' acceptance of the

needs assessment and planning level.

Output

7. List identified and documented needs.
8. Place needs in order by priority and

reconcile disagreements.
9. List and obtain agreement on the problems

to be resolved (Kaufman, 1988).

Figure 12: Procedure for Developing Questions for the Interview Guide.
Source: Adapted from Kaufman (1988), Sharpe (1982), and Romiszowski (1981).
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analysis, and ensured that all necessary subject areas were covered. The guide

focused the interviews while allowing time for a discussion. Thus, use of the

interview guide optimized the time available for the interview.

The Total Design Method (Dillman, 1978) gives guidelines for the arrange-

ment of the content of an interview and recommendations for the format for presenta-

tion. It also outlines a procedure for administering an interview that was used in the

present study.

Phase 4: Examine for Validity and Reliability

The issues of content validity, internal and external validity, and internal and

external reliability of the interview guide were addressed using a variety of methods.

Content Validity

The content of the interview guide was validated using three individuals: an

USFS interpretation supervisor, a consultant in needs assessment, and an interpretive

planner with the USFS. These individuals were asked to pilot test the interview guide

in an interview environment. They were shown all materials that would be revealed

to interpretive planners in the interview, told the purpose of the interview guide, and

encouraged to react to the questions and format of the interviews. Questions and

sequence of questions were modified based on their input.

The exploratory questionnaire was also used to provide supplementary data in

order to validate the interview guide. Similar questions relating to the value of

ETNA were asked site planners, but in a different format. Their responses and

comments were used subsequently to assist in validating the interview guide.
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Internal and External Validity

Experimental validity may be broken down into internal and external validity.

Internal validity refers to the elimination of internal biases by holding constant as

many factors as may influence what is being studied. According to Kerlinger (1973),

internal validity is related to the question: Are we measuring what we think we are

measuring? Conversely, according to Borg (1987), external validity is related to the

question: How can the study be generalized to other groups or sites?

In the present study, triangulation was used to address the issue of internal

validity. Triangulation obtains the same type of information at different times or

using different means (Patton, 1990). It is used as an alternative to counterbalancing

or using control groups. This study asked cross-checked questions by asking for the

same type of information within different questions. Also using representatives from

various agencies provides a blend of information.

External validity or generalizability was reviewed to mean "fittingness."

(Scofield, 1990) Fittingness refers to the ". . .degree to which the situation studied

matches other situations in which one is interested," (Scofield, 1990, p. 207) such as

ecotourist sites or protected areas. Generalizing refers to findings that are taken and

applied to understand a similar situation to Malheur. Three domains of generalization

or fittingness were used: " what is, what may be, and what could be." (Scofield,

1990) The present study used Scofield's (1990) generalization paradigm.

Malheur is representative of other agency situations in several ways, that is,

there are over 739 protected areas in the United States that are governed by a federal
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agency. The size of these areas varies from less than one acre of land to over one

million acres. The scope of protection as mentioned in Chapter II ranges from wide

use to minimal use by visitors. Ecotourism denotes the use of an area with controlled

visitor use. National Wildlife Refuge missions focus on the resource and wildlife,

therefore Malheur was chosen as a site that typifies ecotourism in a developed

country; visitor impact and use are controlled, resources and wildlife are the focus,

and economic development has not been prolific.

Other ways in which Malheur (USFWS) matches other agencies also include

the hierarchy and organization of the agency. The agency is headquartered in

Washington D.C. with regional offices distributed around the country. At each

refuge there are a manager, resource experts (based on the type of refuge), recreation

planners whose duties include interpretation, and maintenance and other support staff.

The number of individuals employed depends on the size of the refuge, visitation, and

overall needs that are identified (e.g. an archeologist is needed if artifacts are

uncovered). Based on this information, Malheur was determined to be "typical."

However, caution must be exercised in generalizing these findings to other sites

because of the absence of replication and random sampling in the research design.

Internal and External Reliability

Reliability is broken down into external and internal reliability. Internal

reliability refers to consistency over time and within the measure, or stated as a

question: Could the same results occur if the study were conducted again?

According to Borg (1987), external reliability deals with the ability of the study to be
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replicated, and asks the question: Can this study be replicated? In order to ensure

internal reliability, two strategies were utilized: "low-inference descriptors" and

"mechanical recording of data" (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984). Verbatim transcriptions

were used to record and store the interviews. These transcriptions constitute a means

for other researchers to review the information and draw their own conclusions.

Bogdan & Biklen (1982) define external reliability as "a fit between what they

record as data and what actually occurs in the setting under study" (p. 44). They

noted that researchers should also be concerned with the accuracy and

comprehensiveness of their data. The methods used to secure external reliability

included accurately and completely recording and transcribe data, fully reporting data,

and achieving balance in response (Wolcott, 1990). This study addressed the issue of

external reliability by recording accurately and transcribing results, maintaining data

in a well-organized retrievable form--transcriptions--and recording decisions made

using these data.

Interview Guide Data Collection

Access and cooperation were gained for the interviews by telephone, and

interview appointments were arranged. Nine total interviews were conducted. Seven

interviews were completed in person, and two interviews were by telephone due to

distance and time constraints. The interview materials were mailed to the individuals

prior to the telephone interview. All interviews were taped, and the information was

transcribed to facilitate data analysis.
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An interactive process was needed to find out whether data collected would be

used, whether data could be incorporated in the current system, and which type of

data presentation was preferred. Reasons for responses were solicited also. The

interviews were recorded and transcribed; this technique allowed for immediate

follow-up and personal interaction (Marshall & Rossman, 1989). A comfortable

atmosphere was maintained because "good interviews are ones in which the subjects

are at ease and talk freely about their points of view" (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992, p.

45). The interviews occurred in a location of the interpretive planners choosing.

Prior to the interviews; no comments were made about the content or purpose of the

interviews. In other words, no comments were made that would bias the planners

response to the interview questions.

The actual interviews began with an initial introduction to the researcher and

an acknowledgement of the planners' participation. During the interview, data

collected from ecotourists using the ETNAI were also presented to the interpretive

planners to ascertain data usefulness and usability (see Appendix D). The interpretive

planners were assured of confidentiality in their responses. The questions from the

interview guide were asked, and a guided conversation ensued. After completion of

the interview, interpretive planners were given the interview materials for their files.

All participants expressed interest in seeing results of the entire study or parts of the

study.
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Data Analysis Methods

The data analysis methods used to complete this study entailed obtaining and

analyzing an example of ecotourist needs data. Then, a constant comparative method

of data analysis was used to identify the perceived value to interpretive planners of

incorporating ecotourist needs data.

Example of Ecotourist Needs Data

Ecotourist needs data were obtained using the ETNAI. The ETNAI was also

developed and validated as an example of a mechanism that could be used

systematically to collect ecotourist data at a protected area. The Malheur National

Wildlife Refuge was used as the site for a case study which documented the use of a

survey instrument (ETNAI) that collected needs data from ecotourists. The process of

developing the ETNAI entailed:

identifying and classifying interpretive components by reviewing the

literature related to interpretive content;

developing items for the ETNAI using the related literature, visiting

interpretive sites, and interviewing ecotourists;

examining the ETNAI for content validity using an expert panel;

creating the final ETNAI using information collected from the expert

panel, needs assessment theory, and Dillman's (1978) Total Design

Method;

collecting data from Ecotourists who had visited Malheur in 1991 again

guided by Dillman's (1978) Total Design Method; and
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analyzing ETNAI for internal reliability and construct validity using

Spearman-Brown coefficient, Pearson r correlation, and confirmatory

factor analysis.

The ETNAI was found to have both internal reliability and construct validity.

The ecotourist needs data and the ETNAI itself was used to describe and analyze the

proposed system, ETNA. The interpretive planners were the participants in

interviews. The current system was described and analyzed using these interviews.

Implementation strategies, analysis routines, and incorporation of ecotourist data are

described as part of the case.

Perception of the Value to Interpretive Planners of Incorporating Ecotourist Data

In order to analyze the interpretive planner interviews, the constant

comparative method was used(Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Hutchinson, 1988; Marshall &

Rossman, 1982; Bogdan & Bilden, 1992). Using the constant comparative method,

data is read and reread by the researcher in order to note and compare item responses

of each participant, and identify categories of responses. Categories are compared to

a priori categories. Additional categories may emerge. Finally, the categories are

summarized and the results written . Using this process, the interview tapes were

transcribed by a word processing professional. The transcriptions were read several

times, and then coded as categories of data were revealed. For example, the

responses related to the use of outside groups were categorized according to

membership in the advisory team or elsewhere, then as members within those two

groups. A pattern of responses emerged from the data as the responses fit into three
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categories: professionals, the public and recreation providers. Results are described

in detail in Chapter IV.

Summary

The value of incorporating ecotourist data in the interpretive planning process

was investigated using the perceptions of interpretive planners. In order to exemplify

a proposed system (ETNA), an instrument (ETNAI) was developed to collect

ecotourist needs data. Ecotourist input was used to validate the ETNAI. The

interpretive planners were interviewed to explore their opinion of the proposed system

compared with the current system for planning interpretation.
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IV. DATA ANALYSIS

Data analysis is divided into two parts: a) Case report of the proposed system

(ETNA), and b) Analysis of the perceived value of ecotourist needs data. To

determine the value to planners of ecotourist needs data, both the current system and

a proposed system (ETNA) were described. These descriptions were made using the

constant comparative method of data analysis to identify categories from the responses

of interpretive planners. To exemplify ETNA, the ETNAI was developed and

validated using responses from ecotourists who had visited Malheur National Wildlife

Refuge. The ETNAI was examined for internal reliability and construct validity.

Case Report of the Proposed System (ETNA)

Overview

In order to investigate the perceived value of incorporating ecotourist needs

data into the current system, the ETNA process was proposed. This process was

proposed to gather information from external sources in the interpretive planning

process. In order to exemplify this process, the ETNAI was administered first to

ecotourists and to site planners associated with Malheur. The initial responses were

compared to determine the pattern of responses of the two groups. Subsequently,

ETNAI data was used to determine the perceived value to planners of incorporating

such data into the interpretive planning process. The development and use of the

ETNAI will be presented followed by the analysis of the site planner responses.
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Development and Use of the Proposed Process (ETNA)

As listed in Chapter III, the ETNA development process included the

following phases:

1. Identify and classify interpretive components.

2. Develop the items for the ETNAI.

3. Examine the ETNAI for content validity.

4. Create the final ETNAI.

5 Collect Data From Ecotourists

6. Analyze ETNAI for Internal Reliability and Construct Validity

7. Suggested Implementation of ETNAI

8. Suggested Analysis of ETNAI Data

9. Suggested Incorporation of Ecotourist Data into Current System.

Phase 1: Identify and Classify Interpretive Components

The ETNAI development and validation was conducted according to survey

methods established in the educational, social, and behavioral sciences (Akyeampong,

1986; Browne, 1978; Carmines & Zeller, 1979; Bateson, 1984). Such survey

instruments may be used to measure perceptions, feelings, and behaviors for

individuals or groups involved in planning instruction. For the purpose of this study,

a survey was implemented using the ETNAI which contained a comprehensive listing

of possible interpretive information topics. As detailed earlier, interpretive topics and

techniques currently used by resource managers were identified. The topics were

categorized and classified by the type of information being presented. A review of
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the literature and visits to selected interpretive sites in Oregon and Washington

accomplished this step.

Literature in the areas of ecotourism, interpretation, and interpretive planning

identified the specific content areas characteristic of interpretation at natural and

cultural sites. From the literature, four major content areas were identified as

characteristic: a) visitor awareness, appreciation and understanding of the area; b)

management goals, c) public understanding and appreciation of the agency and its

programs; and d) visitor orientation to the area (Sharpe, 1982; Rosenow et al.,

1979). The area of visitor awareness, appreciation and understanding of the area was

further broken down into biological features, human history, and geological features

in keeping with FAO (1976). The data was organized according to the location where

visitors obtain information; for example at the visitors' residence, enroute to the site,

and at the site (cf., Rosenow & Pulsipher, 1979).

The above information assisted in structuring the site visits to Lava

Lands/Newberry Crater National Monument (Bend, Oregon), Lewis and Clark

Interpretive Center (Ilwaco, Washington), Yaquina Head (Newport, Oregon) and

Malheur National Wildlife Refuge (Burns, Oregon). These visits were conducted in

October and November 1991. The format and outline used to collect data are

presented in Appendix E. The visits to the interpretive sites supplemented the litera-

ture and provided insights into the general condition of current interpretation in

Oregon and Washington.



84

Phase 2: Develop the Items for the ETNAI

Using the information compiled from the literature review, site visits, and

interviews with four ecotourists (individuals whose primary recreation is some form

of ecotourism, birding, wildlife viewing), items were compiled for inclusion on the

ETNAI. These ecotourists were contacted using a snowball sampling process. They

had completed two or more trips as ecotourists.

The interviews were conducted in October and early November 1991, and

open-ended questions were posed to interviewees to obtain a comprehensive view of

their interpretive information needs. The questions presented to the ecotourists are

listed in Appendix F. Using the literature, interviews and site visits, 72 items were

generated and then submitted to an expert panel of interpretive specialists to ensure

content validity.

Phase 3: Examine the ETNAI for Content Validity

Validity is defined as the "relation[ship] between the information the user

expects from a test and the information actually supplied by it" (Ebel, 1975, p. 91).

The question addressed was: "Are we measuring what we think we are measuring?"

In the case of content validity, the question answered is: "Does the substance or

content of the instrument represent the content or the overall concept being assessed?"

(Kerlinger, 1973)

Select Expert Panel

This study used an expert panel to determine the content validity of the

ETNAI. A panel of experts is defined as:
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. . .people who have spent much of their time working with a particular
subject and who have gathered much general information that has been
filtered through their minds and stored in their memories. (Simon,
1969, p. 274)

The numbers of experts recommended varies and includes from one to "a few,"

"three"or "as many as eight" (Ebel, 1975; Volk, Hungerford, & Tomera, 1984; Ghis-

elli, Campbell & Zedeck, 1981; Kerlinger, 1973; Skager & Weinberg, 1971; Fitzpat-

rick & Morrison, 1971; Simon, 1969; Akyeampong, 1986). In the present study, an

expert panel consisting of six interpretive specialists was used. Each expert had at

least three years of recent work experience in the interpretive field. The experts were

found by identifying qualified individuals in interpretation in the three state area of

Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. Individuals with the following positions were

included on the panel: an interpretation trainer, an interpretation and recreation

manager, a consultant in interpretation planning and design, an interpretation planner,

and two interpretation and education program managers. This mix of individuals

provided a cross-section of professionals working in various settings such as national

natural resource agencies, state/regional natural resource agencies, consulting and

education. That chosen individuals represented different levels of responsibility,

experience, and different types of organizational missions provided a greater depth of

insight. The panel of experts were not subjects for the study. However, they

provided input to the development of items on the ETNAI, i.e., content validity.

Implement the Expert Panel Procedure

Panel members were contacted twice for their opinions regarding the items that

should be contained in the final instrument. The first iteration of the survey
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instrument contained 72 items (see Appendix G). This researcher's intention was to

provide a method to "weed out" superfluous and redundant items from the instrument.

The panel members indicated whether each item should be "retained as is," "modified

then retained," or "rejected." Each expert was encouraged to provide additional items

they felt should be included on such an instrument and to state their reasons for either

rejecting items or for modifying items for retention.

After the return of the first iteration, items were retained, rejected or modified

based on the panel responses. Thirty-eight items were retained, four were rejected,

38 items were modified based on suggestions from the panel members, and four items

were added to specific categories based on panel member's suggestions (see Appendix

H). The criteria for calculating responses in this iteration were frequency of respons-

es for each of the three response categories, as well as, the written suggestions from

the panel. Based on their suggestions, some items were combined, altered or

changed to a different group. The second iteration of the survey instrument contained

64 items.

During the second iteration (see Appendix I) consensus was sought on the

items to be included. The panel responded to Likert scales. The panel members

indicated how strongly they agreed that items should be included in the final

instrument. The scale format used was:

1-Strongly disagree
2-Disagree
3-Neither agree nor disagree
4-Agree
5-Strongly agree
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Panel members commented on the reasons for their choices, especially their reasons

for disagreement. They also provided additional items and their reasons why these

items should be included.

This iteration was completed in December 1991, and the items were retained

based on 70% agreement among the panel members (see Appendix J) , or mean levels

at 3.50 or above. Other items not meeting this criteria were eliminated. Borderline

items, those at a mean of 3.50, were scrutinized for their appropriateness with

assistance from the pilot test; 47 items were retained, and 17 items were eliminated.

Phase 4: Create the Final ETNAI

A final instrument was created using needs assessment processes and Dillman's

(1978) Total Design Method (TDM). Needs assessment focuses on "the gap" or

discrepancy between what is and what is desired, or the "actuals" and "optimals" (Ro-

ssett, 1987; Kaufman, 1972/1988; Kaufman & English, 1979). In this study, the

"gap" identified how well the interpretive information topics were covered at the site

currently, and how important the ecotourist thought the interpretive information topics

were. These two measures, the Adequacy and Importance, were developed to assess

the "gap" between the adequacy of what is currently present and what was thought to

be important topics (see Appendix K). The items were further delineated into nine

scales which reflected the content of the items (see Table 4). Thus, categories Visitor

Orientation and Management Goals were further broken down into three scales and

two scales respectively. Management Goals was subdivided into "Management Goals

Involving the Visitor," and "Management Goals Focusing on the Area." Visitor
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Table 4
Categories, Scales and Items

1.0. Awareness and Appreciation of the Area

1.1. Biological Features

1.1.1. Characteristics and identification of animals in the area.
1.1.2. Characteristics and identification of plants in the area.
1.1.3. Unusual, rare, or important animals and plants and the reasons

for their importance.
1.1.4. The food, water, shelter and space of plants and animals.
1.1.5. Evidence of animals and plants from the past.
1.1.6. Relationships of area plants and animals.
1.1.7. Resources of the area(plants, animals) and their relationships

beyond the Site.

1.2. Human History
1.2.1. Explanation of archeological findings in the area and presentation of the

way of life and artifacts that were discovered.
1.2.2. Portrayal of non-native cultures of the area.
1.2.3. Description of how the environment shaped the native culture.
1.2.4. Names of places and origins of names.
1.2.5. Legends and myths of the area past and present.
1.2.6. Recent history of human business and industry in the area.
1.2.7. Current human impact on the environment.

1.3. Geological Features

1.3.1. Development of landforms and current ongoing changes.
1.3.2. Events which shaped the landscape of the area.
1.3.3. Description of unusual or unique features of the landscape.
1.3.4. Major features of the area(e.g. size elevation).
1.3.5. Changes in the landscape and predictions of the future effects of those

changes.

2.0 Understanding of the Agency and its Programs

2.1. Identification of the management agency.
2.2. What management agency is doing at this site.
2.3. An explanation of the purpose of the agency.
2.4. How the agency's work benefits the visitor.
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Table 4 continued
Categories, Scales and Items

3.0 Management Goals

3.1. Management Goals Focusing on the Area

3.1.1. History of the area as a park or refuge.
3.1.2. Description of why the area is protected.
3.1.3. Why is the area managed the way it is.
3.1.4. General issues of management(fishing, grazing, harvesting).
3.1.5. Ongoing research in the area.
3.1.6. Comparison between managed area and unmanaged area.

3.2. Management Goals Involving the Visitor

3.2.1. How visitors can assist in maintaining area during their visit.
3.2.2. Ongoing volunteer opportunities.
3.2.3 How can visitors help in conservation and preservation of resources in

general.
3.2.4. Opportunities for donating money for projects and improvements to the

area.

4.0 Visitor Orientation

4.1. Primary Visitor Orientation

4.1.1. Description of the facilities (interpretive centers, campgrounds, restrooms)
at the site.

4.1.2. Where the above facilities are located.
4.1.3. What is available for recreation at the site.
4.1.4. Recreational conditions and dangers.
4.1.5. Where activities are located (interpretation, guided walks).

4.2 Secondary Visitor Orientation

4.2.1. Schedule of visitor events.
4.2.2. Where to go in an emergency.
4.2.3. List of items to bring and general information on the area.
4.2.4. Directions to the area from a source near the visitors residence or enroute

to the site.
4.2.5. Information about other natural or cultural sites available near the area.

4.3. Wildlife Viewing Information

4.3.1. What wildlife is most likely seen.
4.3.2. The location of wildlife that is most often seen.
4.3.3. The time and season wildlife is most often seen.
4.3.4. What wildlife is rarely or no longer seen.
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Orientation was subdivided into "Primary Visitor Orientation," "Secondary Visitor

Orientation," and "Wildlife Viewing Information."

The Total Design Method (TDM) is "the identification of each aspect of the

survey process that may affect response quantity or quality and shaping them in a way

that will encourage a good response" (Dillman, 1978, p. 2). The TDM (Dillman,

1978) gives guidelines for the arrangement of the content of the instrument, as well

as, recommendations for the format for presentation and review of the instrument. It

also outlines a procedure for administering the instrument which is outlined in the

next section.

Determine the Arrangement of Content

The items on the instrument were ordered within scales from least difficult to

most difficult. Demographic information was placed last. The instrument also

contained clear, concise instructions, and the wording was kept simple and direct.

Make Recommendations for the Format.

The page format provided directions, there was a vertical flow to the

instrument, and the format for answering the items was uniform, and simple. The

appearance was designed to be functional and aesthetically pleasing.

Pilot Test ETNAI

Dillman (1978) suggests that a survey instrument be reviewed by three sources

consisting of colleagues, potential users, and a test population. Three colleagues, two

graduates of the Oregon State University Training and Development Program and also

a faculty member in the Hotel, Restaurant and Tourism Management Program
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reviewed the instrument commenting on its structure, clarity and form. Format

adjustments were made to reflect their comments, however, intent remained the same.

The survey instrument was also pilot tested using four ecotourists not in the

final group of respondents. They were asked to give feedback as to the format,

content, and clarity of the instrument. The survey instrument was updated with their

input. The test population for the study was the ecotourists at Malheur. Their

participation is described in the next section.

Phase 5: Collect Data From Ecotourists Using ETNAI

The ETNAI was implemented using a sample of 136 ecotourists who visited

the Malheur National Wildlife Refuge in 1991. The criteria for including individuals

was that they had visited the Malheur National Wildlife Refuge in 1991 and visited as

an ecotourist, birdwatcher, photographer or other non-consumptive use. The

respondents were "adults," over 18 years of age. The names and addresses of

individuals who visited the site in 1991 were obtained in the following three ways.

1. The 1991 Visitor Register was acquired from U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service personnel at the Refuge. Visitor names and resident communities were re-

quested from visitors to the George M. Benson Memorial Museum. Subsequently,

visitor addresses were subsequently obtained from telephone books.

2. The second method was to contact leaders of ecotourism tour groups who

used the Malheur Field Station facility in 1991. Group member names and addresses

were acquired from the Nature Conservancy and Portland Audubon Society.
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3. The third method was to contact birders, Malheur's largest ecotourism

group directly. Oregon has several active Audubon Societies. Three groups were

contacted, and volunteers were sought to participate in this study.

Dillman's (1978) Total Design Method (TDM) provided a procedure for

administering the ETNAI. A cover letter described the study and its usefulness, and

reassured each respondent that confidentiality would be maintained (see Appendix L).

The three separate groups were sent letters reflecting their affiliation with the Refuge

(i.e., Audubon member). The ETNAI was coded for identification, and a stamped

self-addressed return envelope was included to minimize the respondents cost for

replying. The respondents were also asked if they wished to receive a summary of

the results of the study. If so, they were to write their names and addresses on the

backs of the return envelopes. The survey instrument was mailed to 136 ecotourists

on January 22, 1992 using first class postage. Demographic information obtained

from the respondents is presented in Appendix N.

One week following the original mailing of the survey, January 31, 1992, a

reminder note (see Appendix M) was mailed to all of the original recipients of the

ETNAI, instructing them that they should disregard the note if they had already

returned their completed survey. The critical factor when considering the response

rate in this study was whether there were enough responses to meet statistical

assumptions (Leslie, 1972). The number of responses needed to analyze the data was

determined by the confirmatory factor analysis test for construct validity. This

required ten responses per item in a particular scale. The longest scale contained
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seven items.

The ETNAI was returned by 73.5 percent of the sample; 64.7 percent chose

to respond. Table 5 outlines the pattern of return and response of the ecotourists.

Twelve individuals returned their surveys, but chose not to respond for a variety of

reasons. The most common reason given for non-response was that they felt they did

not spend enough time at Malheur. Non-response in this case did not indicate non-

response bias, but is a fertile area for further research. Demographic information

collected from the respondents is presented in Appendix N along with a synopsis of

the ecotourist needs obtained.

Table 5
Composition of Ecotourist Sample, Return and Response

Respondent
Group

Participants Returns Return but
non-

respondent

Final
Response

N N % N %

Visitor Register 63 42 67.0 8 53.9

Tours 25 20 80.0 0 80.0

Corvallis
Audubon Society

22 18 81.8 1 77.3

Salem Audubon 21 15 71.4 3 57.2

Bend Audubon 5 5 100. 0 100.0

Total 136 100 73.5 12 64.7

Phase 6: Analyze the ETNAI for Internal Reliability and Construct Validity

The survey instrument, its categories, scales and items were statistically

investigated for internal reliability and construct validity using this sample of
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ecotourists. Because, eighty-eight surveys were usable, there was an ample number

of responses to generate an analysis of construct validity thus the requirement of ten

responses per item in a particular scale were met. The Spearman-Brown reliability

correlation, Pearson Product Moment (r) correlation were used to assess internal

consistency and confirmatory factor analysis was used to assess the construct validity

of the ETNAI. The hypotheses used to analyze the instrument for internal reliability

and construct validity were:

Null Hypotheses I: There was no consistency among the items within each of

the scales (intrascale consistency).

Null Hypothesis 2: There was no correlation among pairs of scales that

underlie interpretative information (interscale consistency).

Null Hypothesis 3: There was no agreement among the ecotourists scores

within each scale of interpretative information.

The construct, interpretation, is being explained by a set of scales and the

development of items which define each of these scales. Table 4 shows the

breakdown of the categories, scales, and items developed to assess the ETNAI. On

another level, when developing and validating an instrument the interaction of the

items on the instrument needs to be explained. After the data were collected and

analyzed, a value was given to the item by the respondents. The rating scale value

was based on the ecotourists' opinions and encounters with interpretation at the

Malheur National Wildlife Refuge, and explains the interaction of the actual items on

the ETNAI. The following analysis is divided into two parts: a) Analysis of internal
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consistency; and b) Analysis of construct validity.

Analysis of Internal Consistency

After collecting data from the ecotourists, the ETNAI was measured for

internal consistency. Internal consistency refers to the degree of internal agreement

of the instrument: Could the same results occur if the study were conducted again?

The Spearman-Brown reliability coefficient was calculated for each of the nine scales

to determine the strength of the relationship among items, and the extent to which

scores are consistent (Ary, Jacobs & Razavieh, 1990). The Spearman-Brown

coefficient is suggested when a Likert-scale and split-half method are used (Courtney,

1990a). The reliability coefficient estimated the degree the items contributed to a

single common score, the intrascale consistency (Tracers, 1978; Ebel, 1975; Ghiselli

et al., 1981). Pearson product moment (r) correlation was used to estimate the

direction (positive or negative), strength, and the relationship between possible pairs

(Ary et al., 1990) of the nine scales that were identified to organize interpretive

content items or interscale consistency.

Two hypothesis were assessed for both the Adequacy and Importance

measures.

Null Hypothesis 1: There was no consistency among the items within each of

the scales (intrascale correlation).

Null Hypothesis 2: There was no correlation among pairs of scales that

underlie interpretative information (interscale correlation).
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Adequacy Measure. As seen in Table 6, the items within each scale for the

Adequacy measure were highly consistent (r> .70, n = 88, p < .05). These high

coefficients of internal consistency indicated items within the scale seem to be related

to each other, and the items in each scale appear to be measuring the same attribute.

The results indicated that significant interaction did take place, and patterns of

responses to each of the scales or items were consistent. A coefficient of 1.00

indicates perfect consistency.

The strength of the 36 interscale correlation coefficients varied from .32 to .72

(n =88, p < .05). The average .50 was accounted for or the explainable variation

(r2) ranged from 10.2 to 51.8 percent with an average of 26.7 percent. Although not

definitive, these relationships are sufficient for the use that will be made of the

findings.

Importance Measure. As seen in Table 7, the items within each scale were

highly consistent (r> .70, n=88, p < .05). These high coefficients of consistency

indicated that items in the scale seem to be related to each other, and the items in the

scales appear to be measuring one attribute. As stated previously, the results

indicated that significant interaction did take place, and patterns of responses to each

of the items were consistent.

The strength of the interscale correlation as analyzed by the Pearson product

moment (r) correlation seemed lower (.29 to .70 with an average of .45) than the

Adequacy measure scales, but they were still significant (n=88, p < .05).



Table 6
Internal Consistency Coefficients and Intercorrelational Coefficients for scales addressing "How well does the current
information at Malheur cover this topic? (Adequacy measure) (n=88)

Scales
Scales

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1) Biological Features (.857)

2) Geological Features 0.710 (.715)

3) Human History 0.661 0.717 (.843)

4) Agency Programs 0.522 0.421 0.508 (.748)

5) Management Goals/Visitor 0.579 0.621 0.530 0.561 (.798)

6) Management Goals/Site 0.675 0.537 0.712 0.697 0.659 (.764)

7) Primary Visitor Orientation 0.448 0.411 0.472 0.582 0.381 0.392 (.823)

8) Secondary Visitor Orientation 0.424 0.327 0.429 0.442 0.363 0.455 0.513 (.734)

9) Wildlife Viewing Information 0.491 0.341 0.381 0.363 0.341 0.418 0.532 0.502 (.919)

Note: 1. Split-half correlational coefficient corrected by Spearman-Brown coefficient reported in major diagonal;
Pearson product moment correlation coefficient reported off of major diagonal.
2. All coefficients were significant at levels less than or equal to .001.



Table 7
Internal Consistency Coefficients and Intercorrelational Coefficients for scales addressing "How important is this information
topic to you? (Importance measure) (n=88)

Scales
Scales

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1) Biological Features (.814)

2) Geological Features 0.590 (.747)

3) Human History 0.579 0.623 (.798)

4) Agency Programs 0.461 0.467 0.565 (.843)

5) Management Goals/Visitor 0.504 0.522 0.577 0.516 (.854)

6) Management Goals/Site 0.489 0.414 0.445 0.652 0.631 (.827)

7) Primary Visitor Orientation 0.384 0.347 0.494 0.359 0.485 0.197 (.734)

8) Secondary Visitor Orientation 0.376 0.374 0.417 0.318 0.454 0.310 0.612 (.8578)

9) Wildlife Viewing Information 0.556 0.333 0.274 0.456 0.348 0.449 0.290 0.4241 (.902)
Note: 1. Split -half correlational coefficient corrected by Spearman-Brown coefficient reported in major diagonal;
Pearson product moment correlation coefficient reported off of major diagonal.
2. All coefficients were significant at levels less than or equal to .05.
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The average .45 was accounted for or the explainable variation (r2) ranged from 4.8

to 3.2 percent with an average of 21.7 percent. Although not definitive, these

relationships are sufficient for the use that will be made of the findings.

Analysis of Construct Validity

Construct validity answers the question: Are we measuring what we think we

are measuring? (Kerlinger, 1973) Confirmatory factor analysis was made of the

scales developed on the ETNAI. This entailed calculating a factor loading figure for

each item for each of the nine scales. A scale is measuring the same dimension if the

factor loading equals or exceeds .50. The criteria used was that in order for a factor

or item to be considered important to that particular scale, the eigenvalue would have

to be greater than or equal to 1.0. A single dimension indicates that the scale has

construct validity; the instrument is measuring one component of interpretive content.

Confirmatory factor analysis tested the Null Hypothesis 3, that is, there was no

agreement among the ecotourists scores within each scale of interpretative

information. The instrument possessed construct validity. It did measure components

of interpretive content. Each of the scales, for both the Adequacy (see Table 8) and

Importance (see Table 9) measures loaded on one factor. This was evident for all 18

factors for the Adequacy and Importance measures. Most of the factor loadings were

at .50 and higher, and the eigenvalues were greater than 1.00. Even the weak factors

loaded on one factor. This indicates that each of the scales is measuring one

dimension, whether it is the importance of Wildlife Viewing Information or the

Adequacy of Biological Feature Information. Some of the items could be considered
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Table 8
Summary of Factor Analysis-Adequacy Measure

Categories, Scales and hems Factors & Loadings

1 2 3

1.0. Awareness and Appreciation of the Area

1.1. Biological Features

1.1.1. Characteristics and identification of animals in the area. .646

1.1.2. Characteristics and identification of plants in the area. .814

1.1.3. Unusual, rare, or important animals and plants and the
reasons for their importance.

.809

1.1.4. The food, water, shelter and space of plants and animals. .818

1.1.5. Evidence of animals and plants from the past. .669

1.1.6. Relationships of area plants and animals. .828

1.1.7. Resources of the area (plants, animals) and their
relationships beyond the Refuge.

.647

1.2. Human History

1.2.1. Explanation of archeological findings in the area and
presentation of the way of life and artifacts that were discovered.

.593

1.2.2. Portrayal of non-native cultures of the area. .819

1.2.3. Description of how the environment shaped the native
culture.

.816

1.2.4. Names of places and origins of names. .796

1.2.5. Legends and myths of the area past and present. .718

1.2.6. Recent history of human business and industry in the area. .706

1.2.7. Current human impact on the environment. .738

1.3. Geological Features

1.3.1. Development of landforms and current ongoing changes. .822

1.3.2. Events which shaped the landscape of the area. .852

1.3.3. Description of unusual or unique features of the landscape .767

1.3.4. Major features of the area (e.g. size elevation). .544

1.3.5. Changes in the landscape and predictions of the future
effects of those changes.

.814

EIGENVALUES 3.954 2.948 3.879
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Table 8 continued
Summary of Factor Analysis--Adequacy Measure

Categories, Scales and Items Factors & Loadings

4 5 6

2.0 Understanding of the Agency and its Programs

2.1. Identification of the management agency. .785

2.2. What management agency is doing at this site. .842

2.3. An explanation of the purpose of the agency. .883

2.4. How the agency's work benefits the visitor. .800

3.0 Management Goals

3.1. Management Goals Focusing on the Area

3.1.1. History of the area as a park or refuge. .725

3.1.2. Description of why the area is protected. .754

3.1.3. Why is the area managed the way it is. .768

3.1.4. General issues of management (fishing,
grazing, harvesting).

.789

3.1.5. Ongoing research in the area. .751

3.1.6. Comparison between managed area and
unmanaged area.

.806

3.2. Management Goals Involving the Visitor

3.2.1. How visitors can assist in maintaining area
during their visit.

.703

3.2.2. Ongoing volunteer opportunities. .845

3.2.3 How can visitors help in conservation and
preservation of resources in general.

.816

3.2.4. Opportunities for donating money for projects
and improvements to the area.

.700

EIGENVALUES 2.744 3.521 2.363
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Table 8 continued
Summary of Factor Analysis--Adequacy Measure

Categories, Scales and Items Factor Loadings

7 8 9

4.0 Visitor Orientation

4.1. Primary Visitor Orientation

4.1.1. Descirption of the facilities (interpretive
centers, campgrounds, restrooms) at the site.

.796

4.1.2. Where the above facilities are located. .844

4.1.3. What is available for recreation at the site. .838

4.1.4. Recreational conditions and dangers. .713

4.1.5. Where activities are located(interpretation,
guided walks).

.742

4.2 Secondary Visitor Orientation

4.2.1. Schedule of visitor events. .800

4.2.2. Where to go in an emergency. .610

4.2.3. List of items to bring and general information
on the area.

.805

4.2.4. Directions to the area from a source near the
visitors residence or enroute to the site.

.690

4.2.5. Information about other natural or cultural
sites available near the area.

.695

4.3. Wildlife Viewing information

4.3.1. What wildlife is most likely seen. .876

4.3.2. The location of wildlife that is most often
seen

.903

4.3.3. The time and season wildlife is most often
seen.

.913

4.3.4. What wildlife is rarely or no longer seen. .812

EIGENVALUES 3.108 2.615 3.076
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Table 9
Summary of Factor Analysis-Importance Measure

Categories, Scales and Items Factors & Loadings

10 11 12

1.0. Awareness and Appreciation of the Area

1.1. Biological Features

1.1.1. Characteristics and identification of animals in the area. .818

1.1.2. Characteristics and identification of plants in the area. .798

1.1.3. Unusual, rare, or important animals and plants and the
reasons for their importance.

.787

1.1.4. The food, water, shelter and space of plants and animals. .836

1.1.5. Evidence of animals and plants from the past. .678

1.1.6. Relationships of area plants and animals. .823

1.1.7. Resources of the area(plants, animals) and their
relationships beyond the Refuge.

.518

1.2. Human History

1.2.1. Explanation of archeological findings in the area and
presentation of the way of life and artifacts that were discovered.

.668

1.2.2. Portrayal of non-native cultures of the area. .773

1.2.3. Description of how the environment shaped the native
culture.

.828

1.2.4. Names of places and origins of names. .735

1.2.5. Legends and myths of the area past and present. .680

1.2.6. Recent history of human business and industry in the area. .655

1.2.7. Current human impact on the environment. .498

1.3. Geological Features

1.3.1. Development of landforrns and current ongoing changes. .781

1.3.2. Events which shaped the landscape of the area. .841

1.3.3. Description of unusual or unique features of the landscape .844

1.3.4. Major features of the area(e.g. size elevation). .715

1.3.5. Changes in the landscape and predictions of the future
effects of those changes.

.704

EIGENVALUES 4.028 3.408 3.037
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Table 9 continued
Summary of Factor Analysis-Importance Measure

Categories, Scales and Items Factors & Loadings

13 14 15

2.0 Understanding of the Agency and its Programs

2.1. Identification of the management agency. .884

2.2. What management agency is doing at this site. .923

2.3. An explanation of the purpose of the agency. .866

2.4. How the agencys work benefits the vsitor. .729

3.0 Management Goals

3.1. Management Goals Focusing on the Area

3.1.1. History of the area as a park or refuge. .614

3.1.2. Description of why the area is protected. .8019

3.1.3. Why is the area managed the way it is. .783

3.1.4. General issues of management (fishing,
grazing, harvesting).

.767

3.1.5. Ongoing research in the area. .804

3.1.6. Comparison between managed area and
unmanaged area.

.457

3.2. Management Goals Involving the Visitor

3.2.1. How visitors can assist in maintaining area
during their visit.

.677

3.2.2. Ongoing volunteer opportunities. .816

3.2.3. How can visitors help in conservation and
preservation of resources in general.

.737

3.2.4. Opportunities for donating money for projects
and improvements to the area.

.841

EIGENVALUES 2.914 3.076 2.363
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Table 9 continued
Summary of Factor Analysis Importance Measure

Categories, Scales and Items Factor and Loadings

16 17 I 18

4.0 Visitor Orientation

4.1. Primary Visitor Orientation

4.1.1. Descirption of the facilities (interpretive
centers, campgrounds, restrooms) at the site.

.839

4.1.2. Where the above facilities are located. .855

4.1.3. What is available for recreation at the site. .833

4.1.4. Recreational conditions and dangers. .790

4.1.5. Where activities are located (interpretation,
guided walks).

.812

4.2 Secondary Visitor Orientation

4.2.1. Schedule of visitor events. .690

4.2.2. Where to go in an emergency. .648

4.2.3. List of items to bring and general information
on the area.

.751

4.2.4. Directions to the area from a source near the
visitors residence or enroute to the site.

.851

4.2.5. Information about other natural or cultural
sites available near the area.

.628

4.3. Wildlife Viewing Information

4.3.1. What wildlife is most likely seen. .935

4.3.2. The location of wildlife that is most often seen .925

4.3.3. The time and season wildlife is most often
seen.

.933

4.3.4. What wildlife is rarely or no longer seen. .761

EIGENVALUES 3.413 2.580 3.180
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weak, but they were contributing to the overall scale as indicated by the eigenvalues.

If the eigenvalues are less than 1.0, the items should be considered separate factors.

Two items (current human impact on the environment and comparison between

managed area and unmanaged area) for the Importance measure were weak. The

eigenvalues were greater than 1.0, but their factor loading was not greater than or

equal to .50. Again these items were considered weak, but they were contributing to

the construct for the scale, and contributed to the scale such that they were kept in the

instrument. This was sufficient for the use of these findings.

Phase 7: Suggested Implementation of ETNAI

Based on information obtained in the interpretive planner interviews and

Kaufman's (1988) needs assessment procedure, implementation of ETNAI should

have the following steps:

1. Decide to plan using data from external sources. A decisions should be

made to include a variety of outside groups and also use the ETNA as

the process to access these groups.

2. Select the needs assessment and planning level, middle, comprehensive

or holistic. At this step, the influence of money, mandates, and

management may come into play, as the scope of the interpretive

project is identified. As each agency mandate is different, the influence

of these factors would differ. The level of planning would also

influence whether ETNAI may need to be modified or another ETNA

process may be developed.
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3. Identify the needs assessment and planning partners. Using ETNAI

would mean implementing an external needs assessment. Therefore,

the planners, learners (ecotourists) and members of the community

could be identified as partners. Various groups within these categories

would have to be identified and accessed in a systematic fashion.

4. Obtain the needs assessment and planning partners' participation. This

would entail gaining access to groups contributing to the planning

process.

5. Obtain planning partners' acceptance of the needs assessment and

planning level to be used. At this point information about the

interpretive project would be distributed.

6. Collect Data. Based on information obtained from the interpretive

planners, the implementation of ETNAI could occur using an informal

or more formal process. The ETNAI could be administered using one

of the following methods:

Distribution, completion, and return at public meetings.

Informal distribution as ecotourists are encountered at the site
with instructions to return the ETNAI by mail.

Administration to specific groups such as Elderhostel, Audubon,
or other tour groups after their interpretive encounter.

Other methods that could be used are:

Random sampling of ecotourists as they arrive or depart from
the site, asking them to complete and return the ETNAI either
as they leave or by mail.
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Separation of the items on ETNAI by scale including
demographic information with each scale, sampling a larger
number of individuals, and having them complete the
abbreviated survey and returning it as they depart.
Administering only one scale at a time would decrease the
amount of time necessary to complete it.

The ETNAI could be used regionally with sites having similar
attractions and resources.

Because of the regulations which surround some agencies, it may be necessary

to gain permission to administer the ETNAI on a regional basis rather than at just one

site. If this were to occur, the ETNAI may be modified to accommodate wider

interests and several areas. Pilot testing and other validation procedures would have

to occur. The methods are options for implementation of the ETNAI. With the

diversity of sites, and agency mandates and regulations, implementation of the ETNAI

would have to remain somewhat flexible. The interpretive planners have indicated a

perceived value of a ETNA process. The ETNAI is just one of the options to utilize

ETNA. Other processes, such as focus groups, could be used to further gather needs

data.

Phase 8: Suggested Analysis of the ETNAI

In this phase, the needs are documented and identified. The consensus of the

interpretive planners was that either ranking the responses from the ETNAI, or

outlining the results in "human terms" would be most useful. As a result, the mean

of the responses for both the Adequacy and Importance measures should be calculated

and then ranked by mean from most important to least important, and most adequate

to least adequate. The demographic information would be analyzed by frequencies of
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responses in each category. All results received may be described in a narrative to

better facilitate the process.

Phase 9: Suggested Incorporation of Ecotourist Data into the Current System

Incorporating ecotourist data into the current interpretive planning system

would entail placing the needs identified in priority order, reconciling disagreements,

and listing selected needs to be resolved and obtain agreement.

Placing the Needs Identified in Priority Order and Reconciling Disagreement

The needs identified using ETNAI should be incorporated with data currently

collected using craft knowledge, noting the questions asked most often at the site, and

using input from subject matter experts. All data should be reconciled resulting in a

common set of needs derived from all sources. Then priorities should be set based on

money, mandates and management, and also having the planning partners set values

for identified needs.

List Selected Needs to be Resolved and Obtain Agreement

The information is then summarized in some format that would facilitate the

process of planning interpretation. A needs assessment matrix, narrative, or basic

outline or report could be used to depict ecotourist/ planning needs.

Site Planner Responses: An Overview

The ETNAI was administered to the six site planners with instructions to

consider what the visitors would request as interpretive topics at Malheur. The site

planners were asked to respond to the topics as it was assumed that they would be

familiar with the interpretive information needs of Malheur visitors. Slight wording
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changes were made to facilitate completion of the ETNAI by site planners.

The data collected from the site planners using ETNAI was used to investigate

the pattern of responses between the site planners at Malheur and the ecotourists, and

to exemplify the proposed system (ETNA). The responses of the site planners and

the 88 ecotourists responding during the ETNAI validation process were compared.

The question to be answered was: "Could including ecotourists needs data alter the

content of the system presently used to plan interpretation at Malheur?"

Analysis of Site Planner and Ecotourist Responses to ETNAI

"Could adding interpretive information needs data alter the content of the

system presently used to plan interpretation at Malheur?" In order to determine if the

information site planners familiar with Malheur contributed to the interpretive

planning process was different from the ecotourists' contributions, the ETNAI was

administered to six site planners. Their responses were compared with the responses

collected from ecotourists using a t-test.

The pattern of responses for site planners and ecotourists were analyzed for

both the Adequacy (see Table 10) and Importance (see Table 11) measures. A t-test

assessed the differences between the two groups based on the pattern of their

responses. The t-test indicated that the majority of the scales, 13 out of 18 for both

the Adequacy and Importance measures, had a difference in mean at significance

levels less than .05. The t-test indicated differences among the two groups at a

significance level of .05 for most of the scales. Results indicate that adding data from

ecotourists could alter the content of the system at Malheur.



Table 11
Summary of T-test of Opinion Differences between Site Planners (n=6) and Ecotourists (n=88)--Importance Measure.

Scales
Responses

Site Planners Vis.tors

Mean SD Mean SD t p-value
1) Biological Features 3.968 0.44 4.09 0.586 1.961 <.05*
2) Geological Features 3.805 0.7 3.2 0.526 10.778 <.05*
3) Human History 3.542 0.27 3.33 0.540 3.684 <.05*
4) Agency Programs 3.614 0.52 3.67 0.719 .736 > .05
5) Management Goals/Visitor 3.810 0.75 3.17 0.596 10.073 <.05*
6) Management Goals /Area 3.919 0.33 4.06 0.514 2.580 <.05*
7) Primary Visitor Orientation 3.839 0.77 4.37 0.668 7.466 <.05*
8) Secondary Visitor Orientation 3.786 0.36 3.8 0.558 .229 > .05
9) Wildlife Viewing 4.270 0.43 4.21 0.586 .958 > .05

* At a significance level less than or equal to 0.05, the differences between site planner and ecotourists was meaningful.
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Site planners and ecotourists at Malheur had differing patterns of responses, indicating

a difference in opinion about the interpretive information topics to be presented at

Malheur.

Summary of the Case Report of ETNAI

In following the preceding process, the ETNAI was found to be construct valid

and internally reliable. It was statistically analyzed for internal reliability and

construct validity using Spearman-Brown coefficient, Pearson r correlation, and

confirmatory factor analysis, and the three null hypotheses associated with validating

the ETNAI were rejected. The internal scale consistency was significant more than or

equal to .001. The majority of the inter-scale correlations were significant more than

or equal to .001 except in among three pairs. There was agreement among the scales

of interpretive content being assessed based on eigenvalues greater than 1.0. Site

planner responses and ecotourist responses were found to differ significantly at levels

more than or equal to .01. Further, suggestions are given based on the results from

the interpretive planner interviews and Kaufman's (1988) needs assessment procedure

of incorporating ETNAI in the current process.

Analysis of the Perceived Value of Ecotourist Needs Data

Overview

Nine interpretive planners were included in the sample used to analyze the

perceived value of ecotourist needs data: that is, what is the perceived value to

planners of incorporating information from ecotourists about their perceived needs in

the interpretive planning process. These individuals were ensured confidentiality, thus
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each interpretive planner was randomly assigned a letter so that responses could be

tracked throughout the analysis. Any reference to I or me refers to the interpretive

planner, while use of N, p5 or our refers to the site staff. In order to answer

questions related to determining perceived value, data collection in two categories

occurred: a) Analysis and description of the current system, and 2) Analysis and

description of the proposed system.

Analysis and Description of the Current System

Answers to questions regarding decision-making and utilization of outside

groups were used to describe the current system. The current system was

investigated to better understand the blending of the interpretive planning system, and

the procedures addressed in Kaufman's (1988) needs assessment procedural model.

According to Kaufman (1988), in order to effectively develop learning activities,

decisions are made to use a needs assessment process and information from selected

external groups. The following questions organize the data analysis of the current

system:

A. Current System: 1. According to the interpretive planners, how is the data
collection and inventory process currently accomplished?

a. How are decisions presently made regarding
interpretation?

b. How are outside groups currently used in the
interpretive planning process?
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Ala. How Decisions are Made Presently Regarding Interpretation?

How decisions are presently made regarding interpretation may be categorized

into three areas: a) Current decision-making process, b) Where the interpretive plan

is located in the general planning processes, and c) How the information collected is

prioritized.

How Interpretive Decisions are Made:

The decision to start the process to plan interpretation comes from several

different sources: the interpretive planners themselves, their supervisors, and outside

groups.

"Me (the interpretive planner) and my supervisor." (A)

"Staff which includes someone from each [of nine]
departments." (E)

"The [site] manager. . .doesn't initiate it, but he makes the
decision whether to allow the [interpretive planner], or who
ever, wants to do it." (M)

"I get the ball rolling. . .then it would have to go
through some administrative channels, and then it would
come back to me." (C)

Generally the idea to provide interpretation on a small scale came from any individual

or group who had an interest in the site and/or interpretation, except in the case of the

National Park Service where interpretation is part of their congressional mandate.

When the size and cost of projects increased, the position of the persons directing the

project had more authority in the agency's organization. A visitor center, a costly

project, was coordinated through the "state and district office" (B) or "regional

office" (M).
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The decision made to implement interpretation was also affected by budgetary

and personnel position issues. The interpretive planner employed by a privately-

owned forest indicated that efforts were sometimes directed by who said interpretation

should be done. In other agencies:

. . . bulletin boards. . .I pretty much make those decisions. . .if it's
something a little controversial or I'm concerned about the wording, I'll
run that past my supervisor. If it's something like a permanent exhibit,
with text and art work--that's going to be in place for the next 15
years, [and] going to cost $10,000.00, [the interpretation] would
probably go through my supervisor and the project leader for final
approval. (D)

The decisions to determine themes and topics were also made by going

through the management hierarchy of the agency. Interpretive planners may initiate

the process, obtain approvals from supervisors, develop a proposal and prospectus

then "it's usually between this office (regional) and the manager [of the site]" (P), or

"the Interpretive Specialist. . .housed in the Salem District" (B) to decide whether the

interpretative planning process will continue, or the interpretive program will be

implemented. No hierarchy existed for interpretive planning in the state parks;

therefore, decisions about interpretive topics and themes were made by the

interpretive planner. If money was involved, then approvals from administrators were

required.

Different levels of interpretive planning were performed at different parts of

the site and informally. Interpretation, in response to comments like, "We don't have

any interpretation on this particular topic" (A), were accomplished informally, but a

more formal interpretive plan would be completed for areas where the number of
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users was high. Informal methods could be the staff deciding to provide an

interpretive talk or "kicking around ideas" (E) with the ideas noted, then executed by

the interpretive planner. More formalized methods included enlisting help from the

regional or district staff and contacting outside groups for advice.

The processes in place to make decisions regarding implementation of the

interpretive plan and investment of more time generally were determined by the cost

and size of the interpretation being considered, that is, when it was a small project

that could be accomplished by a single interpretive planner, the decision was made at

the site, and in many cases by the interpretive planner. If the project was sizable and

entailed larger amounts of money, then the regional and district offices became

involved.

Where the Interpretive Plan is located in the General Planning Processes

The location of the interpretive plan in the general planning processes of the

agencies indicated the status of interpretation. The interpretive plan was a separate

plan in one case where:

the [overall] plan develops out of goals from the district office,
and then [interpretive] plans are developed at the forest level
using the staff.

Interpretation is part of these [district] goals. (H)

Interpretation was also a ". . .part of the master plan [that] is broken into segments,"

(P) or included as part of the "umbrella plan for the forest" (E). The master plan or

umbrella plan was the overall site plan which included planning for such areas as fire

management, forest management, timber harvesting, recreation, and interpretation.
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Formal guidelines and policies outline how the master plan is to be written. Planning

interpretation was not emphasized. In fact, one comment was made that the agency is

11

. . .really far behind on trying to develop any kind of interpretive plan. They've

(other state park personnel) never developed an interpretive plan" (C). On the other

hand, the National Park Service creates a ". . .separate plan specific to the site" (L).

How Information Collected is Prioritized

Responses about techniques used to prioritized information for inclusion in the

interpretive process revealed a variety of techniques including:

Trial and error. . .what works and what's happening. (B)

We list every suggestion [gathered from public
meetings], but we quantify them--so we have 20 people
say they don't want something. . .it's given a higher
priority. (M)

In no really good fashion. . .probably depending on who
is saying it. If it's [higher management], then we know
we'd probably better fix it. (A)

. . .based on what other experts in the field would tell
me. . .1 ask the biologist, or the archeologist, or a
number of geologists to tell me what. . .the most
important topics [are] that I have to talk about.
Ultimately the site manager will make the decision. (P)

We just list [information requests] and the [number] of
responses. . jand] then you . . interpret that with your
agency's mission. (H)

Threats to wildlife would probably be our highest
priority as far as planning. . . we want [visitors] to
understand what we're doing with the land. . .hopefully
to approve of what we're doing. . .so [we] now
emphasize interpretive subjects that could be
controversial or not approved of. (D)
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We work with our enabling legislation. (L)

The prioritizing techniques were not uniform or standard within interpretive

planning or agencies. In fact, as shown by the above planners' comments, a variety

of factors came into play when prioritizing information. Prioritizing information was

a personal task completed by the interpretive planner and/or site staff and was guided

by the mission or mandate of the management agency. The agencies may have new

missions to include the visitor, and seek out their ideas, but this does not seem to be

occurring in practice. The usual internal resource orientation was apparent when

agency personnel were prioritizing information.

Alb. How Outside Groups Currently are used in the Interpretive Planning Process

How outside groups are used currently was investigated by having interpretive

planners respond to questions related to: a) Use of outside groups; b) Types of

outside groups are used; and c) How data are collected from outside groups.

Use of Outside Groups

The use of outside groups varied among the interpretive planners. Outside

groups included individuals or groups not employed by the agency. The degree

outside groups were used went from "as much as possible" (H), to "no, we haven't

yet [used outside groups]" (E). The attitude toward use of outside groups was

positive in most cases: "That's something that's being done more and more. I think

it's kind of a revolutionary idea [in] some areas, [and] I realize that there is a need to

[include outside groups]" (D).
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The commitment to use outside groups also varied:

if we give [visitors] ownership in what we're interpreting. .

.they'll help. . .to maybe protect it, enjoy it and give us
feedback to improve. (H)

we have an idea of what the visitors need. . . [based on] the types of
questions the visitors ask over and over again (P).

we don't necessarily pursue" the use of outside groups (L).

The use of outside groups varied from high use to no use. The attitude

toward outside groups ranged from being very important, "we give them ownership"

(H), to we don't need to use them because "we have an idea of what they need" (M).

The current situation indicated that most of the interpretive planners believe including

outside groups was important, but time was sometimes an issue. One interpretive

planner pointed out that the scale 'Management Goals Involving the Visitor' was ". .

.becoming increasingly important as we are becoming less funded; we're going to be

turning more and more to visitors, to volunteers, and to partnerships" (E). Visitor

and public participation were advised by one interpretive planner to provide a base of

support for the site.

Which Outside Groups are Used

The outside groups were divided into three categories: professionals, the

public, and recreation providers.

Professionals were individuals with specific expertise such as

consultants and subject matter experts or scientists.
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The public was divided into general and specific public. The general

public was anyone who had an interest in the site. Specific public

included special interest groups such as the Audubon Society,

equestrian clubs, or "friends" organizations. Visitors were considered

as members of the general public, but were treated separately.

Recreation providers consisted of recreation retailers, park and

recreation departments, or personnel from other agencies.

Professionals. Professionals included interpretation consultants and scientists

such as archaeologists and zoologists. Their subject matter expertise was obtained

from "whoever has the knowledge about the subject to fill in the information" (H), or

"just about any and everybody (specialist) I can. . .to get information to help shape

those topics" (P). Interpretation consultants were brought in to collect data, prepare

interpretive plans, and advise planners:

We've got files of stuff in the office. [Consultants] have helped
with the interpretive prospectus. (B)

I run things by people like [an interpretation consultant]. (E)

Personnel at the "state office. . .went out and contacted [consultants]"
or they "came to us". . .wishing to monetarily collaborate on research.
(B)

In one case, a consultant and the interpretive planner had a more
informal relationship as he/she "ran things by" the consultant. (E)

Professionals (subject-matter experts) were consulted on a regular basis about

ongoing incidents and occurrences at the sites such as an archeological concern, or

"gathering an inventory of different species,. . .and how long a particular species will
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take to colonize" (B) , or for specific informational requirements about developing

interpretive and recreation programs. One interpretive planner made the comment

that "we have tons of them. . .archaeologists, biologists, soil scientists, geologists,

hydrologists. . any kind of -ists" (H). The "-ists" were utilized as the need arose,

and were employed from various universities and private organizations. Volunteer

professionals were also used. These were individuals who belong to specific public

groups that provided expertise.

Subject-matter experts were sought out as the need arose for detailed

information:

If [personnel at the site] are looking at a resource that was potentially
very sensitive we'd probably get a scientist to come in. . .[to
determine] how much stress this organism can take,. . .Is this a good
place for a trail? . . .If so would a boardwalk be best? or
archaeologists asking "How valuable is this site?" How sensitive is
this site? How likely [is it] to be vandalized? (D)

The Public. The public was divided into the general and specific public. The

general public consisted of anyone interested in happenings at the site, and they were

invited to participate through public meetings. The specific public comprised special

interest groups such as equestrians, mountain bikers, hikers, the members of the

Audubon Society and Sierra Club, and professional societies such as the Native Plant

Society, timber groups, or neighbors to the site. A general public could become a
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specific public. One planner began with meetings with the general public, and from

those meetings a specific Trails Committee was formed:

. . .community leaders, and the people that had. . .connections

. . .[whom] we felt could connect with each other and solve some of the
internal problems between equestrians, bikers--that sort of thing--. . .We didn't
want them to. . .get very upset with each other. We wanted to try to start to
make things work. (A)

The focus of these meetings was on "user groups," primarily recreationists, and not

on interpretation, although informational concerns were collected. Other specific

public groups such as the Native Plant Society, directly contributed to interpretation

by "put[ing] on interpretive walks" (H).

The visitor was considered by interpretive planners to be a recreation

participant such as an equestrian or a mountain biker, rather than a learner. At

several sites, visitor centers or displays focused on the first-time visitors, not the local

recreationist.

The general and specific public were further differentiated by how they were

contacted. The general public was contacted by publishing a news release in "all the

local newspapers of places that we feel use the [site] heavily" (D), prior to holding a

public meeting. The general public was contacted as needed for master planning or

policy changes at this site. One interpretive planner used his "friends" or primary

special interest group as a mechanism to contact the general public. Meetings for the

general public were held under the auspices of the special interest group.

Planners contacted and communicated with visitors through questionnaires,

casual contact at the sites, and the interpretation itself. For example, one interpretive
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planner conducted an interpretive walk, "I'd just set up a sign, 'Grounds Tour at

1PM' five people [would start the tour] -all of a sudden you have 'cling-ons'" (B).

These "cling-ons" were visitors to the site who saw the interpretation occurring and

joined in. The contact was made directly with the visitor. Contact through

interpretation was further emphasized when "[I] get informal feedback from my

employees, my field interpreters, as to what they feel the [visitor] is interested in"

(L).

In general, communication with the specific public was maintained on a fairly

regular basis, and mailing lists were kept of groups and individuals who had shown

interest in the occurrences at the site. The contact method was often personal with

letters and materials mailed out prior to meetings. Meetings sometime occurred on a

regular basis, "bi-monthly" (A), in one case. Also, an interpretive planner may

attend group meetings, "I attend their [public] meetings on their ground to try to get

input on how we can improve service" (H).

Recreation Providers. Recreation providers were individuals employed by

other resource management agencies, recreation retailers, or park and recreation

departments. Other agency personnel participated when their lands were adjacent to

or affected by the planning at a specific site. At one site "state parks and [a military

organization] have some land there" (P), resulting in their involvement in the overall

master plan for the site, including interpretive planning. Other agency personnel

were contacted on an ad hoc basis when events occurred that affected their site.

Letters were written and phone calls were made to access the appropriate individuals.
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In another case:

a network of recreational planners. . .[meet] once every two months.
[There is] a core of people from a variety of agencies. . .different
backgrounds. . .different views of interpretation, recreation. . .so that's
a good information source. (D)

The recreation providers were involved when the site was located near a

concentration of people. An interpretive planner in this situation met with recreation

providers such as recreation retailers, and city and county park and recreation

department personnel on a regular basis. The interpretive planner network and

recreation providers followed a regular schedule "every two to three months for

example" (H).

The use of outside groups varied from site to site, based on the needs seen by

the interpretive planner. For example, an interpretive planner who felt that ownership

by outside groups was preferred also used a diverse number of groups such as

recreation retailers, the "-ists," and a larger number of specific publics. On the other

hand, an interpretive planner who felt that others did not need to be consulted,

nevertheless sought out advice from special interest groups, and referred to

individuals from other agencies only when the site was affected.

How Information is Collected from Outside Groups

Procedures for collecting information from outside groups fell into two

categories: informal methods or more formal methods.

Informal Methods. Informal methods included processes that were

unsystematic and indirect, like noting comments from meetings. Informal methods

dominated the data collection strategies currently in use. For example, "just talking
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to [visitors], spending a lot of time out on the weekends with people" (D). . .or not

having [visitors] ". . .fill out any forms. . . but asking them what they like, what they

don't like and then people write letters" (H). Another method used was

"having. . .public meetings, and then writing down comments that people make"

(M), . . .or "just. . .meet[ing] and kick[ing] around ideas" (P). The public meetings

were generally conducted to provide input to the master planning process, and

"usually [we] didn't get too much on interpretation from the suggestions and

comments given at the meeting" (C). Also the outside groups were the ones who

made the contact and offered information: "there is no specific procedure--it's kind

of up to them to get [interpretive information] to us. . . .We will certainly listen and

accept letters, phone calls, [but] we don't necessarily pursue" contact with outside

groups (L).

More Formal Methods. More formal methods included questionnaires

distributed to users. One agency had "interns. . .[who] ask people their length of

stay, and why they were [at the site], and comments" (B). Another asked about user

groups (recreationists): "Where [they] were coming from, how big was the group,

what was their interest when they came [to the site, and] how long did they stay" (B).

As part of recreation surveys questions were asked "about topics and information that

[visitors] would like. . .things they would like more information about" (A). Data

collection was the most formal method used to communicate with visitors, but these

questionnaires were administered infrequently. No other contact was made unless the

visitor was also a member of the local community receiving a news release, or was at
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the site participating in the interpretation.

More formal methods were used to collect data from visitors than from any

other outside groups, although they were least mentioned in the interviews.

Typically, the general public and specific publics (e.g., recreationists) were seen as

the "users" at the site. The ecotourist or non-consumptive user was not mentioned in

the interviews except as "cling-ons," or as individuals who violated a site regulation

such as stepping over boundaries.

Data collected from subject matter experts and other agency personnel was

needed to put together the final product, such as checking for resource stress during

trail construction. Written materials changed hands, letters were written, and

telephone calls made. As previously seen the "ists" may also be the individual

making the decision about interpretive topics: "I ask the biologists, archeologist to

tell me the most important topics to talk about" (P).

Interpretive planners contribute much in the development of an interpretive

plan, although the ultimate decision for actual implementation depended on the money

and size of the project when a commitment from individuals at higher levels of

authority such as site supervisors, managers, regional officers, and district personnel

was needed. The control over the selection of outside groups may reside with the

interpretive planner, the outside groups themselves, and/or the site staff. The choice

and utilization of outside groups was based on the information needed by the

interpretive planner except in the case of master planning. In this case, the general

public was invited to participate.
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Analysis and Description of the Proposed System (ETNA)

The proposed system includes the ETNA method with the ETNAI used as an

example to examine the use of ETNA in the interpretive planning system. The

research questions to be answered follow:

B. Proposed System: 2. According to the interpretive planners, does
incorporating ecotourist needs data enhance the
content of the system currently used to plan
interpretation?

a. Is the value of incorporating the ecotourist
data seen as useful, usable, and needed?

Is ETNA perceived as useful?

Is ETNA perceived as usable?

Is ETNA seen as needed?

Questions related to three areas were asked interpretive planners: a) Determination of

the value of ETNA, b) Implementation of ETNA, and c) Presentation of ETNAI data.

Determination of the Value of ETNA

Value was defined as whether ETNA was seen as useful, usable, and needed

by planners. If a process is useful, it can be put into service or action, and if a

process is usable it can be adapted for use. Something needed fills a gap in

information. The need for ecotourists needs data was also analyzed using Site

Planners and Ecotourist Responses to ETNAI.
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All of the interpretive planners felt information collected using ETNA would

be useful as evidence to support their activities:

I'd tie it in with what our agency feels is really important to get
out to the people, what our focus areas are, because we have
some guidelines that we go by. . .[however] in interpretation. .

.we don't have a lot of documentation to back up what we do,
to show results, and this would be something that would really,
I think show. . .what's happening--this is what people interpret
that we're doing . (E)

Right now we do want to develop some sort of format to see if
we are. . .meeting needs and getting the message across. So we
are going to need to develop some sort of questionnaire, and if
there's something already available, then we'd probably use it.
(C)

What we really could use [is finding out] if we're effective or
not at getting information out about services that are available
and about the significance of different areas of the park. (L)

Other uses of the information included a) "substantiat[ion] on a piece of paper

much of what we already know from talking to visitors (D); b) [finding out] what

topics interest them [visitors] throughout the year that I could teach them more about.

. .[and] c) also for planning walks and talks, [and] look[ing] at trends and majority

opinions" (H). The usefulness of the ETNA was grounded in getting feedback from

visitors, finding out what their needs were, and also justifying the actions of the

interpretive planners. Overall, the response to whether the interpretive planners

would use the information was positive.

The ETNA was seen as usable in generating usable information. The purpose

of the survey was understood by the interpretive planners. However, its context for

use was broadened and enhanced as the interpretive planners saw how they could
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modify the ETNA to fill gaps in the information they needed. For example, having

another source of information could balance the input from scientists with a fixed

focus. The method was seen as usable to detect topical interests of specific groups

like different international visitors or Elderhostel groups. The method was also seen

as usable "in a major recreation area--I can really see application" (H).

Overall the interpretive planners felt the ETNA could be adapted to many

different situations such as assessment of specific groups, planning at major recreation

areas, development of an interpretive plan for a visitor center, guidance for the

interpretive planning process, or use of ETNA as a template to site needs.

The need for the information was confirmed by interpretive planners.

It would be really useful, [maybe] enough energy is being spent on
what wildlife is most often seen, and they could focus on some of these
other [topics] that are important to visitors, and work on [them]. (E)

Other opinions revealed a general attitude toward improving service to visitors or

users of the various sites, and evaluation of the work of the interpretive planner.

"We'll listen to your requests. We'll consider them, and try to do the best thing that

we can for you and your neighbor and the land" (C). The ETNA could also be used

at sites that do not have interpretive planners because ". . .they (these sites) don't

really have a feel for what people need in the ways of interpretation" (P). The
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concept of "operating in a vacuum" was also brought up because:

Managers might know their resource, but I really don't think they have
a good idea of who's out there. And, someone in my position
(interpretive planner) would have a better idea just because I give
programs, I talk to people and I'm patrolling. But, even so a lot of
times you have to have some good way of knowing what people want,
and I think you really can make a pretty costly mistake, and also a
mistake of time. I mean, just the time involved in planning and putting
together a project that [may] not be effective. (D)

Interpretive planners thought the information was needed because they are

seeing a need to be more effective with time and money in their attempts to fulfill the

expectations of visitors. Previously, they did not have processes to use or

information to fill the gap.

The ETNAI information was seen as additional information to be added and

prioritized with the other methods and information sources. The information from the

ETNAI would:

Fill the big gap!. . . .It's a big task, and it's a time-[consuming] task.
So, to me, to have something like this would be great, because you
could easily take this to people. . .regardless of the way that you
decided to do it, and get some information that, although the accuracy
and all that could vary. . .At least you would have a feeling for what
people thought about it, and easily be able to do it. (A)

Consistency was also seen as a necessary component of integration as "you'd need to

follow the same format. . .as far as presentation and giving verbal input or actually

having [the visitors] fill it out" (D).

The value of the ETNA was seen by interpretive planners. It was perceived as

a mechanism for a variety of uses among them to better serve the information needs

of visitors, provide data to justify interpretive planners' work, and to allow agency
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personnel to better coordinate management of the site.

Implementation of ETNA

The methods preferred to implement the ETNAI included administering the

ETNAI at the site and at public meetings. At the site, the ETNAI could be:

just something that you handed out and asked people to mail back. (M)

[used to] approach people in the field on weekends or during the
high use periods--holidays, and [I would] have [the ETNAI]
available. . . It would be stapled and mailed back. (D)

be administered at public meetings, [by asking the public] to do it right
there. Because they're . . .in schools or somewhere where we could
use desks and do that type of thing. (M)

The USFS has a policy restricting the number of surveys or questionnaires that can be

conducted each year at the forest in a particular region so using public meetings

bypasses this restriction.

All interpretive planners felt it would be viable to implement ETNA at their

sites in some form or fashion. The methods outlined maintain the informality seen

earlier. One interpretive planner thought that ETNA would need to be administered

to all individuals and groups to be effective, and saw the process of implementing the

ETNA as systematic.

Presentation of ETNA Data

The interpretive planners unanimously agreed that the preferred methods to

present the data collected from ecotourists were the tables displaying the mean

ranking of the Adequacy and the Importance measures (see Tables D9 and D10).

Table D9 shows the means of the responses for the Adequacy measure from least
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adequately covered to most adequately covered information at Malheur with the

corresponding Importance ranking. Table D10 shows means of the responses for the

Importance measure from most important to least important information with the

corresponding ranking of the Adequacy measure. Tables D9 and D10 were chosen by

the interpretive planners because they "made the most sense" (A). The choice of

presentation of data seemed to hinge on the statistical knowledge of the interpretive

planner. For example the rankings were ". . .most useful to me and that's because

my statistics background isn't really strong" (E). The volume of information was

overwhelming to some of the interpretive planners, and planners requested that the

data be presented "in human terms" (C). "In human terms" was explained as

information being explained verbally in paragraphs and lists rather than in numbers

and tables.

Choice of Scales

Nine scales underlie the ETNAI (see Table 4). Of these scales, the

interpretive planners chose as more useful the ones that applied to their particular site.

Most agreed that 'Primary Visitor Orientation', 'Biological Features', and 'Wildlife

Viewing Information' were useful. A second tier of scales included the 'Management

Goals Involving the Visitor,' and 'Management Goals Focusing on the Area',

`Agency Programs'. The scale, "Management Goals Involving the Visitor," was an

area with a growing interest as "I do a lot of interpretation of. . .why we're asking
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[visitors] to do the things we are" (D). Before the interpretive planner arrived:

nothing was really done along those lines [like] why are we asking you
to stay in your car? why are we asking you not to walk through the
marsh and there were a lot more enforcement problems because people
just didn't understand. They couldn't perceive a reason why--a good
reason why they couldn't or should do it--so they did it. Now more
wildlife needs are listed and information about management goals and
people understand there's a good reason why they shouldn't hike to the
marsh in the winter--they're less likely to do it. (D)

Other scales were seen as useful, but in some cases not applicable. Most planners

eventually mentioned all but one or two scales as useful to them. The scales omitted

were not applicable to their specific site.

Summary of Perceived Value of Ecotourist Needs Data

The current system promotes internally based decision-making of

interpretation. The decision about interpretation was determined by the size and cost

of the interpretive project or program. Data were collected informally in most cases,

but the formats for collection were more formal but infrequent when the visitor was

involved. Prioritizing information followed no guidelines, but each interpretive

planner has evolved a method to choose the topics for inclusion many based on the

mission of the agency. Overall decisions were directed by the money involved in the

project, the management, and the mission/mandate of the agency.

In the proposed system, a needs assessment process such as ETNAI would be

included. The interpretive planners thought the method had value as it was both

useful and usable in their situation, and the information collected was also seen as

needed. The value of the method was different in each situation as the perceived

usefulness and usability changed with each interpretive planner. The method blended
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into the current processes as each interpretive planner had an idea of how he/she

would use ETNA. These findings and conclusions are discussed in Chapter V.
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V. DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND
IMPLICATIONS

The purpose of this study was to determine the value to planners of

incorporating information from ecotourists about their perceived needs to the standard

system presently being used to plan interpretation. This chapter contains a discussion

of the findings and presents the conclusions drawn from the research, as well as,

recommendations, and implications of the research.

Discussion

Analysis and Description of the Current System

The following questions framed the examination of the current system:

According to interpretive planners, how is the data collection and
inventory process currently accomplished?

How are decisions presently made regarding
interpretation?

How are outside groups currently used in the interpretive
planning process?

Figure 13 visually depicts the current system as described by interpretive planners.

How are Decisions Presently made Regarding Interpretation?

The literature reviewed suggested that current methods employed to plan

interpretation were internal and haphazard (Watson, 1989; Bradley, 1982). In the

present study, interpretive planners revealed that decision-making about planning,

feasibility, implementation, and how to prioritize data were filtered by three factors:

1) money, 2) mandates/mission, and/or 3) management. Currently, ideas about
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interpretation could come from "anyone" with subject matter experts, specific public,

and other site staff providing the most input. Thus the focus of the needs assessment

is primarily "internal." Most responsibility for implementation and coordination of

interpretive planning is held by the interpretative planner. However, decisions for

costly projects were made higher in the organization. Legislative mandates or agency

missions were apparent not only when deciding to plan interpretation, but also in

prioritizing information.

How are Outside Groups Currently Used in the Interpretive Planning Process?

The literature showed that the outside groups included in the interpretive

planning process were members of an Advisory Team made up of scientists and the

"public." Members of these groups were invited to participate on an ad hoc basis,

but the literature did not indicate which outside groups should be included and how.

The number of outside groups reported in the study ranged from none to a variety of

diverse outside groups. Most of the interpretive planners indicated they felt outside

groups should be included in some manner; "I realize there is a need to [include

outside groups]." There were, however, three detractors who felt that "we have an

idea of what the visitors want" and "we don't pursue" the use of outside groups. The

types of outside groups fell into three categories: professionals, the public, and

recreation providers. These categories were further broken down into the following

sub-categories:

Professionals: consultants and subject matter experts such as biologists

and archaeologists.
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The Public: general public with visitors in general included but

managed separately; specific public which included special interest

groups.

Recreation Providers: other agency personnel, other recreation

providers such as recreation retailers and park and recreation

departments.

Planners contacted each of the outside groups differently, for different reasons,

and at various times. Consultants were contacted to complete interpretive projects or

for advice. They were contacted by a regional or district office or the consultant

would come to the interpretive planner. Subject matter experts were communicated

with at all stages of the interpretive planning process not only for information about

topics, but also to prioritize information, choose topics, and conduct interpretation.

The general public minus ecotourists were contacted usually by news releases

inviting them to provide input in the master planning process for the area.

Interpretation as part of the master plan was included, but "usually [we] didn't get to

much on interpretation from the suggestions and comments given at the meeting."

Ecotourists were contacted three ways--infrequent questionnaires, casual contact on

the site, and through the interpretive activities themselves.

The specific public could be described as groups or individuals who voiced

concerns or interest in the site, and generally, their names were on a mailing list at

the site. The outside groups included in planning interpretation were predominantly

planners, then subject-matter experts, and finally, the public. The visitors contributed
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to the process by furnishing demographic and trip information when asked at the site

as the literature pointed out.

The literature offers examples of data collection methods from other

disciplines that could be applied to interpretive planning. These methods include

needs assessment, general visitor studies, and general opinion measurement.

Questionnaires are used extensively to obtain opinions from a variety of groups and

for a variety of purposes. In interpretation no process was standard; therefore the

application of ETNA to interpretation and the investigation into the current data

collection strategies were necessary.

Data collection for planning interpretation used two methods: informal and

more formal methods. Informal methods included noting comments at public

meetings and noticing the frequency of visitors' questions at the site. More formal

methods included questionnaires. However, these were not used for interpretation

input directly but rather for obtaining general demographic and trip information about

site users. The literature also stated that visitor demographic information was

basically all that was collected from visitors.

Summary

Overall, the data collection and inventory process in interpretive planning was

standard neither across agencies nor within agencies. Each agency is governed by a

set of procedures and policies which are guides for planning, but the only evidence of

these in action were in the decision-making allocation of funds and the use of public

meetings to provide input in the master planning process. The methods used currently
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to determine interpretive content could be characterized as intuitive or as a "gut

instinct" (craft knowledge) in most cases.

The personal philosophy of interpretive planners was evident in their

responses. One interpretive planner felt that using outside groups was "something

that's being done more and more." This approach may be contrasted with knowing

what the visitor wants without asking them directly and deciding on topics using

subject matter experts such as biologists and archaeologists. The effects of personal

experience and attitudes on the interpretive planning process areas for future research.

The needs assessment and educational systems planning literature suggest that

information needs to be collected from a variety of sources fitting into three groups:

a) learners, b) education planners, and c) members of the community. The groups

and methods used to assess interpretive needs depend on time and cost rather than on

educational systems planning methodology. Interpretive planners currently neglect the

opportunity to increase visitor satisfaction by failing to allow planning by identifying

the gaps in their learning/interpretive experience.

Analysis and Description of the Proposed System (ETNA)

The following questions framed the examination of the proposed system:

According to the interpretive planners, does incorporating ecotourist needs data
enhance the content of the system currently used to plan interpretation?

a. Is the value of incorporating the ecotourist data seen as useful, usable,
and needed?

Is ETNA perceived as useful?
Is ETNA perceived as usable?
Is ETNA perceived as needed?
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The proposed system as outlined by ETNA is shown in Figure 14. As with the

current system, three factors impact planning feasibility and implementation, and

prioritization of needs data. These factors--money, mandates/missions, and

management--are of particular significance in decision-making when planning costly

projects. In the proposed system, ideas about interpretation could come from

"anyone" with a balance of input from both internal sources (e.g., subject matter

experts, site staff) and external sources (e.g., ecotourists, specific public).

Is the Value of Incorporating the Ecotourist Data Seen as Useful. Usable, and

Needed?

The information collected about the current system indicated that an internal

process was used to collect data about interpretation. However, educational systems

planning and needs assessment literature advocate the inclusion of data from external

sources. Furthermore, would external data be seen as valuable to those individuals

who would need to collect and use it? In this study, value was seen as a determinant

of action or employment of a product, process, or service, and was defined as the

usefulness, usability, and need for the information.

The interpretive planners responded to questions of whether the ETNA was

seen as useful and usable by suggesting ways that they would use the ETNA, that is,

external substantiation of knowledge about visitors, collection of trend and opinion

information, justification of the interpretation done, identification of visitor needs,

evaluation of interpretation, and effective utilization of money. These uses reflect the

ability of the ETNA to be put into service and adapted for use at a particular site.



143

Managers Money Mandates

ETNA--Data Collection & Inv( ntory

Potential
Input

Managers Money Mandates

Figure 14: The Proposed System as described by the ETNA mdoel



144

The need for external information was also seen by interpretive planners to

"fill the big gap!" They indicated a real lack of any information about visitors and

their interpretation needs, "regardless of the way. . .you decided to do it. . .at least

you would have a feeling for what people thought about." Potential blame was

directed at managers as "they might know their resource, but I really don't think they

have a good idea of who's out there." These comments reflect the admissions made

in the literature about not communicating with visitors about interpretive information

needs, as well as in other areas.

Advantages of the ETNA process included numerous implementation

strategies, and the ability to distribute the ETNAI to visitors and subsequent

presentation of data casually and simply. Distribution was discussed as something

that could be handed out to people after a particular program or visit. Ecotourists

would also be "approach[ed] in the field on weekends. . .having [the ETNAI]

available so . . .it would be stapled and mailed back."

The choice of scales by interpretive planners reflected the attractions of the

site, as well as general types of information. For example, one site was primarily

historic in nature. The interpretive planner at that site was the only individual to omit

the scale "Biological Features" because it did not apply to his site. The nature of

ETNA allows interpretive planners to choose a mechanism that applies to their sites,

and omit others that do not apply. This flexibility allows for more value as the

ETNA could be better applied to a particular site.
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The format for presenting data preferred unanimously by interpretive planners

was that of Tables D8 and D9--the ranking of the Adequacy and Importance measures

(see Tables D8 and D9). This format was preferred because it was simple to

understand and easy to use. Other interpretive planners wanted a narrative of the

findings or the results presented in "human terms."

Interpretive planners indicated they want to include the ecotourist in the

process because they felt that input from them was useful, usable and needed in the

process; that is, the ecotourists' input was perceived as having value. The ETNA

also had value as it was seen as a mechanism to collect information as an input into

the system, and ETNAI was found to be both reliable and valid, thus also valuable.

Conclusions

The conclusions based on the findings include the following:

Analysis and Description of the Current System

1. Current, decisions involving interpretation are based on three factors: a)

money, b) mandates/missions, and/or c) management (see Figure 15). A

combination of these three factors are used to determine who makes the initial

decisions about whether to go ahead with the interpretive planning process,

what the scope of the program is going to be, and how to prioritize

information. On the other hand, anyone could provide ideas for interpretation.



146

INTERPRETIVE DECISIONS
="v r mrvv.rn._

Money

Mandates

Management

-OW

Figure 15: Interpretive Decisions



147

2. The choice of outside groups depended on the interpretive planner except when

the process to complete a master plan was undertaken then the general

publicprovided input. The outside groups assisting in planning interpretation

fell into three categories: professionals, the public, and recreation providers.

Contact with these groups was made when the planner thought they were

needed. In three cases, outside groups were not seen as needed although these

interpretive planners did utilize information from various sources (see Figure

16).

No formal external processes were in place to determine interpretive

needs. The methods currently in use included "collecting comments at public

meetings" which may or may not have include ecotourists, and using "gut

instinct." Typically, visitors were asked about their demographic and trip

characteristics.

Analysis and Description of the Proposed System (ETNA)

3. The ETNA had value according to the interpretive planners because they found

it usable or adaptable to their uses, useful or capable of being put into service,

and the information was needed or filled a gap. This was reflected in the

interpretive planners' suggestions for use at their sites. The ETNA could be

employed in the interpretive planning system to serve as:

an evaluation tool after an interpretive program is given to a specific
audience.

a method to assess the interpretive needs of visitors and specific
audiences for interpretation.
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a technique to access visitors and the public, both general and specific.

a mechanism to collect data at public meetings.

a systematic routine to develop interpretation, to provide feedback for
further development, and to evaluate interpretation embedded in the site
system.

a method to effectively determine the distribution of funds (see Figure
17).

Summary

Inferences drawn from the findings about the proposed ETNA process describe

"what could be." Interpretive planners felt that data collected using an external needs

assessment process had value, and that they would use it to collect information. They

felt that information collected could contribute input data to the interpretive planning

system. However, this input is not currently being incorporated, and also varies from

the information currently used to develop content for interpretation. Thus these

finding support the assertion of the value of expanding current internal needs

assessment into an external needs assessment process.

It is likely that conditions in interpretive planning happening in these sites in

Oregon could be happening at other sites in other states. The findings could provide

a basis for investigating what is currently occurring in other locations throughout the

world.

The outside groups included in the process were varied. It is possible that the

types of outside groups chosen by the interpretive planner in Oregon could also be

used to contribute similar inputs to the interpretive planning process at other loca-

tions. The literature suggests that the sources used to supply information would be
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internal at most sites. While findings collected from ETNAI cannot be generalized,

the ETNA model could "fit" into other situations and sites. Replication of the

concept of ETNA and methods (i.e. ETNAI and focus groups) is necessary to

generating generalizable data. The interpretive planners in this study found the

ETNA to be useful, usable and needed in their systems. Others may also see the

value as the shift in missions and policies continue to change at resource management

agencies.

The application of ETNA, an external needs assessment, to a new area,

interpretation, could be successful as interpretive planners indicated several ideas to

apply the ETNA at their site, and to employ it in an enhanced system of data

collection and inventory.

Recommendations for Future Research

Suggestions for future research:

1. Because the ETNA was perceived as having value to planners, additional

research should be conducted to further refine various external needs assessment

mechanisms, e.g. focus groups.

2. An ETNA mechanism could be used to compare and contrast interpretive

information needs of different groups at one site.

3. From the interviews with interpretive planners, variation was identified in

interpretive planning strategies. A comparison of agency interpretation philosophies,

interpretive planning processes, and interpretation policies could be conducted.
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4. ETNA could be administered as part of an interpretive planning process at

a site with its usefulness and usability monitored throughout the process.

5. The ETNA could be used in an interpretive planning process, and a

comparison could be made between the effectiveness of the interpretation of that plan

and a plan that did not use the ETNA.

6. Because the value of the needs assessment process was seen by interpretive

planners, other tools besides ETNAI could be designed to assess interpretive infor-

mation needs of visitors.

7. The new shift in focus to include the visitor identified with changes in

mission statements could be investigated for conflict and practice changes. The

following quote exemplifies conflicts that could be identified:

. . .visitor comes first. . .that is our priority. . .if we have a project, [or if]
anything else go[es] on, that pretty much comes second. Of course the
resource comes first, but the visitor is close behind. (E)

8. Differences in opinion about what content to present to visitors could be

addressed by adapting the ETNAI to investigate further the difference in opinion

between planners and visitors at a particular site.

9. This study could be replicated at different sites to continue validation of the

ETNA model.

10. Twelve participants did not respond although they returned their survey.

These non-respondents could be contacted to follow up on their reasons for not

responding.
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Implications

The ETNA should be studied further to assess its incorporation into interpre-

tive planning processes. Currently external sources are not being regularly and

systematically used except in the master planning process. ETNA could be embedded

in interpretation to provide ongoing information for developing interpretive programs,

evaluation of programs, identifying content needs of specific visitor groups, or as a

method to formalize decision-making and prioritizing of interpretive content. As a

result of this use, the resulting interpretation would better "fit" the visitors at a

particular site. Again, if the visitors' needs are better served, the "mediocre visit"

could be precluded, and visitors could have a better view of the resource management

agency. The "spark" which leads to a lifetime appreciation of nature and a positive

experience could be brighter and further reaching.

Currently, interpretive information topics are being decided primarily by the

planners with limited external input. That is, planners may use informal comments

from public meetings "[based on] the types of questions the visitors ask over and over

again," or other casual contacts with visitors to the site. Use of an externally

focused systematic method to collect information about the content of interpretation,

was met with some enthusiasm. The comment was made "this [interview] could be

embarrassing, because I don't have anything as nice as [ETNA]." The ETNA

provides methods to improve interpretive planning practices, to increase the quality of

the interpretation, and to provide mechanisms to improve planners ability to deliver

interpretation. Tilden (1977) advocates relating interpretation to something within the
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personality and experience of the visitor, as well as, providing a whole picture.

Application of andgragogy principles advocates fostering participation of the learner

in many aspects of the learning process. Participation in planning interpretation

would positively affect the attitude toward the interpretive experience, the satisfaction

with the interpretive experience, and the usefulness of the interpretive experience.

Resource management agencies in the United States are refocusing their

missions to include tourism and more visitor services. One interpretive planner

illuminated this new focus: [Our agency] is headed into recreation. . .[that's why this

interpretive site] is so valuable to the [agency] right now, and [they are] sort of using

it as, not a guinea pig per se, but to see what happens out here." As a result, new

skills and processes are required to address this new focus. The input from visitors is

a new interest, and is seen as valuable. As a result use of ETNA would be seen as

something that could be used to improve the quality of interpretation and as a

precursor to a Total Quality Management or Service Management focus.

The use of this method could support changes in how organizations view the

visitor and interpretation in general. The movement to Total Quality Management

and Service Management in the United States requires seeking customers' opinions of

the quality of the organization's products and services. Customers should be surveyed

to "profile the attributes of the company's current products and customer's expecta-

tions (Shetty, 1992, p. 5). In the case of interpretation and resource management

agencies, the customer is the visitor and interpretation is a product. Resource

management agencies are on the brink of a change as their missions have shifted.
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However, policies and procedures are not in place to accommodate collection of

visitors' opinion. The ETNA would fit into this situation as a process to survey

external groups about current "products" and visitor "expectations."

In addition, a "grassroots" effort to implement change could percolate to the

centers of leadership for resource management agencies where policy and procedural

directives originate. Listening to the customer has been shown to be successful in

other types of organizations as profitability and customer satisfaction increases, as

well as, promoting a positive view of the organization. With the implementation of a

customer needs assessment such as the ETNA, progress is made toward utilizing a

model which espouses customer input. This embraces the concept of the customer as

an integral part of the organization thus increasing benefits for all parties involved.

In the case of interpretation, managers have the ability to impede any interpretive

programs by not allocating money for interpretive projects. A squeeze is imminent

with the new missions of the agencies and a grassroots push to include visitors in the

process. Managers may be faced with having to change or put up defenses to

maintain the status quo.

In the present study, nine interpretive planners were exposed to an external

needs assessment process (ETNA). They indicated their perception that the process

had value. These individuals were employed by six different management agencies.

As a result of this study, a change agent may have been introduced by this process

which systematically includes external sources of information in planning

interpretation.
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The implications of this study extend beyond interpretation. Visitor services in

general could be assessed using methods within ETNA. Needs in the area of

campgrounds and other accommodations, food service facilities, transportation, and

attractions could be assessed using external methods like focus groups and

questionnaires. Furthermore, the systematic collection of external information by

needs assessment about controversial issues such as grazing and timber harvesting on

public lands could help agencies to better address the concerns of the individuals who

comprise "the public."

Adding externally derived interpretive needs data, changes the interpretive

planning system. Sharpe's (1982) model of the Interpretive Planning Process (see

Figure 1) includes objective setting, data collection and inventory, data analysis, data

synthesis, interpretive plan development, interpretive plan implementation, and

interpretive evaluation. The placement of ETNA into the current interpretive

planning system enhances accepted methods and processes. In this study, the current

techniques and strategies used to identify and contact groups and to obtain and

prioritize information varied from planner to planner. A needs assessment like ETNA

could be used as a mechanism for standardization while accessing diverse sources of

information not tapped at present.

Ecotourism is a segment in the tourism industry which could be strengthened

and improved through improved interpretation based on ETNA input.

Environmentalists and conservationists feel that by meeting ecotourist needs at natural

areas, society will appreciate nature more, support the development of new natural
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parks, promote sustainable economies, and uphold sustainable management of

resources. If ecotourists as a part of society as a whole are satisfied by the interpre-

tive information they receive at natural areas, environmentalists and conservationists

may be one step closer to their ideal through the enhancement of a symbiotic

relationship between natural resources and tourism--ecotourism. Through ETNA, the

"spark" generated by a positive interpretive experience may be brighter, influential,

and further reaching!
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Two key orientation points will be established to welcome visitors to the area, guide
and inform them of the resources, and tell them of the available recreational
opportunities and optimum times for these activities. Restroom fadlities would be
provided at key visitation spots. In addition, three small visitor centers will be
conceptually designed to tell the most important stories about the resources in the
immediate area. Each center would have a different focus, enticing people to visit all
three. Approximately 24 interpretive wayside areas will be developed to guide
travelers to and tell them about the most exciting resources.

The Benefits to the Public.-and the Agencies
Because these areas are naturally and culturally intertwined, visitors can experience
not only a rich variety of resources, but their interrelatedness as well. The scope of
this project provides the perfect opportunity for a unique partnership between the
BLM and FWS. By working together, the agencies can,conceive one plan
encompassing all five areas that will provide a totally integrated experience for the
public. Restroom facilities will be appropriately spaced and located throughout the
project area. Instead of duplicating information from one place to another, one
cooperative plan would weave the stories of these five places together. For example,
reference to Warner Wetlands at a Malheur wayside exhibit would encourage the
public to visit the Wetlands to further enhance their experience. By working
together, two agencies can pool their expertise and resources to create a more vital,
viable high-quality product that will provide a positive, meaningful visitor
experience. When presented with an indusive, integrated story of the area as a
whole, visitors develop a much broader understanding and deeper appreciation of
the resources. Furthermore, by working together to create such an enormous,
unprecedented public use plan, two agencies demonstrate a powerful, unified
commitment not only to management and conservation of the resources, but above
all, to the public they serve.
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A Synopsis of
Proposed Public Service De7elopment

in Southeastern Oregon

The Setting
Southeastern Oregon is extraordinarily rich in beauty and natural and cultural
resources. From wildflowers to wildlife, Native Americans to cattle barons, with
textbook examples of geologic features throughout, this high desert environment is
bountiful indeed. Intertwined both naturally and culturally are five natural gems:
Malheur National Wildlife Refuge, Diamond Craters Recreation Area, Steens
Mountain Recreation Area, Hart Mountain National Antelope Refuge and Warner
Wetlands Recreation Area. All are managed by the federal government under the
jurisdiction of either the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) or the Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS). These areas are linked by State Highways 205 and 140 off of
US. Highway 395 between Burns and Lakeview, Oregon.

The Challenge
These five treasures, which are far removed from any city, are destination points for
tens of thousands of visitors annually. More people are "discovering" the area, so
visitation has been increasing dramatically. But natural and cultural resources
information is not easily or readily available for the tourist. Recent flooding has
damaged or destroyed many signs which did exist. Upon arriving at these places, the
public. finds little, if anything, to greet or guide them. Virtually nothing exists to tell
people where they can camp or canoe, where to see sandhill cranes or the best time
to look for alpine wildflowers. Basic facilities, such as restrooms, are lacking.
Without facilities and information, newcomers may have a mediocre visit, never
experiencing that spark which leads to a lifetime of curiosity and assures a return
visit. The public may also leave with a negative image of the managing agency.
Even repeat visitors probably have little understanding of each agency's role in
protecting these national treasures. The challenges these agencies face is to provide
basic facilities and services to the public.

The Proposal
To meet these challenges, an interagency conceptual plan and designs are being
developed to define needed directional signs, maps, educational exhibits andbasic
facilities, including restrooms, campgrounds, trails, and picnic areas. Developments
would be modest but comprehensive and of lowmaintenance design. They should
not dominate over the landscape or the resources. The plan would be consistent
with existing Recreation Area Management Plans for Diamond Craters, Steens
Mountain and Warner Wetlands, and the plans for Malheur and Hart Mountain
Refuges. The conceptual plan will define potential development costs and ongoing
multiagency operations costs.
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February 13, 1992

TO:

FROM: Barb Masberg

SUBJECT: Survey evaluation

Thank you for assisting me with my research. The purpose of the research is to
develop a survey instrument to assist recreation/interpretive planners in identifying the
interpretive information topics that visitors to a particular site perceive as important
and also lacking. It is a method to be used to identify possible topics to include in
interpretation at a specific site. The study used Malheur National Wildlife Refuge as
the site to test the survey using visitors.

What I am trying to find out now is how useful such a survey would be to a
management agency such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. So I have sought
out individuals who are involved in planning who are familiar with Malheur to.. .

1. Complete the attached survey for the Refuge. From your perspective how
adequate is the current information and how important are the interpretive topic is to
the visitors. I have attached the survey with slight changes made by hand focus the
survey to you. Please answer each question for Malheur.

2. React to questions regarding the usefulness of such a survey instrument.

3. And finally wait for an executive summary of the results of my study.

Please feel free to react honestly after you have completed the survey. Any
constructive comment would be appreciated. If you have any questions, contact me at
503-737-6016 or 503-757-8705. Please return your completed visitor's survey and
also the survey evaluation in the self-addressed stamped envelope.

Thank you
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Questionnaire

After completing the survey, please answer the following questions regarding its structure
and usefulness. The focus of the study is to design a method to gain information so that the
visitors' opinion can be included in the interpretive planning process. The survey is the
method designed to assess the types of interpretive information topics the visitors think are
important and also lacking at a particular site. Thanks again for your help.

1. Would the survey fit into the interpretive planning process now being used in your
agency?(circle one) YES NO
If NO, in your opinion what would be the biggest obstacle to its use in the current process?

2. How would you see such a survey instrument fitting into the planning process now being
used in your agency?

3. Do you think that this type of survey would provide a particular site or management area
with useful information about the visitors interpretive topic preferences?(circle one)

YES NO
If NO, what do you think needs to be added or changed to make the survey more useful?

4. The processes I envision to implement this survey are either to 1) ask for volunteers, who
are visiting a particular site, have them take the survey home with them, have them fill it out
at home and return by mail, 2) request names and addresses from visitors to a particular
site, then send them a survey through the mail, and they will return it by mail after
completion , or 3) ask for volunteers to fill out the survey while at the site and have them
return it as they leave.

Which of the processes, 1,2 or 3, do you feel is the better to implement this survey?(circle
one)

1 2 3 OTHER(please explain)

5. Other comments(please use the reverse side) THANKS AGAIN
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Appendix C
Interview Guide



184

Interview Guide

The focus of the study was to design a method to gain information so that visitor's
opinions are included in the interpretive planning process. The survey is the method
designed to assess the types of interpretive information topics the visitors think as
important and also lacking at a particular site. The following questions are designed
to obtain information about how the interpretive planning process currently works and
whether data the instrument collects and the method are usable. Thanks again for
your help.

1. When a plan is to be developed who makes the decision to provide interpretation,
and/or plan interpretation at the onset?

2. Is interpretative planning usually done as part of a larger planning process, multi-
site plan or a separate plan? Explain

3. As you develop interpretation do you include outside groups?

4. How do you select the groups to be included in the process?
a. Visitors
b. Scientists(ie. biologists, wildlife specialists archaeologists etc.)
c. Community/public
d. Other planners

5. How do you contact the groups you include?
a. Visitors
b. Scientists(ie. biologists, wildlife specialists archaeologists etc.)
c. Community/public
d. Other planners

6. If you do use outside groups what procedure do you currently or what procedure
have you used in the past to collect information from them about what to include in
interpretation?

a. Visitors
b. Scientists(ie. biologists, wildlife specialists archaeologists etc.)
c. Community/public
d. Other planners
e. written sources/literature

Explain method(s) you use to collect information?

7. How do you prioritize the information you collect?
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8. How would you implement such a method at your site?

Sampling

Data Collection methods

9. Would you use data collected with this method?
Why or why not?

10. Do you think the data collected is usable?
Why or why not?

11. Do you think this kind of information is needed?
Why or why not?

12. You now collect information from (Refer to Question 6) . Could you see the
information collected being integrated with this information?

How would you integrate it?

13. What scales do you think would be most useful? Why?

14. In what format would you like to see the data presented?
Show three methods

15. After all the information is collected who makes the decisions about
implementing the interpretive plan (For example topics, themes and displays)?

16. What is your title of your present position?

17. How long have you been in your present position?

18. Where were you employed prior to this position?
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Appendix D
Materials for Interpretive Planner Interviews
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Table D. 1.
Residence Zip Code

State N %

Oregon

Portland Area 24 27.3

Salem 19 21.6

Corvallis 17 19.4

Eugene 6 6.8

Bend 5 5.7

Medford 2 2.3

California 6 6.8

Tennessee 2 2.3

Pennsylvania 2 2.3

Illinois 2 2.3

Virginia 1 1.1

New York 1 1.1

Texas 1 1.1

Total 88 100.0
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Table D. 2.
Age of Respondents

Age group in years . N %

25 and under 1 1.1

26 to 34 9 10.2

35 to 49 18 20.5

50 to 64 35 39.8

65 and over 24 27.3

Total 87*
* There was one non-respondent

Table D. 3.
Education Level of Respondents

Education Level N %

High School 5 5.7

College Partial/Technical School 16 18.2

College Complete 24 27.3

Graduate School 42 47.7

Total 87* 100.0
* There was one non-respondent
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Table D. 4.
Number of times they had visited Malheur in the last 5 years

Number of times visited N

1 39 44.3

2 18 20.5

3-8 21 28.9

10-15 9 10.2

30 1 1.1

Total 88 100.0

Table D. 5.
The Number of Individuals Travelling with the
Respondent

Number in party N %

I Travelled Alone 4 4.5

1-3 People travelled with
me

32 36.4

4-10 People 29 33.0

More than 10 22 25.0

Total 87* 98.9
*1 individual did not respond to this question.
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Table D. 6.

What was your reason for visiting
Malheur most recently?

Response N %

Malheur Sounded Interesting 11 12.5

One stop on a longer trip 21 23.9

Specific Activity

Birding 43 48.9

Tour group/meeting 19 21.6

Sightseeing 3 3.4

Geology 2 2.3

Photography 1 1.1

With interested folks 1 1.1

Table D. 7.
Wildlife Most Interested In

Response N %

Mammals 42 48.0

Birds 86 98.0

Marine Life 6 7.0

Fish 12 14.0

Reptiles & Amphibians 20 25.0

Insects 14 16.0
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Table D.8.
Categories, Scales and Items

1.0. Awareness and Appreciation of the Area

1.1. Biological Features

1.1.1. Characteristics and identification of animals in the area.
1.1.2. Characteristics and identification of plants in the area.
1.1.3. Unusual, rare, or important animals and plants and the reasons

for their importance.
1.1.4. The food, water, shelter and space of plants and animals.
1.1.5. Evidence of animals and plants from the past.
1.1.6. Relationships of area plants and animals.
1.1.7. Resources of the area(plants, animals) and their relationships

beyond the Site.

1.2. Human History
1.2.1. Explanation of archeological findings in the area and presentation of the

way of life and artifacts that were discovered.
1.2.2. Portrayal of non-native cultures of the area.
1.2.3. Description of how the environment shaped the native culture.
1.2.4. Names of places and origins of names.
1.2.5. Legends and myths of the area past and present.
1.2.6. Recent history of human business and industry in the area.
1.2.7. Current human impact on the environment.

1.3. Geological Features

1.3.1. Development of landforms and current ongoing changes.
1.3.2. Events which shaped the landscape of the area.
1.3.3. Description of unusual or unique features of the landscape.
1.3.4. Major features of the area(e.g. size elevation).
1.3.5. Changes in the landscape and predictions of the future effects of those

changes.

2.0 Understanding of the Agency and its Programs

2.1. Identification of the management agency.
2.2. What management agency is doing at this site.
2.3. An explanation of the purpose of the agency.
2.4. How the agency's work benefits the visitor.
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Table D.8. continued
Categories, Scales and Items

3.0 Management Goals

3.1. Management Goals Focusing on the Area

3.1.1. History of the area as a park or refuge.
3.1.2. Description of why the area is protected.
3.1.3. Why is the area managed the way it is.
3.1.4. General issues of management(fishing, grazing, harvesting).
3.1.5. Ongoing research in the area.
3.1.6. Comparison between managed area and unmanaged area.

3.2. Management Goals Involving the Visitor

3.2.1. How visitors can assist in maintaining area during their visit.
3.2.2. Ongoing volunteer opportunities.
3.2.3 How can visitors help in conservation and preservation of resources in

general.
3.2.4. Opportunities for donating money for projects and improvements to the

area.

4.0 Visitor Orientation

4.1. Primary Visitor Orientation

4.1.1. Description of the facilities (interpretive centers, campgrounds, restrooms)
at the site.

4.1.2. Where the above facilities are located.
4.1.3. What is available for recreation at the site.
4.1.4. Recreational conditions and dangers.
4.1.5. Where activities are located (interpretation, guided walks).

4.2 Secondary Visitor Orientation

4.2.1. Schedule of visitor events.
4.2.2. Where to go in an emergency.
4.2.3. List of items to bring and general information on the area.
4.2.4. Directions to the area from a source near the visitors residence or enroute

to the site.
4.2.5. Information about other natural or cultural sites available near the area.

4.3. Wildlife Viewing Information

4.3.1. What wildlife is most likely seen.
4.3.2. The location of wildlife that is most often seen.
4.3.3. The time and season wildlife is most often seen.
4.3.4. What wildlife is rarely or no longer seen.
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Table D. 9.
Ranking of Topics by MEAN of Responses for ADEQUACY measure and
corresponding Importance Measure

Interpretive Information Topics Adequacy Importance

Comparison between managed area and unmanaged area. 1 21

Ongoing research in the area. 2 24

Legends and myths of the area--past and present 3 44

Evidence of animals and plants from the past. 4 34

Characteristics and identification of plants in the area. 5 11

Where to go in an emergency. 6 18

Description of how the environment shaped the native culture. 7 37

Explanation of archeological findings in the area and presentation
of the way of life and artifacts that were discovered.

8 23

Current human impact on the environment. 9 5

Portrayal of non-native cultures of the area. 10 47

Ongoing volunteer opportunities. 11 43

Why the area is managed the way it is. 12 15

Changes in the landscape and predictions of the future effects of
those changes.

13 27

How visitors can help in conservation and preservation of
resources in general

14 10

General issues of management (ie. fishing, grazing, harvesting) 15 14

Relationships of area plants and animals. 16 16

Resources of the area (plants , animals) and their relationships
beyond the site.

17 25

Opportunities for donating money for projects and improvements
to the area.

18 41

Recent history of human business and industry in the area. 19 46

Unusual, rare, or important animals and plants, and the reason
for their importance.

20 12

Schedule of visitor events. 21 36

Development of landforms and current ongoing changes. 22 31

The food, water, shelter, and space of animals and plants. 23 20
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Table D. 9. continued
Ranking of Topics by MEAN of Responses for ADEQUACY measure and
corresponding Importance Measure

Interpretive Information Topics Adequacy Importance

How visitors can assist in maintaining the area during their visit. 24 6

Names of places and origins of names. 25 42

What wildlife is rarely or no longer seen. 26 8

Information about other natural or cultural sites available near the
area.

27 22

How the agency's work benefits the visitor. 28 38

What the management agency is doing at this site. 29 28

Events that shaped the landscape of the area. 30 26

Recreation conditions and dangers 31 35

Description of unusual or unique features of the landscape. 32 13

What is available for recreation at the site. 33 39

List of items to bring and general information on the area. 34 32

Where activities are located (interpretation, guided walks) 35 9

Directions to the site from a source near the visitors residence or
enroute to the site.

36 29

An explanation of the purpose of the agency. 37 40

Description of why the area is protected. 38 7

The location of wildlife most often seen. 39 2

History of the area as a refuge. 40 30

Description of the facilities (interpretive centers, campgrounds,
restrooms) at the site.

41 19

Characteristics and identification of animals in the area. 42 4

Where the facilities are located. 43 17

Major features of the area (size, elevation) 44 33

Identification of the management agency. 45 45

The time and season wildlife is most often seen. 46 3

What wildlife is most often seen. 47 1



195

Table D. 10.
Ranking of Topics by MEAN of Responses for IMPORTANCE measure and
corresponding Adequacy Measure

Interpretive Information Topics Importance Adequacy

What wildlife is most often seen. 1 47

The location of wildlife most often seen. 2 39

The time and season wildlife is most often seen. 3 46

Characteristics and identification of animals in the area. 4 42

Current human impact on the environment 5 9

How visitors can assist in maintaining the area during their visit. 6 24

Description of why the area is protected. 7 38

What wildlife is rarely or no longer seen. 8 26

Where activities are located (interpretation, guided walks) 9 35

How visitors can help in conservation and preservation of
resources in general.

10 14

Characteristics and identification of plants in the area. 11 5

Unusual, rare, or important animals and plants and the reason
for their importance.

12 20

Description of unusual or unique features of the landscape. 13 32

General issues of management (ie. fishing, grazing, harvesting) 14 15

Explanation of why the area is managed the way it is. 15 12

Relationships of area plants and animals. 16 16

Where the facilities are located. 17 43

Where to go in an emergency. 18 6

Description of the facilities (interpretive centers, campgrounds,
restrooms) at the site.

19 41

The food, water, shelter, and space of animals and plants. 20 23

Comparison between managed area and unmanaged area. 21 1

Information about other natural and cultural sites available near
the area.

22 27

Explanation of archeological findings in the area and presentation
of the way of life and artifacts that were discovered.

23 8

Ongoing research in the area. 24 2
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Table D. 10. continued
Ranking of Topics by MEAN of Responses for IMPORTANCE measure and
corresponding Adequacy Measure

Interpretive Information Topics Importance Adequacy

Resources of the area (plants, animals) and their relationships
beyond the site.

25 17

Events that shaped the landscape of the area. 26 30

Changes in the landscape and predictions of future effects of
those changes.

27 13

What management agency is doing at this site? 28 29

Directions to the area from a source near the visitors residence or
enroute to the site.

29 36

History of the area as a Refuge. 30 40

Development of landforms and current ongoing changes. 31 22

List of items to bring and general information on the area. 32 34

Major features of the area (size, elevation). 33 44

Evidence of plants and animals from the past. 34 4

Recreation conditions and dangers. 35 31

Schedule of visitor events. 36 21

Description of how the environment shaped the nature cultures. 37 7

How the agency's work benefits the visitor. 38 28

What is available for recreation at the site. 39 33

An explanation of the purpose of the agency. 40 37

Opportunities for donating money for projects and improvements
to the area.

41 18

Names of places and origins of names. 42 25

Ongoing volunteer opportunities. 43 11

Legends and myths of the area--past and present. 44 3

Identification of the management agency. 45 45

Recent history of human business and industry. 46 19

Portrayal of non-native cultures in the area. 47 10
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Table D. 11.
Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations--"How well does the current
information cover this topic?" (Adequacy Measure) -

Interpretive Information Topics Mean 1 2 3 4 5

SD

1.1. Biological Features Frequencies
N

1.1.1. Characteristics and identification of animals in the 3.375 3 15 20 46 4

area .83

1.1.2. Characteristics and identification of plants in the 2.761 3 34 32 19 0

area. .83

1.1.3. Unusual, rare, or important animals and plants and 2.955 4 26 30 26 2

the reasons for their importance .934

1.1.4. The food, water, shelter and space of plants and 3.0 4 21 35 26 1

animals. .884

1.1.5. Evidence of animals and plants from the past. 2.75 6 24 44 14 0
.806

1.1.6. Relationships of area plants and animals. 2.886 5 24 35 24 0
.877

1.1.7. Resources of the area(plants, animals) and their 2.909 2 25 41 19 1

relationships beyond the Refuge. .797

Interpretive Information Topics-Adequacy Mean 1 2 3 4 5
SD

1.2. Human History Frequencies

1.2.1. Explanation of archeological findings in the area and 2.83 5 25 41 11 3

presentation of the way of life and artifacts that ere
discovered.

.887

1.2.2. Portrayal of non-native cultures of the area. 2.841 6 17 51 13 1

.801

1.2.3. Description of how the environment shaped the 2.83 6 22 41 19 0

native culture. .847

1.2.4. Names of places and origins of names. 3.034 5 18 26 27 2
.915

1.2.5. Legends and myths of the area past and present. 2.75 3 27 47 11 0
.715

1.2.6. Recent history of human business and industry in the 2.955 3 18 47 20 0

area. .757

1.2.7. Current human impact on the environment. 2.841 5 28 33 20 2
.921
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Table D. 11. continued
Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations--Adequacy Measure

Interpretive Information Topics Mean 1 2 3 4 5
SD

1.3. Geological Features Frequencies
N

1.3.1. Development of landforms and current 3.00 1 25 38 21 3
ongoing changes. .844

1.3.2. Events which shaped the landscape of 3.114 2 20 35 28 3

the area. .877

1.3.3. Description of unusual or unique fea- 3.148 1 22 30 33 2
tures of the landscape. .865

1.3.4. Major features of the area (e.g. size 3.398 1 12 32 37 68
elevation). .851

1.3.5. Changes in the landscape and predic- 2.864 2 25 44 17 0
tions of the future effects of those changes. .764

Interpretive Information Topics Mean 1 2 3 4 5
SD

2.0. Understanding of the Agency and its Programs Frequencies

2.1. Identification of the management agency. 3.420 1 7 39 36 5
.769

2.2. What management agency is doing at this 3.102 2 20 33 33 0
site. .831

2.3. An explanation of the purpose of the 3.284 2 10 40 33 3

agency. .802

2.4. How the agency's work benefits the visi- 3.091 1 21 38 25 3

tor. .839
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Table D. 11. continued
Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations--Adequacy Measure

Interpretive Information Topics Mean 1 2 3 4 5
SD

3.0. Management Goals Frequencies
N

3.1. Management Goals Focusing on the
Area

3.1.1. History of the area as a park or refuge. 3.33 0 15 33 36 4
.813

3.1.2. Description of why the area is 3.284 3 16 27 37 5
protected. .946

3.1.3. Why is the area managed the way it is. 2.852 5 24 38 21 0
.851

3.1.4. General issues of management (fishing,
grazing, harvesting).

2.875
.842

4 25 37 22 0

3.1.5. Ongoing research in the area. 2.75 6 27 39 15 1

.861

3.1.6. Comparison of managed and unmanaged 2.591 8 30 40 10 0
areas .811

3.2. Management Goals Involving the Visitor

3.2.1. How visitors can assist in maintaining 3.023 3 24 32 26 3
area during their visit. .922

3.2.2. Ongoing volunteer opportunities. 2.852 2 23 50 12 1

.72

3.2.3. How can visitors help in conservation 2.875 1 30 37 19 1

and preservation of resources in general. .8

3.2.4. Opportunities for donating money for 2.943 1 23 47 14 3
projects and improvements to the area. .778
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Table D. 11. continued
Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations--Adequacy Measure

Interpretive Information Topics Mean
SD

1 2 3 4 5

4.0. Visitor Orientation Frequencies
N

4.1. Primary Visitor Orientation

4.1.1. Description of the facilities (interpretive 3.352 2 15 26 40 5
centers, campgrounds, restrooms) are available
at the site.

.91

4.1.2. Where the above facilities are located. 3.386 1 16 26 38 7
.915

4.1.3. What is available for recreation at the 3.159 0 20 35 32 1

site. .786

4.1.4. Recreational conditions and dangers. 3.136 2 14 42 30 0
.761

4.1.5. Where activities are located 3.227 0 20 29 38 1

(interpretation, guided walks). .813

4.2. Secondary Visitor Orientation

4.2.1. Schedule of visitor events. 2.966 2 19 49 16 2
.765

4.2.2. Where to go in an emergency. 2.807 6 23 41 18 0
.842

4.2.3. List of items to bring and general 3.205 0 17 39 29 3
information on the area. .79

4.2.4. Directions to the area from a source 3.25 0 16 37 32 3
near the visitors residence or enroute to the site. .791

4.2.5. Information about other natural or 3.080 0 22 38 27 1

cultural sites available in the region. .776

4.3. Wildlife Viewing Information

4.3.1. What wildlife is most likely seen. 3.636 1 9 21 47 10
.86

4.3.2. The location of wildlife most often seen. 3.318 2 20 23 34 9
1.012

4.3.3. The time and season wildlife is most 3.477 3 21 34 27 3
often seen. .959

4.3.4. What wildlife is rarely or no longer 3.068 3 21 34 27 3
seen. .907
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Table D. 12.
Frequencies, Means and Standard Deviations of Responses to "How important
is this information topic to you?"--Importance Measure

Interpretive Information Topics Mean 1 2 3 4 5
SD

1.1. Biological Features Frequencies
N

1.1.1. Characteristics and identification of animals in the 4.227 2 15 5 47 33
area .798

1.1.2. Characteristics and identification of plants in the 4.000 0 2 16 50 20
area. .711

1.1.3. Unusual, rare, or important animals and plants and 4.193 2 1 9 42 34
the reasons for their
importance

.842

1.1.4. The food, water, shelter and space of plants and 3.909 1 3 20 43 21

animals. .839

1.1.5 Evidence of animals and plants from the past. 3.682 1 4 24 52 0
.736

1.1.6. Relationships of area plants and animals. 3.955 0 3 20 43 22
.787

1.1.7. Resources of the area(plants, animals) and their 3.807 0 3 23 50 12

relationships beyond the Refuge. .709

Interpretive Information Topics Mean 1 2 3 4 5
SD

1.2. Human History Frequencies

1.2.1. Explanation of archeological findings in the area and 3.852 0 5 14 58 11

presentation of the way of life and artifacts that ere
discovered.

.704

1.2.2. Portrayal of non-native cultures of the area. 3.125 4 14 46 224 3
..842

1.2.3. Description of how the environment shaped the 3.625 1 7 21 54 5

native culture. .763

1.2.4. Names of places and origins of names. 3.489 1 8 29 47 3
.758

1.2.5. Legends and myths of the area past and present. 3.443 3 7 29 46 3
.828

1.2.6. Recent history of human business and industry in the 3.284 3 14 34 34 8

area. .958

1.2.7. Current human impact on the environment. 4.136 1 3 9 45 30
.,819
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Table D. 12. continued
Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations--Importance Measure

Interpretive Information Topics Mean 1 2 3 4 5
SD

1.3. Geological Features Frequencies
N

1.3.1. Development of landforms and current 3.727 0 4 23 54 7
ongoing changes. .673

1.3.2. Events which shaped the landscape of 3.807 0 3 21 54 10
the area. .676

1.3.3. Description of unusual or unique fea- 3.977 0 1 14 59 14
tures of the landscape. .606

1.3.4. Major features of the area (e.g. size 3.705 1 2 26 52 7
elevation). .697

1.3.5. Changes in the landscape and predic- 3.807 0 4 22 49 13
tions of the future effects of those changes. .741

Interpretive Information Topics Mean
SD

1 2 3 4 5

2.0 Understanding of the Agency and Frequencies
its Programs N

2.1. Identification of the management agency. 3.443 3 6 33 41 5
.842

2.2. What management agency is doing at this 3.784 3 2 19 51 13

site. .85

2.3. An explanation of the purpose of the 3.602 2 5 29 42 10
agency. .851

2.4. How the agency's work benefits the 3.625 1 6 29 41 11

visitor. .835
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Table D. 12. continued
Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations-Importance Measure

Interpretive Information Topics Mean
SD

1 2 3 4 5

3.0 Management Goals Frequencies
N

3.1. Management Goals Focusing on the Area

3.1.1. History of the area as a park or refuge. 3.739
.634

0 2 26 53 7

3.1.2. Description of why the area is
protected.

4.136
.819

2 1 9 47 29

3.1.3. Why is the area managed the way it is. 3.966
.651

0 1 17 54 16

3.1.4. General issues of management (fishing,
grazing, harvesting).

3.977
.773

0 3 18 45 22

3.1.5. Ongoing research in the area. 3.818
.704

1 2 19 56 10

3.1.6. Comparison of managed and unmanaged
areas

3.875
.755

0 3 22 46 17

3.2. Management Goals Involving the Visitor

3.2.1. How visitors can assist in maintaining
area during their visit.

4.148
.72

1 0 11 49 27

3.2.2. Ongoing volunteer opportunities. 3.477
.909

3 7 32 37 9

3.2.3. How can visitors help in conservation
and preservation of resources in general.

4.057
.684

0 2 12 53 21

3.2.4. Opportunities for donating money for
projects and improvements to the area.

3.557
.771

2 2 36 41 7
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Table D. 12. continued
Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations-Importance Measure

Interpretive Information Topics Mean
SD

1 2 3 4 5

4.0. Visitor Orientation Frequencies
N

4.1. Primary Visitor Orientation

4.1.1. Description of the facilities (interpretive 3.932 1 2 12 60 13
centers, campgrounds, restrooms) are available
at the site.

.691

4.1.2. Where the above facilities are located. 3.955 1 2 15 52 18
.757

4.1.3. What is available for recreation at the 3.614 3 5 27 41 12
site. .915

4.1.4. Recreational conditions and dangers. 3.636 3 7 23 41 14
.961

4.1.5. Where activities are located 4.057 0 3 11 52 22
(interpretation, guided walks). .717

4.2. Secondary Visitor Orientation

4.2.1. Schedule of visitor events. 3.636 1 5 28 45 9
.79

4.2.2. Where to go in an emergency. 3.955 0 4 18 44 22
.801

4.2.3. List of items to bring and general infor- 3.727 2 4 22 48 12
mation on the area. .84

4.2.4. Directions to the area from a source 3.75 2 5 18 51 12
near the visitors residence or enroute .848

4.2.5. Information about other natural or cul- 3.864 0 2 16 62 8
tural sites available in the region. .591

4.3. Wildlife Viewing Information

4.3.1.. What wildlife is most likely seen. 4.341 1 0 1 52 34
.623

4.3.2. The location of wildlife most often seen. 4.33 1 0 4 47 36
.673

4.3.3. The time and season wildlife is most 4.295 1 0 3 52 32
often seen. .646

4.3.4. What wildlife is rarely or no longer 4.114 0 2 11 50 25
seen. .702
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Table D. 13.
Percentages, Means, and Standard Deviations responding to "How well does the
current information cover this topic?"--Adequacy Measure

Interpretive Information Topic Mean
SD

1

%
2
%

3
%

4
%

5
%

1.1. Biological Features

1.1.1. Characteristics and identification of animals in the 3.375 3.4 17.0 22.7 52.3 4.5
area .83

1.1.2. Characteristics and identification of plants in the 2.761 3.4 38.6 36.4 21.6 0.00
area. .83

1.1.3. Unusual, rare, or important animals and plants and 2.955 4.5 29.5 34.1 29.5 2.3
the reasons for their importance .934

1.1.4. The food, water, shelter and space of plants and 3.0 4.5 23.9 39.8 30.7 1.1
animals. .884

1.1.5. Evidence of animals and plants from the past. 2.75 6.8 27.3 50.0 15.9 0.0
.806

1.1.6. Relationships of area plants and animals. 2.886 5.7 27.3 39.8 27.3 0.0
.877

1.1.7. Resources of the area (plants, animals) and their 2.909 2.3 28.4 46.6 21.6 1.1
relationships beyond the Refuge. .797

Interpretive Information Topics
Mean

SD
1

%
2
%

3
%

4
%

5
%

1.2. Human History

1.2.1. Explanation of archeological findings in the area and 2.83 5.7 28.4 46.6 15.9 3.4
presentation of the way of life and artifacts that ere
discovered.

.887

1.2.2. Portrayal of non-native cultures of the area. 2.841 6.8 19.3 58.0 14.8 1.1
.801

1.2.3. Description of how the environment shaped the 2.83 6.8 25.0 46.6 21.6 0.00
native culture. .847

1.2.4. Names of places and origins of names. 3.034 5.7 20.5 40.9 30.7 2.3
.915

1.2.5. Legends and myths of the area past and present. 2.75 3.4 30.7 53.4 12.5 0.00
.715

1.2.6. Recent history of human business and industry in the 2.955 3.4 20.5 53.4 22.7 0.00
area. .757

1.2.7. Current human impact on the environment. 2.841 5.7 31.8 37.5 22.7 2.3
.921
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Table D. 13. continued
Percentages, Means, and Standard Deviations--Adequacy Measure

Interpretive Information Topics Mean
SD

1

%
2
%

3
%

4
%

5
%

1.3. Geological Features

1.3.1. Development of landforms and current ongoing 3.00 1.1 28.4 43.2 23.9 3.4
changes. .844

1.3.2. Events which shaped the landscape of the area. 3.114 2.3 22.7 39.8 31.8 3.4
.877

1.3.3. Description of unusual or unique features of the 3.148 1.1 25.0 34.1 37.5 2.3
landscape. .865

1.3.4. Major features of the area(e.g. size elevation). 3.398 1.1 13.6 36.4 42.0 6.8
.851

1.3.5. Changes in the landscape and predictions of the 2.864 2.3 28.4 50.0 19.3 0.00
future effects of those changes. .764

Interpretive Information Topics Mean
SD

1

%
2
%

3
%

4
%

5
%

2.0. Understanding of the Agency and its Programs

2.1. Identification of the management agency. 3.420 1.1 8.0 44.3 40.9 5.7
.769

2.2. What management agency is doing at this site. 3.102 2.3 22.7 37.5 37.5 0.00
.831

2.3. An explanation of the purpose of the agency. 3.284 2.3 11.4 45.5 37.5 3.4
.802

2.4. How the agency's work benefits the visitor. 3.091 1.1 23.9 43.2 28.4 3.4
.839
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Table D. 13. continued
Percentages, Means, and Standard Deviations-Adequacy Measure

Interpretive Information Topics Mean
SD

1

%
2
%

3
%

4
%

5

%

3.0 Management Goals

3.1. Management Goals Focusing on the Area

3.1.1. History of the area as a park or refuge. 3.33 0.00 17.0 37.5 40.9 4.5
.813

3.1.2. Description of why the area is protected. 3.284 3.4 18.2 30.7 42.0 5.7
.946

3.1.3. Why is the area managed the way it is. 2.852 5.7 27.3 43.2 23.9 0.00
.851

3.1.4. General issues of management (fishing, grazing,
harvesting).

2.875
.842

4.5 28.4 42.0 25.0 0.00

3.1.5. Ongoing research in the area. 2.75 6.8 30.7 44.3 17.0 1.1
.861

3.1.6. Comparison of managed and unmanaged areas 2.591 9.1 34.1 45.5 11.4 0.00
.811

3.2 Management Goals Involving the Visitor

3.2.1. How visitors can assist in maintaining area during 3.023 3.4 27.3 36.4 29.5 3.4
their visit. .922

3.2.2. Ongoing volunteer opportunities. 2.852 2.3 26.1 56.8 13.6 1.1
.72

3.2.3. How can visitors help in conservation and 2.875 1.1 34.1 42.0 21.6 1.1
preservation of resources in general. .8

3.2.4. Opportunities for donating money for projects and 2.943 1.1 26.1 53.4 15.9 3.4
improvements to the area. .778
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Table D. 13. continued
Percentages, Means, and Standard Deviations-Adequacy Measure

Interpretive Information Topics Mean 1 2 3 4 5
SD

4.0. Visitor Orientation

4.1. Primary Visitor Orientation

4.1.1. Description of the facilities (interpretive centers,
campgrounds, restrooms) are available at the site.

3.352
.91

2.3 17.5 29.5 45.5 5.7

4.1.2. Where the above facilities are located. 3.386 1.1 18.2 29.5 43.2 8.0
.915

4.1.3. What is available for recreation at the site. 3.159 0.00 22.7 39.8 36.4 1.1
.786

4.1.4. Recreational conditions and dangers. 3.136 2.3 15.9 47.7 34.1 0.00
.761

4.1.5. Where activities are located (interpretation, guided 3.227 0.00 22.7 33.0 43.2 1.1
walks). .813

4.2. Secondary Visitor Orientation

4.2.1. Schedule of visitor events. 2.966 2.3 21.6 55.7 18.2 2.3
.765

4.2.2. Where to go in an emergency. 2.807 6.8 26.1 46.6 20.5 0.00
.842

4.2.3. List of items to bring and general information on the 3.205 0.00 19.3 44.3 33.0 3.4
area. .79

4.2.4. Directions to the area from a source near the visitors 3.25 0.00 18.2 42.0 36.4 3.4
residence or enroute
to the site.

.791

4.2.5. Information about other natural or cultural sites 3.080 0.00 25.0 43.2 30.7 1.1
available in the region. .776

4.3. Wildlife Viewing information

4.3.1.. What wildlife is most likely seen. 3.636 1.1 10.2 23.9 53.4 11.4
.86

4.3.2. The location of wildlife most often seen. 3.318 2.3 22.7 26.1 38.6 10.2
1.012

4.3.3. The time and season wildlife is most often seen. 3.477 2.3 15.9 23.9 47.7 10.2
.959

4.3.4. What wildlife is rarely or no longer seen. 3.068 3.4 23.9 38.6 30.7 3.4
.907
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Table D. 14.
Percentages, Means and Standard Deviations of Responses to "How important is
this information topic to you?"--Importance Measure

Interpretive Information Topic Mean
SD

1

%

2
%

3
%

4
%

5
%

1.1. Biological Features

1.1.1. Characteristics and identification of animals in the 4.227 2.3 17.0 6.8 53.4 37.5
area. .798

1.1.2. Characteristics and identification of plants in the 4.000 0.00 2.36 18.2 56.8 22.7
area. .711

1.1.3. Unusual, rare, or important animals and plants and 4.193 2.3 1.1 10.2 47.7 38.6
the reasons for their importance. .842

1.1.4. The food, water, shelter and space of plants and 3.909 1.1 3.49 22.7 48.9 23.9
animals. .839

1.1.5 Evidence of animals and plants from the past. 3.682 1.1 4.53 27.3 59.1 0.00
.736

1.1.6. Relationships of area plants and animals. 3.955 0.00 3.4 22.7 47.7 25.0
.787

1.1.7. Resources of the area (plants, animals) and their 3.807 0.00 3.4 26.1 56.8 13.6
relationships beyond the Refuge. .709

Interpretive Information Topics Mean
SD

1

%
2
%

3
%

4
%

5
%

1.2. Human History

1.2.1. Explanation of archeological findings in the area and 3.852 0.00 5.7 15.9 65.9 12.5
presentation of the way of life and artifacts that ere
discovered.

.704

1.2.2. Portrayal of non-native cultures of the area. 3.125 4.5 12.5 52.3 27.3 3.4
..842

1.2.3. Description of how the environment shaped the 3.625 1.1 8.0 23.9 51.4 5.7
native culture. .763

1.2.4. Names of places and origins of names. 3.489 1.1 9.1 33.0 53.4 3.4
.758

1.2.5. Legends and myths of the area past and present. 3.443 3.4 8.0 33.0 52.3 3.4
.828

1.2.6. Recent history of human business and industry in the 3.284 3.4 15.9 38.6 33.0 9.1
area. .958

1.2.7. Current human impact on the 4.136 1.1 3.4 10.2 51.1 34.1
environment. .,819
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Table D. 14. continued
Percentages, Means, and Standard Deviations- Importance Measure

Interpretive Information Topics Mean
SD

1

%
2
%

3
%

4
%

5
%

1.3. Geological Features

1.3.1. Development of landfonns and current ongoing 3.727 0.00 4.5 26.1 61.4 8.0
changes. .673

1.3.2. Events which shaped the landscape of the area. 3.807 0.00 3.4 23.9 61.4 11.4
.676

1.3.3. Description of unusual or unique features of the 3.977 0.00 1.1 15.9 67.0 15.9
landscape. .606

1.3.4. Major features of the area(e.g. size elevation). 3.705 1.1 2.3 29.5 59.1 8.0
.697

1.3.5. Changes in the landscape and predictions of the 3.807 0.00 4.5 25.0 55.7 14.8
future effects of those changes. .741

Interpretive Information Topics Mean
SD

1

%
2
%

3
%

4
%

5
%

2.0. Understanding of the Agency and its Programs

2.1. Identification of the management agency. 3.443 3.4 6.8 37.5 46.6 5.7
.842

2.2. What management agency is doing at this site. 3.784 3.4 2.3 21.6 58.0 14.8
.85

2.3. An explanation of the purpose of the agency. 3.602 2.2 5.7 33.0 47.7 11.4
.851

2.4. How the agency's work benefits the visitor. 3.625 1.1 6.8 33.0 46.6 12.5
.835
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Table D. 14. continued
Percentages, Means, and Standard Deviations-Importance Measure

Interpretive Information Topics Mean
SD

1

%
2
%

3
%

4
%

5
%

3.0. Management Goals

3.1. Management Goals Focusing on the Area

3.1.1. History of the area as a park or refuge. 3.739 0.00 2.3 29.5 60.2 8.0
.634

3.1.2. Description of why the area is 4.136 2.3 1.1 10.2 53.4 33.0
protected. .819

3.1.3. Why is the area managed the way it is. 3.966 0.00 1.1 19.3 61.4 18.2
.651

3.1.4. General issues of management (fishing, grazing,
harvesting).

3.977
.773

0.00 3.4 20.5 51.1 25.0

3.1.5. Ongoing research in the area. 3.818 1.1 2.3 21.6 63.6 11.4
.704

3.1.6. Comparison of managed and unmanaged areas 3.875 0.00 3.4 25.0 52.3 19.3
.755

3.2. Management Goals Involving the Visitor

3.2.1. How visitors can assist in maintaining area during 4.148 1.1 0.00 12.5 55.7 30.7
their visit. .72

3.2.2. Ongoing volunteer opportunities. 3.477 3.4 8.0 36.4 42.0 10.2
.909

3.2.3. How can visitors help in conservation and 4.057 0.00 2.3 13.6 60.2 23.9
preservation of resources in general. .684

3.2.4 Opportunities for donating money for projects and 3.557 2.3 2.3 40.9 46.6 8.0
improvements to the area. .771
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Table D. 14. continued
Percentages, Means, and Standard Deviations-Importance Measure

Interpretive Information Topics Mean
SD

1

%
2
%

3
%

4
%

5
%

4.0. Visitor Orientation

4.1. Primary Visitor Orientation

4.1.1. Description of the facilities (interpretive centers,
campgrounds, restrooms) are available at the site.

3.932
.691

1.1 2.3 13.6 68.2 14.8

4.1.2. Where the above facilities are located. 3.955 1.1 2.3 17.0 59.1 20.5
.757

4.1.3. What is available for recreation at the site. 3.614 3.4 5.7 30.7 46.6 13.6
.915

4.1.4. Recreational conditions and dangers. 3.636 3.4 8.0 26.1 46.6 15.9
.961

4.1.5. Where activities are located (interpretation, guided 4.057 0.00 3.4 12.5 59.1 25.0
walks). .717

4.2. Secondary Visitor Orientation

4.2.1. Schedule of visitor events. 3.636 1.1 5.7 31.8 51.1 10.2
.79

4.2.2. Where to go in an emergency. 3.955 0.00 4.5 20.5 50.0 25.0
.801

4.2.3. List of items to bring and general information on the 3.727 2.3 4.5 25.0 54.5 13.6
area. .84

4.2.4. Directions to the area from a source near the visitors 3.75 2.3 5.7 20.5 58.0 13.6
residence or enroute
to the site.

.848

4.2.5. Information about other natural or cultural sites 3.864 0.00 2.3 18.2 70.5 9.1
available in the region. .591

4.3. Wildlife Viewing information

4.3.1.. What wildlife is most likely seen. 4.341 1.1 0.00 1.1 59.1 38.6
.623

4.3.2. The location of wildlife most often seen. 4.33 1.1 0.00 4.5 53.4 40.9
.673

4.3.3. The time and season wildlife is most often seen. 4.295 1.1 0.00 3.4 59.1 36.4
.646

4.3.4. What wildlife is rarely or no longer seen. 4.114 0.00 2.3 12.5 56.8 28.4
.702
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Appendix E
Guide for Interpretive Site Visits
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Guide for Interpretive Site Visits

Information is examined and organized using the location in which the information
could be obtained. The information is further identified using the objectives of
interpretation and whether it is orientation information. The categories used to
organization the information is outlined below.

The overall questions asked were: Is there information available at the locations
classification? Which of the objectives of interpretation or orientation information
does the information fit in? What is the observed type of interpretive information?

1. Information obtained in a visitors home
1.1. Assist the visitor in developing awareness and appreciation of the

resource
1.2. Accomplish management goals
1.3. Promote public understanding and appreciation of an agency and

its programs
1.4. Orientation Information

2. Information obtained enroute to the site
2.1. Assist the visitor in developing awareness and appreciation of the

resource
2.2. Accomplish management goals
2.3. Promote public understanding and appreciation of an agency and

its programs
2.4. Orientation Information

3. Information obtained at the site
3.1. Assist the visitor in developing awareness and appreciation of the

resource
3.2. Accomplish management goals
3.3. Promote public understanding and appreciation of an agency and

its programs
3.4. Orientation Information
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Appendix F
Questions for Ecotourists
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Questions for Ecotourists

1. What types of information do you like to have covered at natural areas?

2. What kinds of interpretation have you seen that you don't like?

3. What kinds of interpretation have you seen that you do like?

4. What types of information do you feel is necessary for you to have a satisfying
trip to a natural area?
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Appendix G
First Iteration Materials for Expert Panel
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The categories below have been used to develop items for inclusion on the survey instrument. It is
designed to determine the type of interpretive information desired by ecotourists at a specific site.
In this study, an ecotourist is an individual visiting a protected area for non-consumptive types of
recreation. This includes activities such as birding or photography. The items have been sorted
into preliminary groups which define the scope and meaning of each of the categories.

Instrument Categories
1.0 Awareness and appreciation of the area

1.1. Biological Features
1.2. Human History
1.3. Geological Features

2.0. Understanding of the Agency and Its Programs
3.0. Management Goals and Objectives
4.0. Visitor Orientation

The survey instrument will be used as a starting point for interpretive specialists, planners and
consultants to determine the content of interpretation at an area such as a refuge, park or reserve.
These items will be refined and an instrument will be developed. In the final instrument, the
visitors will be asked to indicate their opinions of how much of each type of information is currently
present and how important they feel this type of information is to them. Demographic information
questions will also be added.

Instructions:

Please give your reaction to the items by circling whether you think the item should be retained on
the instrument as is, rejected from being included, or modified then retained on the instrument.
Please clarify, modify or suggest items to strengthen the categories and also explain why you
rejected an item. Hand written comments or questions in the margins or back sides of the pages are
welcome.

I would greatly appreciate it if you would return your comments within three days. I have enclosed
a self-addressed stamped envelope for your convenience or return this document to me by fax at
503-737-4890.

Thank you again for your candid appraisal. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact
me at 503-737-6016 (office) or 503-757-8705 (home)

Barbara Masberg
Oregon State University
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1.0 Awareness and Appreciation of the Area

1.1. Biological Features

1.1.1. Identification of animals in the area. Retain Reject Modify
Mammals
Birds
Fish.
Reptiles & Amphibians
Insects
Marine Life
Other

1.1.2. Characteristics of animals in the area. Retain Reject Modify

1.1.3. Habits of animals. Retain Reject Modify

1.1.4. Identification of plants in the area. Retain Reject Modify

1.1.5. Characteristics of plants in the area. Retain Reject Modify

1.1.6. Growth & development of plants. Retain Reject Modify

1.1.7. The food, water, shelter and space of
plants and animals.

Retain Reject Modify

1.1.8. Unusual, rare or important animals and plants. Retain Reject Modify

1.1.9. Important ecological connections- relationships
between living things and the environment.

Retain Reject Modify

1.1.10. Natural History and evidence of past animals and plants Retain Reject Modify

1.1.11. How certain animals and plants affect the total system. Retain Reject Modify
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1.2. Human History

1.2.1. Identification of archeological sites and artifacts and
explanation of history of primitive man.

Retain Reject Modify

Retain Reject Modify
1.2.2. Details about cultural sites in the area.

Retain Reject Modify
1.2.3. Features of native cultures.

Retain Reject Modify
1.2.4. Human activities and industry present in the area.

Retain Reject Modify
1.2.5. Names of places and origins of names.

Retain Reject Modify
1.2.6. Human interaction with the environment.

Retain Reject Modify
1.2.7. Human relationships with plants and animals.

Retain Reject Modify
1.2.8. How humans and human activity affect plants and
animals in the area.

Retain Reject Modify
1.2.9. Local human history.

Retain Reject Modify
1.2.10. Description of artifacts of human history.

Retain Reject Modify
1.2.11. How plants and animals brought in by

man affect the area.

Retain Reject Modify
1.2.12. Details about prehistoric life.

Retain Reject Modify
1.2.13. Legends and myths of the area.
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1.3 Geological Features

1.3.1. An explanation of the geology of the area. Retain Reject Modify

1.3.2. Description of the uniqueness of the general
environment and scenery.

Retain Reject Modify

1.3.3. How the landscape developed and current ongoing
changes.

Retain Reject Modify

1.3.4. Why landscape looks like it does. Retain Reject Modify

1.3.5. Unusual events which shaped the landscape of the
area.

Retain Reject Modify

1.3.6. Unusual or unique formations or features of the
landscape.

Retain Reject Modify

1.3.7. Major features of the area(size, elevation Retain Reject Modify

1.3.8. Natural changes that have occurred over the years Retain Reject Modify
(water level, erosion).
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2.0 UNDERSTANDING OF THE AGENCY AND ITS PROGRAMS

2.1. Why is the site protected? Retain Reject Modify

2.2. Who the management agency is. Retain Reject Modify

2.3. What management agency is doing at this site. Retain Reject Modify

2.4. Where the management agency is doing other work. Retain Reject Modify

2.5. Information about what other sites are available in the
region.

Retain Reject Modify

2.6. History of the agency. Retain Reject Modify

2.7. An explanation of the purpose of the agency in general. Retain Reject Modify

2.8. Who are individuals who work here and what are their
jobs and duties.

Retain Reject Modify
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3.0. MANAGEMENT GOALS

3.1. Rules and regulations of the area. Retain Reject Modify

3.2. Purpose of the management of the area. Retain Reject Modify

3.3. History of the area as a park or refuge. Retain Reject Modify

3.4. Understanding why the area is protected. Retain Reject Modify

3.5. What is being done to try to meet management goals. Retain Reject Modify

3.6. How human activity in general is affecting the area
negatively.

Retain Reject Modify

3.7. How human activity in general is affecting the area
positively.

Retain Reject Modify

3.8. How visitors can assist in maintaining area. Retain Reject Modify

3.9. How can visitors help in conservation and' preservation
of resources in general.

Retain Reject Modify

3.10. Current events that are affecting management and use of
the area.

Retain Reject Modify

3.11. How is the area managed? Retain Reject Modify

3.12. Why is the area managed the way it is? Retain Reject Modify

3.13. General issues of management (fishing, grazing,
harvesting).

Retain Reject Modify

3.14. Comparison between management area and unmanaged
area.

Retain Reject Modify



224

4.0. VISITOR ORIENTATION

4.1. What facilities are available. Retain Reject Modify

4.2. Where the facilities are located. Retain Reject Modify

4.3. What is available for recreation at the site. Retain Reject Modify

4.4. Recreational conditions and dangers. Retain Reject Modify

4.5. Where activities are located (interpretation,
wildlife viewing).

Retain Reject Modify

4.6. Directions to facilities. Retain Reject Modify

4.7. Schedule of events. Retain Reject Modify

4.8. List of items to bring to the area. Retain Reject Modify

4.9. Where to go in an emergency. Retain Reject Modify

4.10. What wildlife is most likely seen. Retain Reject Modify

4.11. What the entire area looks like. Retain Reject Modify

4.12. When wildlife is most often seen. Retain Reject Modify

4.13. Where wildlife is most often seen. Retain Reject Modify

4.14. Information about the area received at residence. Retain Reject Modify

4.15. Directions to the area from a source outside the area. Retain Reject Modify
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Appendix H
Expert Panel Results-First Iteration
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Expert Panel Results-First Iteration

Survey Instrument Items Number of Responses
n=6

Retain Reject Modify

1.0. Awareness and Appreciation of the Area

1.1. Biological Features

1.1.1. Identification of animals in the area. 2 0 4
1.1.2. Characteristics of animals in the area. 2 0 4
1.1.3. Habits of animals. 4 0 2
1.1.4. Identification of plants in the area. 3 0 3

1.1.5. Characteristics of plants in the area. 2 0 4
1.1.6. Growth & development of plants. 3 2 1

1.1.7. The food, water, shelter and space of plants and
animals. 3 1 2

1.1.8. Unusual, rare or important animals and plants. 6 0 0
1.1.9. Important ecological connections-relationships

between living things and the environment. 3 0 3

1.1.10. Natural History and evidence of past animals and
plants. 5 0 1

1.1.11. How certain animals and plants affect the total
system. 3 1 2

1.2. Human History

1.2.1. Identification of archeological sites and artifacts and
explanation of history of primitive man. 2 0 4

1.2.2. Details about cultural sites in the area. 3 0 3

1.2.3. Features of native cultures. 3 0 3

1.2.4. Human activities and industry present in the area. 2 1 3

1.2.5. Names of places and origins of names. 6 0 0
1.2.6. Human interaction with the environment. 3 0 3

1.2.7. Human relationships with plants and animals. 2 1 3

1.2.8. How humans and human activity affect plants
and animals in the area. 2 2 2

1.2.9. Local human history. 4 1 1

1.2.10. Description of artifacts of human history. 3 1 2
1.2.11. How plants and animals brought in by

man affect the area. 3 0 3
1.2.12. Details about prehistoric life. 2 2 2
1.2.13. Legends and myths of the area. 6 0 0
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Expert Panel Results-First Iteration continued

Survey Instrument Items Responses
n=6

Retain Reject Modify

1.3. Geological Features

3

4

2
2

3

3
5

3

2

0

1

3

2

1

1

1

1

2

3
1

1

2
0

2

1.3.1. An explanation of the geology of the area.
1.3.2. Description of the uniqueness of the general

environment and scenery.
1.3.3. How the landscape developed and current ongoing

changes.
1.3.4. Why landscape looks like it does.
1.3.5. Unusual events which shaped the landscape of the

area.
1.3.6. Unusual or unique formations or features of the

landscape.
1.3.7. Major features of the area (size, elevation).
1.3.8. Natural changes that have occurred over

the years (water level, erosion).

2.0. Understanding of the Agency and its Programs

2.1. Why is the site protected?
2.2. Who the management agency is.
2.3. What management agency is doing at this site.
2.4. Where the management agency is doing other work.
2.5. Information about what other sites are available in the

region.
2.6. History of the agency.
2.7. An explanation of the purpose of the agency in

general.
2.8. Who are individuals who work here and what are their

jobs and duties.

4
5
3
3

2
2

1

3

1

0
2
3

1

4

3

2

1

1

1

0

3
0

2

2
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Expert Panel Results-First Iteration continued

Survey Instrument Items Responses
n=6

Retain Reject Modify

3.0. Management Goals

3.1. Rules and Regulations of the area. 3 1 2
3.2. Purpose of the management of the area. 1 4 1

3.3. History of the area as a park or refuge. 6 0 0
3.4. Understanding why the area is protected. 2 2 2
3.5. What is being done to try to meet management goals. 1 3 2
3.6. How human activity in general is affecting the area

negatively. 4 2 0
3.7. How human activity in general is affecting the area

positively. 4 2 0
3.8. How visitors can assist in maintaining area. 6 0 0
3.9. How can visitors help in conservation and preservation

of resources in general. 6 0 0
3.10. Current events that are affecting management and use

of the area. 4 0 2
3.11. How is the area managed? 1 4 1

3.12. Why is the area managed the way it is? 3 3 0
3.13. General issues of management (fishing, grazing,

harvesting). 4 1 1

3.14. Comparison between management area and unmanaged
area. 6 0 0

3.15. Volunteer opportunities. 5 1 0
3.16. Ongoing research in the area. 6 0 0
3.17. Opportunities for donating money for projects and

improvements to the area. 5 0 1

4.0. Visitor Orientation

4.1. What facilities are available. 5 0 1

4.2. Where the facilities are located. 5 0 1

4.3. What is available for recreation at the site. 6 0 0
4.4. Recreational conditions and dangers. 6 0 0
4.5. Where activities are located (interpretation,

wildlife viewing). 5 0 1

4.6. Directions to facilities. 3 1 2
4.7. Schedule of events. 5 1 0
4.8. List of items to bring to the area. 4 1 1

4.9. Where to go in an emergency. 6 0 0
4.10. What wildlife is most likely seen. 5 1 0
4.11. What the entire area looks like. 3 0 3
4.12. When wildlife is most often seen. 6 0 0
4.13. Where wildlife is most often seen. 4 1 1

4.14. Information about the area received at residence. 5 0 1

4.15. Directions to the area from a source outside the area. 6 0 0
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Appendix I
Second Iteration Materials for Expert Panel
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1.0. Awareness and Appreciation of the Area

1.1. Biological Features

1.1.1. Characteristics and identification of animals in the area. SA A N D SD

Mammals
Birds
Fish
Reptiles and Amphibians
Insects
Other

1.1.2. Habits of animals. SA A N D SD

1.1.3. Characteristics and identification of plants in the area. SA A N D SD

1.1.4. Growth and development of plants. SA A N D SD

1.1.5. The food, water, shelter and space of plants and animals. SA A N D SD

1.1.6. Unusual, rare, or important animals and plants and the reasons for their importance.

SA A N D SD

1.1.7 Evidence of animals and plants from the past. SA A N D SD

1.1.8. Important plant/animal relationships of the area. SA A N D SD

1.1.9. Habitat and animal relationships across the region. SA A N D SD

1.1.10. How the resources of the area (plants, animals) and their relationships fit in globally.

SA A N D SD
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1.2. Human History

1.2.1.

1.2.2.

Explanation of archeological findings in the area and presentation of the way of life and
artifacts discovered. SA A N D

Portrayal of non-native cultures of the area. SA A N D

SD

SD

1.2.3. Naming the specific native culture of the area and how the environment shaped the culture.

SA A N D SD

1.2.4. How plants and animals brought in by humans affect the environment of the area.

SA A N D SD

1.2.5. Names of places and origins of names. SA A N D SD

1.2.6. Legends and myths of the area past and present. SA A N D SD

1.2.7. How humans in the past have altered the environment of the area. SA A N D SD

1.2.8. Current human impact on the environment. SA A N D SD

1.2.9. Recent history of human business and industry in the area SA A N D SD
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1.3. Geological Features

1.3.1. How the landforms were developed & current ongoing changes. SA A N D SD

1.3.2. Unusual events that shaped the landscape of the area. SA A N D SD

1.3.3. Description of unusual or unique formations or features of the landscape.

SA A N D SD

1.3.4. Major features of the area(e.g. size elevation). SA A N D SD

1.3.5. How the landscape is changing and predictions of the future effects of those changes.

SA A N D SD

1.3.6. Explanations of the circulation of water and its affect on the area. SA A N D SD

1.3.7. Description of the climate, why it is unique and how it has shaped the environment.

SA A N D SD
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2.0 Understanding of the Agency and its Programs

2.1. Who the management agency is. SA A N D SD

2.2. What management agency is doing at this site. SA A N D SD

2.3. Where the management agency is doing other work. SA A N D SD

2.4. An explanation of the purpose of the agency. SA A N D SD

2.5. Who are some of the individuals who work here and what are their jobs and duties.

SA A N D SD

2.6. How the agency's work benefits the visitor. SA A N D SD

2.7. The importance and difficulty of the agency's work. SA A N D SD
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3.0 Management Goals

3.1. History of the area as a park or refuge. SA A N D SD

3.2. Understanding why the area is protected. SA A N D SD

3.3. Why is the area managed the way it is. SA A N D SD

3.4. Events that are affecting management and use of the area. SA A N D SD

3.5. General issues of management (fishing, grazing, harvesting). SA A N D SD

3.6. Comparison between management area and unmanaged area. SA A N D SD

3.7. How human activity in general is affecting the area negatively. SA A N D SD

3.8. How human activity in general is affecting the area positively. SA A N D SD

3.9. What is improper or incorrect behavior or activities of visitors. SA A N ID SD

3.10. How visitors can assist in maintaining area during their visit. SA A N D SD

3.11. Ongoing volunteer opportunities. SA A N D SD

3.12. How can visitors help in conservation and preservation of
resources in general.

SA A N D SD

3.13. Ongoing research in the area.

3.14. Opportunities for donating money for projects and improvements

SA

to the area.

A N D SD

SA A N D SD
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4.1 Visitor Orientation

4.1. What facilities (interpretive centers, campgrounds, restrooms) are available.

SA A N D SD

4.2. Where the above facilities are located. SA A N D SD

4.3. What is available for recreation at the site. SA A N D SD

4.4. Recreational conditions and dangers. SA A N D SD

4.5. Where activities are located (interpretation, guided walks). SA A N D SD

4.6. Schedule of visitor events. SA A N D SD

4.7. Where to go in an emergency. SA A N D SD

4.8. List of items to bring and general information on the area. SA A N D SD

4.9. A visual of what the entire area looks like. SA A N D SD

4.10. Directions to the area from a source near the visitors residence or enroute.

SA A N D SD

4.11 Information about the area received at residence or enroute to the site.

SA A N D SD

4.12. Information about other natural or cultural sites available in the region.

SA A N D SD

4.13. What wildlife is most likely seen. SA A N D SD

4.14. Where wildlife is most often seen. SA A N D SD

4.15. When wildlife is most often seen. SA A N D SD

4.16. What wildlife is rarely seen. SA A N D SD

4.17. What wildlife is no longer seen. SA A N D SD
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Appendix J
Expert Panel Results--Second Iteration
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Table J. 1.
Expert Panel Results Second Iteration
(*indicates the items that were eliminated from the test instrument)

Survey Instrument Items Response
Mean

1.0. Awareness and Appreciation of the Area

1.1. Biological Features

1.1.1. Characteristics and identification of animals in the area. 4.00
1.1.2. Habits of animals. 3.30*
1.1.3. Characteristics and identification of plants in the area. 4.16
1.1.4. Growth and development of plants. 2.67*
1.1.5. The food, water, shelter and space of plants and animals. 4.17
1.1.6. Unusual, rare, or important animals and plants and the reasons

for their importance. 4.50
1.1.7 Evidence of animals and plants from the past. 4.00
1.1.8. Important plant/animal relationships of the area. 4.17
1.1.9. Habitat and animal relationships across the region. 3.17*
1.1.10.How the resources of the area(plants, animals) and their

relationships fit in globally. 3.50

1.2. Human History

1.2.1. Explanation of archeological findings in the area and
presentation of the way of life and artifacts discovered. 3.80

1.2.2. Portrayal of non-native cultures of the area. 4.25
1.2.3. Naming the specific native culture of the area and how the

environment shaped the culture. 4.50
1.2.4. How plants and animals brought in by humans affect the

environment of the area. 3.17*
1.2.5. Names of places and origins of names. 3.80
1.2.6. Legends and myths of the area past and present. 3.80
1.2.7. How humans in the past have altered the environment of the

area. 3.33*
1.2.8. Current human impact on the environment. 4.30
1.2.9. Recent history of human business and industry in the area. 3.50
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Table J. 1. continued
Expert Panel Results--Second Iteration
(*indicates the items that were eliminated from the test instrument)

Survey Instrument Items Response
Mean

1.3. Geological Features

1.3.1. How the landforms were developed & current ongoing changes. 4.33
1.3.2. Unusual events that shaped the landscape of the area. 3.67
1.3.3. Description of unusual or unique formations or features of the

landscape. 4.30
1.3.4. Major features of the area(e.g. size elevation). 3.83
1.3.5. How the landscape is changing and predictions of the future

effects of those changes. 3.50
1.3.6. Explanations of the circulation of water and its affect on the

area. 3.33*
1.3.7. Description of the climate, why it is unique and how it has

shaped the environment. 3.33*

2.0. Understanding of the Agency and its Programs

2.1. Who the management agency is. 4.33
2.2. What management agency is doing at this site. 4.33
2.3. Where the management agency is doing other work. 3.00*
2.4. An explanation of the purpose of the agency. 3.50
2.5. Who are some of the individuals who work here and what are

their jobs and duties. 3.00*
2.6. How the agency's work benefits the visitor. 4.00
2.7. The importance and difficulty of the agency's work. 3.17*
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Table J. 1. continued
Expert Panel Results Second Iteration
(*indicates the items that were eliminated from the test instrument)

Survey Instrument Items Response
Mean

3.0. Management Goals

3.1. History of the area as a park or refuge. 3.83
3.2. Understanding why the area is protected. 3.83
3.3. Why is the area managed the way it is. 3.83
3.4. Events that are affecting management and use of the area. 3.33*
3.5. General issues of management (fishing, grazing, harvesting). 3.83
3.6. Comparison between management area and unmanaged area. 3.83
3.7. How human activity in general is affecting the area negatively. 2.50*
3.8. How human activity in general is affecting the area positively. 2.50*
3.9. What is improper or incorrect behavior or activities of visitors. 3.00*
3.10. How visitors can assist in maintaining area during their visit. 4.50
3.11. Ongoing volunteer opportunities. 4.33
3.12. How can visitors help in conservation and preservation of

resources in general. 3.83
3.13. Ongoing research in the area. 4.33
3.14. Opportunities for donating money for projects and improvements

to the area. 4.00

4.0. Visitor Orientation

4.1. What facilities (interpretive centers, campgrounds, restrooms) are
available 4.50

4.2. Where the above facilities are located. 4.50
4.3. What is available for recreation at the site. 4.33
4.4. Recreational conditions and dangers. 4.33
4.5. Where activities are located (interpretation, guided walks). 4.50
4.6. Schedule of visitor events. 4.17
4.7. Where to go in an emergency. 4.33
4.8. List of items to bring and general information on the area. 4.33
4.9. A visual of what the entire area looks like. 3.50*
4.10. Directions to the area from a source near the visitors residence or

enroute 4.17
4.11. Information about the area received at residence or enroute to the

site 3.00*
4.12. Information about other natural or cultural sites available in the

region. 4.00
4.13. What wildlife is most likely seen. 4.50
4.14. Where wildlife is most often seen. 4.67
4.15. When wildlife is most often seen. 4.67
4.16. What wildlife is rarely seen. 3.83
4.17. What wildlife is no longer seen. 3.50*
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Appendix K
Ecotourist Needs Assessment Instrument (ETNAI)



Malheur National Wildlife Refuge
Interpretation Survey

Barbara Masberg
Bexell Hall 201

Oregon State University
Corvallis, OR 97331
office: (503)-737-6016
home: (503)-757-8705



Malheur National Wildlife Refuge Interpretation Study

EltrizaktillhanaLY
This survey has two major purposes: (I) to discover how well the interpretative information topics listed ate being covered at the Malheur Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge currently and (2) identify bow important you think these interpretive information topics are to have a satisfying visit to the
Refuge.

bantams
You will find on the following pages a list of interpretive information topics that may be presented at the Malheur National Wildlife Refuge. For
each item you will be asked to give two responses.

Column 1 - Please circle one number which best represents your judgement of bow well this information topic is being covered at
Malheur currently.

1-Very inadequately
2- Inadequately
3-No opinion
4-Adequately
5-Very Adequately

Column 2 - Please circle one number which best represents bow important this information topic is to you in order to have a satisfying
visit to the Refuge.

I-Very unimportant
2- Unimportant
3-Neither important or unimportant
4-Important
5-Very important

Thank you again for your time....
The survey can be completed in approximately 10 minutes.

ITS TIME TO TAKE OFF

..----,',.---
HOW WU don the informanon as
Mathew monody Qom Um tope

Hun important ea 'Ma lawman=
topic to you?

I i 1

li i
e E11Interpretive Information Topics j> . I I z

... < ,t- i .. fi> 1 i
I. Characteristics and identification of animals in the area. 1 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 5
2. Characteristics and identification of plants in the area. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

3. Unusual, rare or important animals and plants and the reasons for their
importance. 1 2 3 4 s 1 2 3 4 5

4. The food, water, shelter and space of plants and animals.
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

5. Evidence of animals and plants from the past. 1 2 3 4 S 1 2 3 4 5
6. Relationships of area plants and animals.

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 S
7. Resources of the area(plants, animals) and their relationships beyond the

refuge.
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

8. Development of landforms and current ongoing changes.
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

9. Events which shaped the landscape of the area.
1 2 3 4 5 I 2 3 4 5

10. Description of unusual or unique features of the landscape. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
I I . Major features of the area(size, elevation).

1 2 3 4 5 I 2 3 4 5
12. Changes in the landscape and predictions of the future effects of those

Changes . 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

13. Explanation of archeological findings in the area and presentation of the
way of life and artifacts that were discovered. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

You flew right through this
page now an to the next

one.
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Interpretive Information Topics
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4 Hamer this topic?cover
How important Lb Out tofoneatoot

to you?topic to?/flit .tI I It t I
P

.- 4

21

1
I
1 .;

y
4

I li I
2 2 .1 : .,i.

14. Portrayal of non-native cultures of the area. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

15. Description of bow the environment shaped the native culture. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

16. Names of places and origins of names. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

17. Legends and myths of the area -past and present. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

18. Recent history of human business and industry in the area. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

19. Current human impact on the environment. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

20. History of the area as a refuge. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

21. Description of why the area is protected. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

22. Identification of the management agency. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

23. An explanation of the purpose of the agency. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

24. What management agency is doing at this site. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

2.5. How the agency's work benefits the visitor. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

26. General issues of managerrmt(i.e. fishing, grazing, harvesting). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

27. Comparison between managed area and unmanaged area. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

28. Why the area is managed the way it is. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

29. How visitors can assist in maintaining the area during their visit. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Interpretive Information Topics

Ho. well dos Ow alumni tolostro-
boa 0 Malheur sows this topic?

4.;
1 1III fir

How isoportoot isthis iatonsosion
ktPic iv Y..?

11
1

._.1 i it 1 I
31 t

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

Ongoing volunteer opportunities.

How visitors can help in conservation and preservation of resources in
general.

Ongoing research in the area.

Opportunities for donating money for projects and improvements to the

Description of the facilities(interpretive centers, campgrounds,
restrooms) at the site.

Where these facilities are located.

What is available for recreation at the site.

Recreational candid= and dangers.

Where activities are located(interpretation, guided walks).
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1
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1

1

1

1
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2

2
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4

4

4

4

4

4
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4
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1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1
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2 3 4 S

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 S

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

You have the wind behind you and the journey is near the end. You are
right on track and just one more page to go.
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39. Schedule of visitor events.

40. Where to go in an emergency.

41. List of items to bring and general information on the area.

42. Directions to the area from a source near the visitors residence or atroute
to the site.

43. Information about other natural or cultural sites available near the area.

44. What wildlife is most likely seen.

45. The location of wildlife that is most often seen.

46. The time and season wildlife is most often seal.

47. What wildlife is rarely or no longer seen.
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General Information
I would now like to find out about you. Below are a few general questions about yourself and your visit(s) to the Malheur National Wildlife
Refuge. Please circle the item or fill in the blank provided.

I. Please check the wildlife you are most interested in.
1. MAMMALS 4. FISH
2. BIRDS 5. REPTILES AND AMPHIBIANS
3. MARINE UFE 6. INSECTS

7. OTHER(please specify)

General Information continued...
2. What is your residence zip code

3. Please circle your age range. 1. UNDER 25
2. 26-34 YEARS
3. 35-49 YEARS
4. 50-64 YEARS
5. 65 AND OVER

4. What is the highest education level you have achieved?
1. HIGH SCHOOL
2. COLLEGE PART1ALfTECHNICAL SCHOOL
3. COLLEGE COMPLETE
4. GRADUATE SCHOOL

5 Indicate how many individuals traveled with you on your most recent trip to Malheur?
I. I TRAVELLED ALONE.
2. 1-3 PEOPLE TRAVELLED WITH ME
3. 4-10 PEOPLE
4. MORE THAN 10

6. What was your reason for visiting Malheur most recently?
1. THE INFORMATION I HAD ABOUT MALHEUR SOUNDED INTERESTING.
2. IT WAS ONE STOP ON A LARGER TRIP.
3. I MADE A SPECIAL TRIP TO MALHEUR TO ....(please fill in specific

activity)

7. Please write in the approximate number of times you have visited Malheur in the last 5 years

8. If you have any other comments, please use this space and the back page....

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME. IF YOU WOULD LIKE TO RECEIVE A SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS REMEMBER TO WRITE
YOUR NAME AND ANDRESS ON THE OUTSIDE OF THE RETURN ENVELOPE.
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Appendix L
Cover Letter Sent to Ecotourists
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Dear Visitor to the Malheur National Wildlife Refuge/Audubon Member/ Birds
Across Oregon Traveller::

Southeastern Oregon has one of Oregon's most unique natural areas: the
Malheur National Wildlife Refuge one of the top ten birding areas in the U.S.
I would like to ask you, as a visitor to the Refuge, to identify the kind of
interpretive information you would like to see presented at the Refuge.

You are one of a small number of visitors to the Refuge being asked to give
your opinion of your interpretive information needs. Because of this small
number, it is very important that each questionnaire be completed and re-
turned. Your name was obtained from the Visitor Register at the Refuge.

Each questionnaire has an identification number for mailing purposes only.
This is so that your name may be checked off of the mailing list when your
questionnaire is returned. Your name will never be placed on the question-
naire nor will your name be used for any other purpose than for completion of
this study. You may be assured of complete confidentiality.

The results of this research will be made available to interpretive planners at
the Refuge so that your needs may be considered. You may receive a summary
of results by writing "copy of results requested" on the back of the return
envelope, and printing your name and address below it. Please do not put this
information on the questionnaire itself.

I am very interested in answering any questions you might have about this
study. Don't hesitate calling me at 503-737-6016(office) or 503-757-8705(h-
ome).

Thank you for your assistance. I look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely

Barbara Masberg
Project Manager
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Appendix M
Reminder Card
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Malheur Interpretation Study
Barb Masberg
Oregon State University
Bezell Hall 201
Corvallis, OR 97331

Last week you received a questionnaire which was seeking your views
of the interpretation done and information available at the Malheur
National Wildlife Refuge.

If you have already completed and returned it to me, please accept
my sincere thanks. If not, please do so today. Because it has been
sent to only a small number of visitors to the Refuge, it is extremely
important that yours also be included in the study so that your opinion
can be considered.

If by some chance you did not receive the questionnaire, or it got
misplaced, please call me right now, collect (503-757-8705) or leave
a message at 503-737-6016, and I will get another one in the mail to you
today.

Thank you



249

Appendix N
Ecotourist Information



250

Demographic and Visit Information

Demographic information was collected on the respondents age, education

level, and residence zip code, . Also visit characteristics such as number of times the

respondents had visited Malheur, number of individuals travelling with them, their

reasons for visiting Malheur, and wildlife they were most interested in were collected.

Age

The respondents were older individuals with the largest number of respondents

being 50 years old and older (Tab lel). The age was comparable to the World

Wildlife Fund study (Boo, 1991) where the median age reflected an older population.

Table N. 1.
Age of Respondents

Age group in years N %

25 and under 1 1.1

26 to 34 9 10.2

35 to 49 18 20.5

50 to 64 35 39.8

65 and over 24 27.3

Total 87*
* There was one nonrespondent
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Education Level

The respondents could be considered "educated" with 47.7% of them having

attended graduate school (Table 2). Five point seven percent (5.7%) had a high

school education.

Table N. 2.
Education Level of Respondents

Education Level N %

High School 5 5.7

College Partial/Technical School 16 18.2

College Complete 24 27.3

Graduate School 42 47.7

Total 87* 100.0
* There was one nonrespondent
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Residence Zip Code

Most of the respondents, 83.1 %, were from Oregon. The remaining were

from various states around the U.S. The residence of the respondents reflects the

nature of the groups that were contacted to assist in testing the ETNAI. Portland,

Salem and Corvallis in Oregon were represented by members of Audubon Society

Organizations from those communities, as well as, the Portland Audubon also

conducts a group tour.

Table N. 3.
Residence Zip Code

State N %

Oregon

Portland Area 24 27.3

Salem 19 21.6

Corvallis 17 19.4

Eugene 6 6.8

Bend 5 5.7

Medford 2 2.3

California 6 6.8

Tennessee 2 2.3

Pennsylvania 2 2.3

Illlinois 2 2.3

Virginia 1 1.1

New York 1 1.1

Texas 1 1.1

Total 88 100.0
_.
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Number of Times Malheur Visited

The largest portion (44.3% & 20.5%) of the respondents were visiting for the

first time or second time, respectively (Table 4). This statistic was surprising because

the majority of the respondents were from Oregon. It was expected that most of the

respondents would have visited Malheur numerous times which was not the case.

Table N. 4.
Number of times they had visited Malheur in the last 5 years

Number of times visited N %

1 39 44.3

2 18 20.5

3-8 21 28.9

10-15 9 10.2

30 1 1.1

Total 88 100.0
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Number of Individuals in Travel Group

The size of travel parties was large with 58% of the respondents travelling

with four or more people. An assumption could be made that individuals traveling

with "More than 10" individuals were travelling on tour. Two groups, The Nature

Conservancy and Portland Audubon Tour Group were included in the sample.

Twenty-five percent of the respondents traveled with a tour. This reflects the

numbers generated by the World Wildlife Fund (Boo, 1991) where 19% to 28% of

visitors to a site travel in a tour.

Table N. 5.
The number of individuals travelling with the
respondent

Number in party N %

I Travelled Alone 4 4.5

1-3 People travelled with
me

32 36.4

4-10 People 29 33.0

More than 10 22 25.0

Total 87* 98.9
*1 individual did not respond to this question.
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Reasons for Visiting the Site

The reasons for visiting Malheur exhibit the destination nature of the Refuge

as described by McGowan (1991); 93.2% had travelled to Malheur for a specific

reason (Table 6). Birding was the most frequent response as expected because

Malheur is one of the top ten birding areas in the U.S. Tour groups/meetings also

ranked high (12.6%) along with Malheur being One Stop on a Larger Trip (23.9%).

Again the World Wildlife Fund (Boo, 1991) study also showed that ecotourist travel

to site for a particular activity.

Table N. 6.
What was your reason for visiting
Malheur most recently?

Response N %

Malheur Sounded Interesting 11 12.5

One stop on a longer trip 21 23.9

Specific Activity

Birding 43 48.9

Tour group/meeting 19 21.6

Sightseeing 3 3.4

Geology 2 2.3

Photography 1 1.1

With interested folks 1 1.1
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Type of Wildlife

In response to the question, what type of wildlife are you most interested in,

birds gained 98% of the responses. Mammals also rated high with 48% of the

respondents, and Reptiles and Amphibians also were of interest to 23% of the

respondents.

Table N. 7.
Wildlife Most Interested In

Response N

Mammals 42 48.0

Birds 86 98.0

Marine Life 6 7.0

Fish 12 14.0

Reptiles & Amphibians 20 25.0

Insects 14 16.0

Overall the respondents had similar characteristics to what is known about

ecotourists at other sites (Boo, 1991). The respondents are older, well-educated with

a specific interest, birding, in visiting Malheur.
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Interpretive Information Needs of Ecotourists at Malheur

The responses from eighty-eight ecotourists who have visited Malheur National

Wildlife Refuge were analyzed, and frequencies, means, standard deviations, percent-

ages were tabulated. This narrative will outline these results. A point must be made

that the purpose of the study was not to collect information from ecotourists, but to

validate the ETNAI. The demographic information collected follows this narrative.

The results indicated that interpretive information topics contained a gap in

their mean between the adequacy of the topic and the importance of the topic. The

following topics were inadequately covered by the current information at Malheur and

were important or very important to the ecotourists. This indicates that more

information in these topic areas should be included in development of interpretation at

Malheur.

Current human impact on the environment.

How visitors can assist in maintaining the area during this visit.

What wildlife is rarely or no longer seen.

How visitors can help in conservation and preservation of resources in

general

Characteristics and identification of plants in the area.

Unusual, rare or important animals and plants and the reason for their

importance.

General issues of management (ie. fishing, grazing, harvesting).

Explanation of why the area is managed the way it is.
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Relationships of area plants and animals.

Where to go in an emergency?

Comparison between managed area and unmanaged area.

Explanation of archeological finding in the area and presentation of the

way of life and artifacts that are discovered.

Ongoing research in the area.

Evidence of plants and animals from the past.

Five of these topics are Management Goals: three--Management Goals involving the

Visitor and two--Management Goals Focusing on the Area, and four are Biological

Features; two--Human History topics.

Ecotourists are seeking knowledge about Malheur. Information on how they

can be involved and also more indepth information about the area. Involving the

visitors could lead to many positive occurrences least of which is support of the

Refuge, and encouragement to development more protected area based on the benefits

they see.

Examination of the responses also revealed a gap where topics that were

adequately covered currently were not ranked at a similar importance level. The

interpretive information topics listed below contained a higher adequacy mean than

importance mean.

Description of the facilities (interpretive centers, campgrounds,

restrooms) at the site.

What management agency is doing at this site?
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Directions to the area from a source near the visitors residence or

enroute to the site.

History of the area as a Refuge.

Major features of the area (size, elevation).

Recreation conditions and dangers.

What is available for recreation at the site.

An explanation of the purpose of the area.

Identification of the management agency.

This may indicate ecotourists feel that these topics are adequately covered, but not as

important to them as the previously listed topics. The relevance of this information

must be weighed against the overall concept being developed as these topics are part

of the entire package of interpretation.




