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“A place is not a place until people have been born in it, have grown up in
it, lived in it, known it, and died in it — have both experienced it and
shaped it... some are born in their place, some find it, and some realize
after long searching that the place they left is the one they have been
searching for.”
- Wallace Stegner (1992)
“Man is a part of nature, and his war against nature is inevitably a war tagaissIf.”

- Rachel Carson (1962, p. 2)

CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION
Since the settlement of North America, humans have had a relationship to with
this continent for sustenance, subsistence, and recreatmn.Native Americans to
European settlers, these relationships included behaviors like hunting, agricaliure, a
industrialization (Denevan, 2003; Merchant, 2007). The way in which Americans used
and managed (and misused and mismanaged) resources necessitatedre sggithight
regarding environmental issues. Environmental advocates, in their most basic

philosophies, promoted balancing human-human and human-nature relationships.



This philosophy overrode that of human exploitation and domination over nature and
people (Hawken, 2007). According to Paul Hawken (2007), the environmental movement
and the activists who comprise the environmental movement are a decentadiaéd s
movement consisting of environmental activism, social justice concerns, aactiomt

of cultural diversitylt is a social movement in which involved persons seek to lessen
human impacts and modifications incurred on the natural environment and on each other
(Hawken, 2007; Stern, 1992; Zelezny & Schultz, 2000).

Environmentalists promote peace and equality among each other through the
protection of human rights as defined by the Universal Declaration of Humhts Rig
(Hawken, 2007; Visser, 2009). These fundamental rights include the right to educati
security, a clean environment, protection from exploitation, and transparaocyg a
others. Protecting these fundamental rights, according to Hawken (2007), iraistapit
society is vastly important as extracting and producing goods for consuroftéotimes
becomes more important than protecting the persons and natural resourt¢ed bifd¢le
extraction and production. For example, mountaintop removal used in the East and upper
North East to mine for coal and other minerals negatively affects natswalrces and
surrounding communities. According to MountainJustice.org (2010), mountaintops are
clear-cut of timber and then exploded after which companies sift through theéateate
and haul coal and minerals away. Communities are often affected by fly ndmkiiai
rock waste), noise, and slurry (waste materials often containing merauoghaar
poisons), which leach into water sources and are consumed by fish and humans

(Kennedy, Jr., 2005; MountainJustice.org, 2010).



In some way, much of what is consumed or experienced by humankind impacts
the environment through recreation, enjoyment of, development, extraction, and more.
An aspect of the environmental movement is that of resource protection. Currengly, the
are two similar yet dichotomous resource management philosophies not including
unregulated use. These dual philosophies protect the commons, or public lands, from
exploitation and are best examined by comparing the ideologies of GifforulolP arad
John Muir, two prominent yet different resource advocates of thad® 28' centuries
(Faber & O’Connor, 1989; Hardin, 1968).

Gifford Pinchot, one-time United States Forest Service Chief and founder of
modern forestry, believed that America’s natural resources be managedthrsergise
conservation practices (McCarthy, 2002; Merchant, 2007). Pinchot wrdteeifight for
Conservation“the first fact about conservation is that it stands for development;” and
that conservation practices were a “provision for the future, but it means alsosané fir
all the recognition of the right of the present generation to the fullest aegese of all
the resources,” and, finally, that conservation “means the greatest good to testgreat
number for the longest time” (Johnson, 2003, p. 2Bihchot’s belief in wise-use
practices justified his movement of the Division of Forestry from the Depationéhe
Interior to the Department of Agriculture; Pinchot believed that the fosastsld be
managed as a crop (Merchant, 2007).

The crop mentality furthered Pinchot’s intention to sustainably develop ane utiliz
America’s forests and other natural resources without deforestation andceesour
exhaustion (McCarthy, 2002pustainable development for Pinchot and the Forest

Service meant utilizing each resource (e.g., recreation, timber, wademninerals)



within a locale for the use and benefit of the surrounding community without exittausti
the resourceDuring the 1980s, a revived wise-use movement in the American West
occurred. Persons involved spoke for the privatization of property and against intrusion
from government agencies and political regulations (McCarthy, 2002; Wilson, 1997).
Perhaps they believed, as many do, that private property was better proteatess lodic
individual gains rather than gains for all through the creation and use of public propert
The Wise-Use group demanded that they be allowed to maintain their privateéyproper
and culture and to accrue the economic gains (McCarthy, 2002; Wilson, E6B7).
various reasons, the movement failed to gather support from Americans (McCart
2002).

Conversely, a group of traders, environmental and human rights organizations,
and timber users successfully banded together in 1993 to form the Forest Stewardship
Council (FSC) to promote responsible stewardship of the world’s forests (FSC, 2010;
Visser, 2009). The FSC and the FSC-US chapter realized the damage causest by wa
and air pollution, human rights violations, biodiversity, and habitat destruction to the
entire ecosystem (FSC, 2010; Visser, 2009). The group created a certificatem 8y
coordinate and maintain sustainable forestry in the different areas of tieel States
and the world based on 57 standards and criteria. Thus allowing industry to extract and
produce while also maintaining some protection for natural resources.

While Pinchot’s conservation practices promoted a wise-use strategy, Jahn Mui
believed that the world was interlinked (everything affected everythimdyjaat its
resources needed to be saved for the enjoyment and health of future generations by

preserving it (Faber & O’Connor, 1989; Hawken, 2007). Muir pronounced his



preservation ethic through his campaigns, his nature hikes, and through his writings. M
was an avid writer, which helped him gain access to powerful figures such as Gifford
Pinchot and President Theodore Roosevelt. Muir often campaigned for preserving
resources and did so in the western forests to protect it from logging and grazaid.

in his campaign, Muir founded the Sierra Club in 1892 in an effort to preserve thd natura
resources of the Sierra Nevada.

Muir’'s preservation ethic opposed Pinchot’'s wise-use strategy when San
Francisco petitioned to have the Tuolumne River in the Hetch Hetchy Valleyethmm
Yosemite National Park (Cronon, 200B).1906, an earthquake occurred near San
Francisco, igniting fires that decimated much of the city (SFPUC, 20863,2010).

The earthquake and subsequent fire led to 498 deaths in San Francisco, as well as
destroying almost five square miles of the city (SFPUC, 2006; USGS, 20héh ihe
city began to rebuild, city officials realized that San Francisco and ailiging cities
needed a source to provide more power and water. City officials applied fotgprmi
dam and flood the Hetch Hetchy Valley (House Committee on Public Lands, 1913;
Miller, 2001; SFPUC, 2006).

Muir, and a number of preservationists, fought for the protection of the valley. To
Muir (1909), the Hetch Hetchy Valley was the:

Most attractive and wonderful valley within the bounds of the great Yosemite

National Park and the best of all the camp-grounds. People are now flocking to it

in ever-increasing numbers for health and recreation of body and mind... It is one

of God'’s best gifts, and ought to be faithfully guarded (p.469).



Meanwhile, Pinchot was avidly advocating that the valley be dammed (Cronon, 2003).
He stated at the 1913 Congressional hearing:
As we all know, there is no use of water that is higher than the domestic use.
Then, if there is, as the engineers tell us, no other source of supply that is anything
like so reasonably available as this one; if this is the best, and, within reasonable
limits of cost, the only means of supplying San Francisco with water, we come
straight to the question of whether the advantage of leaving this valley ie a stat
of nature is greater than the advantage of using it for the benefit of the cag of S
Francisco. Now, the fundamental principle of the whole conservation policy is
that of use, to take every part of the land and its resources and put it to that use in
which it will best serve the most people, and | think there can be no question at all
but that in this case we have an instance in which all weighty considerations
demand the passage of the bill (House Committee on Public Lands, 1913, para.
1).
Eventually, the Valley was dammed and flooded, but Cronon (2003) wrote that the fight
concerning the damming of the Valley was “the battle cry of an engengovement to
preserve wilderness” (p.16) and America’s natural resources.
Environmentalism
Environmental philosophy, as it related to North Americans, was rooted in the
European discovery of the New World. The Pilgrims and Puritans traveled to and
successfully inhabited the New World during the early 1600s (Merchant, 2007). The
Pilgrims arrived hoping to settle and trade while seeking religiouddregl hough, the

Puritans arrived in North America seeking religious freedom also, theysthe natural



resources available for economic benefit. Puritans, though, believed they Wreraeas
by God to “subdue nature” (Merchant, 2007, p. 28).

For the new North American settlers, the forests and wilderness gueaserdged
evil, temptation, and areas of terror (Cronon, 1995; 2003). These early Europeas settler
viewed the woods in Biblical terms as wild and uncivilized areas to lose ofesmiion,
1995; Merchant, 2007). Pilgrims and Puritans, alike, fenced their houses in and cleared
forests because of what they feared beyond their property; as welhasgtbe woods
for settlement, timber trade, and agriculture (Merchant, 2@¥éntually, romantic
perceptions emerged and people believed that if the devil lay in the woods, Gasmust
well (Cronon, 1995; 2003Joreign ideas, such as those of German travelers, diffused
into the New World ideology as well (Merchant, 2007). Wilderness and the outdoors
were seen as awe-inspiring and majestic, places for sublime experéiizesnountain
as cathedral” (Cronon, 1995, p. 75). More people began sharing Muir’s belief that the
wilderness and outdoors were important for human health and wellness aedti@ioof
mind and spirit (Cronon, 2003; Merchant, 2007).

Even as perspectives of the North American wilderness and land changed, settler
still needed to utilize the land for subsistence. For example, settlergini®iresponded
to European demand for smoking tobacco and Virginia experienced an economic boon
(Merchant, 2007). Unfortunately, settlers learned of the disadvantages plotieg a
monocrop for one’s livelihood. Tobacco, a nutrient sapping crop, was planted so
prominently that famine occurred during thé"&hd 17" centuries and eventually, the
soil turned against the tobacco crop itself (Merchant, 2007). In response, settlers

continued to clear new areas for tobacco plantations.



Though monocrops and clear-cutting damaged the environment, another major
development that negatively affected the environment was the inceptiassftransit
(Merchant, 2007). Forests were logged to build steamboats in the ¢2dgrit@ry while
timber, coal, and other minerals were utilized for trains in the 1830ge swaths of
land were cut and developed along these transportation corridors. Histeukni ¢k
Jackson Turner (1894) believed that unregulated expansion throughout the 1800s had
eliminated the vast expanses of the American Frontier.

Expansionism was most noticeable during the eaffycléhtury. For instance, in
1803, the United States purchased the Louisiana Territory, which almost doublee the siz
of America and then expanded again in 1819 (Florida), 1845 (annexation of Texas) and
1846 (Oregon territory) (Jackson, 1986; Merchant, 20@@jchant (2007) noted that
many laws passed in the late 1800s encouraged settlement of the West. Erémples
settlement-encouraging laws included the Timber Culture Act (1873), krdeeTAct
(1878), Desert Lands Act (1887), and even the Log Cabin Law of 1841 and the
Homestead Act of 1862, which granted squatters’ rights (Merchant, 2007, pTh&3g.
acts encouraged expansion and settlement by inexpensively sellingeaoresettiement
and cultivation while allowing open access to forests and minerals for cutting a
extraction.

As development continued, a growing opposition occurred. Transcendentalists
were 19" century persons who mourned the loss of nature (Merchant, 2007).
Transcendentalism became popular during the 1830s. For many prominent thinkers and
philosophers, nature was seen as a source for spiritual awakening, love, and truth

(Merchant, 2007). Transcendentalist ideals could be seen in paintings by tlos Huds



River School artists who drew and painted romanticized nakhre philosophy
informed preservationist thought of the early'2@ntury in activists like John Muir.

Again, even as development and expansion were emphasized, opposition amassed
that held the beauty and naturalness of an undeveloped landscapeRagiyybecause
of these changing views, the"8entury was dubbed tieye of Ecologyy historian
David Worster (1977) as North Americans came to appreciate the interrdigiions
between human and nature (Hawken, 200fpugh followers of transcendental-thought
mourned the loss of a natural landscape, science and philosophy became more prominent
during the 1880s when conservation — preservation ideologies became prominarg in usi
and managing natural resources (Faber & O’Connor, 1989; Hawken, 2007; Merchant,
2007).

As American ProgresandManifest Destinyphilosophies were touted (Merchant,
2007), environmental groups spoke out against development, expansion, and increasing
pollution of air and rivers and landscapAs. pollution became a major concern for
Americans in the late 1800s. As industrialization progressed, air pollution in the &br
soot, ash, and smoke increased. People became aware of the health hazards aeglated t
pollution (e.g., pneumonia, bronchitis) as well as the environmentally degrading effects
(e.q., dirty water, trees dying) (Merchant, 200P9llution reform erupted in the form of
activists aiming for legislative change, especially by women’s gr@pschant, 2007).

Merchant (2007) noted that women were instrumental in pollution reform during
the late 1800s and early 1900s. Women were concerned with protecting their homes and
families. The early 2Dcentury was ripe for a growing number of environmentally-

friendly groups and creation, and reform, of land management policies. Tis¢ Fore



Service, Sierra Club, and National Park Service were all created dusngthiperiod
(Thapa, 1999) and their philosophies were influenced by the writings of Ralph Waldo
Emerson, David Thoreau, Horace Greeley and the art of Carleton Watkins ard Alber
Bierstadt from the Transcendentalist and Hudson River schools of thought (Hawken,
2007).As World War | broke out, interest in land, water, and wildlife waned as concern
for production and economic recovery increased (Faber & O’Connor, 1989).

Modern environmentalism, according to Hawken (2007), Hays (1982, 1987), and
Thapa and Graefe (2003), was revitalized post-World War Il as numerous issees ar
that created renewed interest in the environnémtinstance, production of chemicals
for warfare purposes led to the discovery of pesticides, which later led to envitahme
and human health concerns (Carson, 1962). Also, after World War Il, mass production
and worker efficiency became less important. Rather, quality of life, wedtisfaction,
and natural resource management issues were prioritized (Eckersle\i-a882&
O’Connor, 1989; Grendstad & Wollebaek, 1998; Hays, 1982, 1987; Merchant, 2007).

More income and free time increased use in the outdoors and in public areas
(Hays, 1982). Knowledge of environmental degradation became widespread with the
1962 publication of Rachel Carsor8dent Springwhich detailed the effects of
pesticides on the environment, the human body, and unethical practices of business
(Faber & O’Connor, 1989; Hawken, 2007; Thapa, 1999; Thapa & Graefe, 2003).
Eventually, Americans shifted management of resources away from cheantals
toward experiments with biological controls (e.qg., introducing natural pmesitat pest
populations) (Hays, 1982; Merchant, 2007; Perkins, 1982). As well as detailing the

degradation caused by insecticides, Hawken (2007) wrote that Carson brouttgrtage

10



“broad cross section of the population into the environmental dialogue” (p. 51) and
reignited human rights, public health, and environmental issues for a post-World War |l
generation.

Such, environmental dialogue transpired as environmental science courses
became popular (Flippen, 2003) and as conferences, which focused on the environment,
occurred with increasing frequency. The decade of “mega-summitsgr\(309, p. 87)
dubbed, met to examine sustainability in terms of human rights, food, poverty,
development, and environmental issues. Such conferences eventually brought forth
documents lik®Our Common Futurén 1987, which detailed the idea of sustainable
development (Visser, 2009).

Environmental legislation and citizen activism grew in number and in power
during the 1970s (Merchant, 2007). The National Environmental Policy Act and the
Environmental Protection Agency were created in 1970 (Palmer, 1997). Earth Day bega
in 1970 and coincided with changing environmental views aided by more open dialogue
as well as increased agricultural (e.g., eco-labeling, organic farnsigitific,
technological (green-tech, for instance), and monetary investment ¢eigllys
responsible investment funds) and emphasis (Faber & O’Connor, 1989; Thapa, 1999;
Thapa & Graefe, 2003; Visser, 200Bjterestingly, technology was also responsible for
the homocentric and anthropocentric views of nature. Merchant (2007) wrote that as
settlers in the Great Plains subdued nature with technological advancemenihé¢e
windmill, John Deere plow) “attitudes toward nature became increagngfiy-oriented,
managerial, and scientific” (p. 104), which led to “an ethic of human domination

controlled by development,” which lasts to this day.

11



While the Puritan ethic of human dominion over nature persisted, the resurgent
environmental movement of the"1@nd 28' centuries questioned this stance (Dunlap &
Van Liere, 1978; Weber, 2000). As well as examining the human-nature relgtionshi
scientists, philosophers, and activists examined social issues occuthimglwiman,
biological, and environmental ecosystems (Hawken, 2®0%jorically, humankind
worked directly in nature utilizing it as a resource for subsistence (detc2007).

Today, though, people are utilizing nature for subsistence and for renedgturposes;
more so than ever before, people know nature “through the mind, through aesthetic
appreciation, and through recreation” (Merchant, 2007, p. 34).

Increasing environmental awareness coincided with an inundation of outdoor
recreationists (Dunlap & Heffernan, 1975; Thapa & Graefe, 2003). By pHydieahg
in the out-of-doors, environmental degradation was more visible to these users.
Researchers speculated that outdoor recreation led to a fundamentabshift fr
consumerism to “conserver’-ism as users saw environmental deteridnegiband
(Dunlap & Heffernan, 1975; Jackson, 1986, p. 1, 19Bvén though recreationists
observed negative human impacts, degradation continued (Halpenny, 2010). Even so,
researchers hypothesized that through interaction with the outdoors, outdoor
recreationists became increasingly attached and committed kand and its protection
(Dunlap & Heffernan, 1975; Jackson, 1986; Jackson, 1987; Leopold, 2&¢8yding to
research, most outdoor users and Americans consider themselves environsientalis
(Halpenny, 2010; Pieters, Bijmolt, van Raaij, & de Kruijk, 1998; Porritt & Winner, 1988;
Stern, Dietz, Abel, Guagnano, & Kalof, 1999; Thompson & Barton, 1994). Even though

Americans considered themselves environmentalists, Stern et al. (1999; Dono, Webb, &

12



Richardson, 2010; Fielding, McDonald, Louis, 2008) differentiated various behaviors
between environmental activists (e.g., demonstrating; actively involved in envintaime
organizations) and supporters (e.g., donating money to organizations; purchasing green
goods). Understanding how, and to what extent, individuals developed environmental
values may determine whether the pace of environmental change incredse®ases

in the future (Stern, 1992).

Dunlap and Heffernan (1975) hypothesized that environmental values developed
through use of the outdoors. Therefore, increased numbers of outdoor recrea¢idndsts |
more environmentally-concerned citizeAscording to Dunlap and Heffernan, this
newfound concern occurred simply because users were part of the natldal w
experiencing it, seeing it, and gaining an appreciation for it.

Education about the outdoors was an important component in development of
environmental values and an increased awareness of environmental issuster(§dn]
Rowe, & Needham, 2007; Hines, Hungerford, & Tomera, 1986). These educational and
recreational opportunities were provided through green spaces, such as lm;ansta
national parks (Budruk, Thomas, & Tyrrell, 2009; Burgess, Harrison, & Limb, 1988;
Christensen, Rowe, & Needham, 2007). When outdoors, education for a recreationist
often occurred through interpretive signage, flyers, nature centerstagrdmpming
(Dunlap & Heffernan, 1975Negra and Manning (1997) believed that state parks were a
key component for developing environmentally responsible attitudes. In their opinion,
state parks were good environments for fostering concern, creatingppéeand
recreational opportunities, as well as provided occasions for user-involved envirahment

protection.Unfortunately, state park visitations across the country have declined
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(Pergams & Zaradic, 2008). Even so, data show much of nature exposure occurs through
state park visits (Pergams & Zaradic).

Because state parks, as well as any green space, were highlydaffebteaman
use and attitudes toward the resource, researchers believed that understanding how
recreationists valued green space was important (Kaltenborn & Bjerke, 200Qee &
Graefe, 1994). Determining if outdoor use predicted higher proenvironmental walsies
vastly meaningful as, today, the American public has become increasamgigrned
about an impending ecocrisis; as well as in providing outdoor opportunities to Americans
for health benefits (Louv, 2005; Tapps & Fink, 2009; Vorkinn & Riese, 2001).
Understanding the human-environment relationship, specifically, how individuals valued
the outdoors, allowed researchers and managers an understanding of users in loow best t
deter future degrading behaviors (Stern, 1992).

Hawken (2007) asserted that humans should compare their relationship to the
outdoors (and earth) similar to an immune system in the human body. In this attaogy
earth was a body in which humans (the cells) inhabit. Humans were tashdbendtuty
to “protect, repair, and restore that organism’s capacity to endure” (Hawken, 2007, p.
141). Taking it a step further, the immune system has become compromised withlpolitic
in-fighting, misinformation, corruption, greed, ego, social inequality, and economic
downturns, among other societal problems. It is important to determine whaeexpsri
activities, and knowledge affect human concern toward pro-environmentadegténd
behaviors. If valuing the outdoor and its use predicts proenvironmental values then
educators, managers, and researchers have a new line of inquiry in examining

interventions and curricula for developing future environmental stewards.
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Place Attachment

Scholars hypothesized that individuals developed a sense of environmental
stewardship by visiting, learning about, experiencing, and facilitéteglevelopment of
place attachment through these outdoor experiences (Nabhan & Trimble, 1884; Ry
2005; Tanner, 1980; Weber, 2000). Research correlated outdoor visitation and use with
increased levels of attachment to place (White, Virden, & van Riper, 2008). These
outdoor experiences were instrumental in the development of positive feelingd towar
place and facilitated the development of place attachment (Budruk, Thomas, & Tyrre
2009). The way in which humans used, behaved, and related to the environment
developed into the field of environmental psychology.

Environmental psychology grew out of the social sciences and the increased
concern of environmental degradation through use (Williams & Patterson, 1996;
Williams & Patterson, 1999). Essentially, environmental psychologists focusthe
relationships between humans and the environment though the environment was defined
broadly (De Young, 1999). An environment can be comprised of a natural resource area
or ecosystem, an artificial environment (e.g., a classroom), or a sedgiarenent (De
Young, 1999; Kaltenborn, 1998; Williams & Patterson, 1996). According to Williams
and Patterson (1999), research by environmental psychologists relied on petisions
an environment meaning that much of the research occurred at an environrteental si
rather than in a laboratory.

Environmental psychologists tasked themselves with discovering the meanings
environment created for users. In knowing what a resource meant for dawedal

managers to better create policy (Brown, 2005; Brown & Raymond, 2007; Williams &
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Patterson, 1999). In understanding the human-environment interaction, researchers
believed that in the future, managers would better understand how to conserve, preserve,
or restore a natural resource area (De Young, 1999). Understanding how outdoor user
oriented themselves to these resources was important in avoiding uset,conflic
developing future environmental stewards, and preventing abuse and degradatibon (Ja

& Schreyer, 1980; Ryan, 2005; Van Liere & Noe, 1981; Williams & Patterson, 1999).

Williams and Patterson (1999) believed that understanding and mapping place
meanings allowed administrators to managehtiaan systenin essence, they believed
that at a micro (e.g., an individual park) and macro (e.g., National Park System) le
managing individuals was more controllable than managing ndonerevent
environmental degradation and depletion, humans should be managed through education
and guided experiencd$outdoor use created opportunities for recreationists to develop
proenvironmental values and understand their own responsibilities in protecting the
preferred environments then environmental stewardship could be increased through use
(Ryan, 2005).

Again, one method in developing environmental values was having (or creating) a
connection to specific places (Measham, 2006). Discovering how meanings ddvelope
from environmental use required examining the relative importance an envripame
the experiences in an environment, had in creating values for each individual (Fournie
1991; Williams & Patterson, 1999). Greater emotional meaning and valuing, usually
through experience, created an attachment to specific environments (Fournier, 1991;

Winter & Lockwood, 2005).
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An attachment to specific environments was termed place attachment ildhe fi
of environmental psychology (Kaltenborn, 1998; Low & Altman, 1992; Williams &
Patterson, 1999T.hroughout the ZBcentury, place attachment was a phenomenon
examined in various disciplines such as human geography (Tuan, 1974; Relph, 1976),
environmental psychology (Kaltenborn & Bjerke, 2002a; Williams & Paiter$999),
recreational studies (Williams & Roggenbuck, 1989), as well as the healthesgienc
sociology, and childhood development fields (Inglis, Deery, & Whitelaw, 2008).

Again, the way in which humans bonded to specific environments was termed
place attachment for environmental psychologists and recreation resséltcve &

Altman, 1992)Place attachment was often described as positive cognitive and emotional
linkages by an individual to a specific environment or setting (Brown & Perka®2;

Hidalgo & Hernandez, 2001; Low, 199Bssentially, thoughts, emotions, and overt
behaviors showed feelings of attachment toward particular environments for a
recreationist (Kyle, Graefe, & Manning, 2005; Low & Altman, 1992; Proshansky,

Fabian, & Kaminoff, 1983).

Feelings of attachment were endowed upon a place through use (Low & Altman,
1992; Nabhan & Trimble, 1994; Relph, 1976; Ryan, 2005; Tanner, 1980; Tuan, 1980;
Weber, 2000; White, Virden, & van Riper, 2008). According to Tuan (1975), feelings of
attachment toward place were created socially through group interasttbitsa
particular place. Conversely, Brandenburg and Carroll (1995) believed that place
attachment could also be created through person-place interaction only.,Farther
creating emotional meanings toward natural resources through repesbwisital

recreational experience, place attachment increased (Cuba & Hummon, 1993).
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More recently, researchers became interested in examining how péaxtersgnt
potentially effected environmental values (Budruk, Thomas, & Tyrrell, 2009; riaype
2010; Inglis, Deery, & Whitelaw, 2008; Vaske & Kobrin, 2001; Vorkinn & Riese, 2001).
It was hypothesized that persons more attached to a specific place exhitigad
environmentally-friendly value orientations. And, indeed, if “places [enabled] @éopl
create individual environmental values” (Brandenburg and Carroll, 1995, p. 382), then by
extension, exposing people to the outdoors may increase future proenvironmeesl val

and stewards who value specific places (Giddens, 1984).

Statement of the Problem

With renewed interest in the health of the environment, humans are more aware of
their impact on the Earth than at any other time in history (Faber & OtZpoh889;

Thapa, 1999). Though environmental awareness has increased, environmental
degradation continues. Humans are utilizing more resources than the overcrowded eart
can provide.

In 1975, Dunlap and Heffernan hypothesized that an increased involvement in
outdoor-related activities likely created users with greater envirommaricern and
connection with nature. However, Dunlap and Heffernan found a weak relationship
between general environmental concern and activity-type in outdoor recreationist
Despite this weak relationship, though, outdoor use was positively correlated with
specific environmental concern. Regardless of the weak relationship betwedwg-activi
type and environmental concern, Pinhey and Grimes (1979) reexamined Dunlap and
Heffernan’s hypothesis and discovered that active outdoor individuals displayed mor

environmental concern than individuals who did not regularly participate in outdoor
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activities.However, research regarding activity-type and environmental concern by
Jackson (1986; 1987) and Thapa and Graefe (2003) found that a positive relationship
existed between appreciative recreational activities and proenvironmaiotzs v
Appreciative activities included canoeing, photography, bird watching, picnieking
opposed to consumptive and motorized activities, which included hunting, fishing, motor
boating, and off-road vehicle use (Dunlap & Heffernan, 1975; Jackson, 1986; Jackson,
1987; Thapa & Graefe, 2003)an Liere and Noe (1981), due to the conflicting research,
did not believe that general environmental concern could be related to specific
recreational activities.

Van Liere and Noe (1981) suggested that rather than examining the effects of
outdoor activities and environmental concern, researchers should examine other
attitudinal variables insteath 1975, Dunlap and Heffernan suggested that the
relationship of environmental concern and outdoor use should be further studied utilizing
different attitudinal variables, but little research occurred in this siree the 1970s
(Nord, Luloff, & Bridger, 1998; Teisl & O’'Brien, 2003J.hough past research examined
outdoor use in terms of specific activities, over time, research showed thatvisit
developed feelings of attachment toward place through repeated visitation and
recreational experiences (Low & Altman, 1992; Relph, 1976; Tuan, 1Bi\iously,
research reported mixed results related to the relationship between @abenatit and
environmental values and behaviors (Vaske & Kobrin, 2001; Vorkinn & Riese, 2001,
Stoll-Kleeman, 2001). Even so, in this study, place attachment to Lake MuatayPark

was utilized as the attitudinal variable rather than specific activitithin the state park.
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This study is meant to provide additional information regarding the relationshipdretw

attachment to place and environmental values held by outdoor recreationists.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to examine the significance of place attachment i
proenvironmental values in outdoor users. According to Halpenny (2010), much of past
place attachment research focused in regards to specific place attaghchspécific
proenvironmental behaviors. Though she commented on proenvironmental behaviors, a
literature review revealed that less research focused on generahemetal attitudes
regarding place attachment. For this study, outdoor users were constadequark
visitors. Dunlap and Heffernan (1975) initially hypothesized that outdoor users would be
more concerned for the environment due to their activity involvement in the out-of-doors.
This hypothesis found weak and contradictory support (Dunlap & Heffernan).
Researchers believed, though, that place attachment was positivelytedvata
proenvironmental values (Budruk, Thomas, & Tyrrell, 2009; Thapa & Graefe, 2003;
Vorkinn & Riese, 2001)Rather than reexamining the significance of outdoor activity
toward environmental values, this study examined the attachment visitorohéweirf
outdoor places and attachment’s significance in proenvironmental value toienta

The secondary objective of this study was to describe characteristiakeof
Murray State Park (LMSP) visitors in terms of their demographics, envaotainvalues,
and types of attachment (functional or emotional). This information may proeité b
understandings of LMSP visitors for the state park manager as well dggsihed the

significance of place attachment in proenvironmental value orientatiddd®P users.
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Research Questions
Is place attachment a significant factor in explaining proenvironmentsval
among Lake Murray State Park visitors?
How are Lake Murray State Park visitors attached to Lake Muretg Bark?
. What are the environmental values of Lake Murray State Park visitors?
How are demographic characteristics related to these place atta@ndent

environmental values?

Assumptions

. State park visitors were considered outdoor recreationists. Outdoor imtreas
defined as occurring in a natural environment with recreation as the(fmnsen

& Guthrie, 2006; Van Liere & Noe, 1981). Outdoor recreation was categorized as
resource-oriented, intermediate, and user-oriented (Clawson & Knetsch, 1966;
Jensen & Guthrie, 2006). Resource-oriented recreation depended almost entirely
on the natural resource and occurred within the natural-setting (e.g., rock
climbing, hunting, and kayaking). Recreation in these areas occurred in
undeveloped areas, such as wilderness regions, forested places, and more.
Intermediate recreation occurred in semi-natural settings, but nebegl upon

artificial structures and facilities, which caused greater impacts hpaes$ource
(e.g., RV-camping and its needed facilities). According to Jensen and Guthrie
(2006), state park use was considered intermediate outdoor recreation. User-
oriented designations often entailed facility-based recreation likérgpewents

and fairs. It was clear though, that these were not mutually exclusig®gateas
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a park may have resource-dependent, intermediate, as well as fac#ity-bas
recreation opportunities.
2. Because the nature of the study demanded self-reporting, respondents were

assumed to have answered honestly in their responses.

Limitations

1. Alimitation of this study was that research showed weak support between
proenvironmental values and proenvironmental behavior (Schultz & Zelezny,
2003; Stern, 1992; Stern & Dietz, 1994). Therefore, this study did not attempt to
examine how proenvironmental value orientations related to environmentally-
friendly behaviors.

2. A second limitation of this study was that only visitors of one state park were
examined regarding visitor attachment levels and environmental valuesebiffe
resources (e.g., amusement parks, wilderness areas, national parks, lstate par
attract varying users with different values and experiences withirtiaybar
place.

3. Arelated limitation was in examining a state park located within Oklahoma.
Perhaps different visitors and residents of different regions hold differemsval
toward their places and the environment and as well as having much different

demographic characteristics (e.g., politics, income).
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CHAPTER Il

LITERATURE REVIEW
Does recreation in the outdoors affect proenvironmental values? Dunlap and
Heffernan (1975) hypothesized that proenvironmental values were correlated with
participation in outdoor activitieI.he researchers believed that exposure to the outdoors
provided users the opportunity to experience degradation firsthand, creating an
environmentally responsible user. This person developed environmental values and

wanted to protect the environment (i.e., involvement would lead to concern).

Outdoor Recreation

According to past research, values were foundational in attitude and behavior
formation (Fransson & Garling, 1999; Fulton, Manfredo, & Lipscomb, 1996; Kaltenborn
& Bjerke, 2002b; Vaske & Donnelly, 1999). If providing outdoor experiences for youth
and adults alike helped users develop environmental concern toward the environment
then outdoor use would likely predict environmental stewardship and concern (Measham,
2006; Ryan, 2005). Though researchers believed that outdoor use led to
proenvironmental users, concerns have been growing as future genestiayonsloors
(Louv, 2005; NPS, 2007ppecifically, researchers believed that generations Y and Z

were increasingly staying indoors (Malone, 2007; NPS, 2007; Pergams & Zaradigc, 2008
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The National Park Service (2007) was concerned that with diminishing outdoor
use, these youths were less concerned about the environment and were less competent
responsibly using the outdoors (Burgess, Harrison, & Limb, 1988; Malone, d0@7).
connection between the environment and proenvironmentally-oriented persons was that
children needed exposure to the environment, otherwise the human-nature connection
was lost (Blizard & Schuster, Jr., 2004; Hacking, Barratt, & William, 2007; Louv, 2005;
Thomas & Thompson, 2004).

This early relationship was important for children to grow into environmental
stakeholders and develop proenvironmental values as adults (Chawla & Flanders
Cushing, 2007; Hacking, Barratt, & William, 2007; Tanner, 198dults “must be
exposed to natural areas as children if they [were] to care for them &8 @detgams &
Zaradic, 2008, p. 22950nderstanding how outdoor recreation effected environmental
concern for children and adults became important for developing future envirahment
stewards, future policy, and future curricula (Teisl & O’Brien, 2003).

Though Dunlap and Heffernan (1975) hypothesized that outdoor use was related
to proenvironmental values, they also believed that environmental values wectéegredi
based on the types of recreation cho&em.instance, hiking symbolized preservationist
attitudes (and appreciative attitudes) as it was less consumptive on the egwirtmn
hunting. Hunting, as defined by the authors, symbolized an anthropocentric view. Based
on these considerations, they hypothesized that appreciative outdoor recresationidt
show more environmental concefline researchers surveyed Washington state residents
who self-reported how many times they participated in five activities kiking, fishing,

camping, visiting state parks, and hunting). To determine environmental concerns, the
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authors asked whether participants supported tax allocations for environmentaihzogr

In this study, the authors found weak support between participation-type in outdoor
recreation and general proenvironmental values. The authors supported their hypothesis
that appreciative activities were more strongly associated with envimtaheencern

than consumptive activities (Jackson, 198630, outdoor recreationists’ environmental
concerns were positively associated to concerns for specific outdoo(tamsesareas

users recreated in) (Jackson, 1986).

Pinhey and Grimes (1979; Jackson, 1986) also used the appreciative-consumptive
dichotomy, but asked Louisiana residents whether they believed their ceggialwas
valuable to the respondent. They further prompted respondents to specify whether thei
response was due to environmental or recreational readwisresearch did not
replicate Dunlap and Heffernan’s (1975) hypothesized appreciative-consunmuding$
(Jackson, 1986), but did show a modest correlatien.{8) that active outdoor
recreationists were more likely to be environmentally concerned thannadexstive in
the outdoors. Therefore, Pinhey and Grimes concluded that activity type did not provide
much evidence regarding proenvironmental concern, though, with further research,
general outdoor use mightikewise, Geisler, Martinson, and Wilkening (1977) found
little evidence that supported activity-type affecting environmental corfcer-.02 to
.15). Their results showed that environmental concern was more related to socioeconomi
variables (i.e., age, race, place of residence) than activity-type.

Van Liere and Noe (1981; Jackson, 1986) believed that these low correlations
resulted from using poor measures. Rather than replicating the above studies, they

modified the methodology by including a general measure of environmental concern, the
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New Environmental Paradigm Scale, created by Dunlap & Van Liere (1978)itigsti
were defined as appreciative, consumptive, and abusive (e.g., snowmobiling) in this
study. Again, though, only weak support was found regarding activity-type anéligener
environmental concern. Again, the authors concluded that general outdoor participation,
and associated attitudinal variables, may be more useful in examining pooemital
values than activity-type. These results led the researchers to hypethidser that
outdoor recreation did not affect environmental concern (they rejected thi©ésispior
that the variables mediating recreation and concern were more complicated tha
originally believed (Jackson, 1986; Van Liere & Noe, 1981).

Teisl and O’Brien (2003) findings mirrored Pinhey and Grimes’ (1979) findings.
Their research supported the hypothesis that participation in the outdoors wiaslgosit
associated with environmental concern. One thousand, nine hundred and forty-eight
Pennsylvania residents were surveyed. Testing four different modelsai@i®’Brien
examined environmental concern, interest, opinion, and behavior based on participation
in forest recreational activities. Teisl and O’Brien reported that ire thi¢he four
models, active outdoor recreationists showed increased environmental concerrhand hig
levels of environmental behavior.

Previous research showed contradictory relationships between proenvitahme
values and activity-type (Dunlap & Heffernan, 1975; Geisler, Martinson, & Witkg
1977; Jackson, 1986; Nord, Luloff, & Bridger, 1998; Pinhey & Grimes, 1979; Van Liere
& Noe, 1981). Van Liere and Noe believed that these results indicated thétspeci
activities (i.e., bird watching, climbing, and hiking) were not significant indrsaaf

proenvironmental values. Despite mixed results in examining outdoor renraat
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proenvironmental values, Van Liere and Noe suggested that further resesarshesx
other variables related to the outdoors that possibly affected environmental val
strength.

For this study, in determining how outdoor use related to proenvironmental
values, state park visitors were considered outdoor recreationists. Outdeatioacwas
defined as recreation occurring in a natural environment in the out-of-doors (Jensen &
Guthrie, 2006; Van Liere & Noe, 1981). Therefore, state park use was considered
outdoor recreation (Jensen & Guthrie).

The movement to preserve resources for their natural beauty and recreational
opportunities led to the creation of the national and state park systems. Stephen Mathe
who assisted in shaping the modern incarnation of the National Park Service, was also
responsible for shaping the state park movement (Landrum, 2004). State parks became
necessary as state representatives nominated increasing amounts ofilzsidsion as
national parks. Mather, though, believed that national park designation be reserved only
for areas of historic, cultural, and/or landscape significance (Landrum).dkacgdo
Landrum, Mather did not want lesser lands tarnishing the grandiose nature ofdhalnati
park system.

Thus, Mather shaped the state park system in order to balance betwden smal
neighborhood parks and large, fairly remote national parks (Landrum, 2004). Two major
factors, as well as segregation from the national park system, provided the omarfant
the state park movement (Landrurmie first factor was the invention and increased use

automobiles, which allowed tourists to explore unvisited areas of America (lrandr
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2004; Merchant, 2007). Second, Franklin Roosevelt's New Deal created work for
unemployed Americans, which helped state parks mimic the national pank siestegn.

The creation of the Civilian Conservation Corp (CCC) during the first 100 days of
Roosevelt's New Deal provided jobs for many out-of-work Americans and allowed
Roosevelt to expand the national and state parks system (Landrum, 2004; Merchant,
2007; Schrems, 2007). The CCC, in alleviating unemployment for more than 3 million
young men, conserved natural resources through parks and recreational areas
development (Merchant).The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, proposed by President
Eisenhower, assisted in the development of a national highway system and provided
funding for road improvements within national parks and access to public large(Fli
2003; Merchant, 2007).

Landrum (2004) noted that during the CCC-era, many states not only added to
their state’s park system, but acquired their first park property. Oklahomangeof
these states. Their first state park was Lake Murray, built in 1933 (Landa04;

Schrems, 2007). By 1935, Oklahoma Civilian Conservation Corpsmen were developing

seven additional state park sites. Now Oklahoma has 50 human-made state parks.

Environmental Concern
The importance of environmentally concerned individuals should not be
underestimated. In the past, nature and wildlife were often sacrificedriculage,
growth, and developmerince 1961, humanity’s ecological footprint more than tripled
according to the 2006 Living Planet Index (Visser, 2089gcifically, humanity’s
footprint exceeded the Earth’s biologically productive areas to meet the ma®ds in

2003 (Visser)Scientific data from theiving Planet Report 2006tated that the United
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States led the world with the highest ecological footprint at 9.6 hectares g@n per
compared to the global average of 2.2 hectares per person (Visser).

In an effort to stop environmental degradation for future generations, tesearc
believed that it was important to develop environmental values (Fransson & Garling
1999; Stern 1992; Takala 199According to research, choices to prioritize
environmentally-responsible behaviors stemmed from individual values; valuesigadec
behavioral intention and action (Azjen & Fishbein, 1980; Fulton, Manfredo, & Lipscomb,
1996; Schultz & Zelezny, 2003). Research showed that values were the foundation of
attitudes, beliefs, and actions (Fransson & Garling, 1999; Fulton, Manfredo, & Lipscom
1996; Kaltenborn & Bjerke, 2002b; Vaske & Donnelly, 199%)derstanding the
underlying framework for action may better help researchers, educatdreyanagers in

the future positively form values, attitudes, and action for future generations.

Environmental Ethics, Values, and Behaviors Models

Ethics was often described as how humans ought to or should behave (Palmer,
1997).Shouldbehaviors, as described by Palmer, affected human-human relationships as
well as human-environment relationships. Examining human relations with the
environment was valued because, historically, what humans did to the environment
rebounded and affected humans (Cafaro, 2@4faro wrote that “our environmental
decisions make us better or worse people and create better or worsessdnaatibier or
sicker, richer or poorer, more knowledgeable or more ignorant” (p. 4). oheref
regardingshouldbehaviors toward the environment, environmental ethics was defined as
“the study of how humans should or ought to interact with the environment” (Palmer,

1997, p. 6). Similarly, Aldo Leopold, author ®iie Sand County Almanaargued that
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individuals needed to become members within the biotic community to apprecrade it a
protect it (Leopold, 1949).

Researchers asserted that values comprised the foundational layers of a
individual’'s beliefs, while guiding voluntary ethical behaviors (Karp, 1996; Palmer;
1997; Rohan, 2000). Palmer, as well as McFarlane and Boxall (2000), broke values into
two types: instrumental (extrinsic, anthropocentric) and noninstrumentaigiot
biocentric) values. Instrumental values meant that something was valaed®ddovas
useful to humans and society (e.g., drinking water for survival; a lake fongpati
Noninstrumental values included those objects that were inherently meaningful (e
human life). For example, Lake Murray State Park may be valued by soradarse
instrumental reasons because of its recreational value (e.g., campinggo&tiher
users may intrinsically value Lake Murray State Park because o$titsibal
significance (i.e., first Oklahoma state park), but not because of ieateaeral value.

More generally, though, values in social science often were defined ad shar
preferences, desires, likings, or satisfactions that guided behavior andridmtsce
situational contexts (Fulton, Manfredo, & Lipscomb, 1996; Karp, 1996; McFarlane &
Boxall, 2003; Roccas & Sagiv, 2010; Rohan, 2000; Rokeach, 1979; Schwartz, 1994;
Stern & Dietz, 1994; Vaske, 2008; Vaske & Donnelly, 1999; Vaske, Donnelly, Williams,
& Jonker, 2001)Many researchers also regarded values as desirable (positive) in nature
(Roccas & Sagiv, 2010; Rokeach, 1973). Core aspects of self-identity wexetebebe
built upon relatively stable values that persisted throughout life (Karp, 1996tuNdy
2009; Roccas & Sagiv, 2010; Rokeach, 1979; Svensson, 1998; Vaske, 2008; Vaske &

Donnelly, 1999). Rokeach (1968) believed that values served as an internalized cognitive
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map, guiding attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors. Though values were considkereelye
stable, experiences and education could provide individuals with an opportunitgto refl
upon previous values and form new ones, specifically, toward nature (Halpenny, 2010;
Svensson, 1998).

Rohan (2000), who attempted to clawiglueterminology, defined attitudes as
“evaluations of specific entities” (p. 258) while values were defined agréabsrans-
situational guides” (p. 258). For example, Roccas and Sagiv (2010) stated idlat soc
justice was a potential value while wanting equal rights for a coworkeanvatitude.
Previous research indicated that values were stable and often prioritzedsiygtematic
hierarchy, which created an internal value priority system (Rohan, 200@s It
hypothesized that there were a finite number of universal values across<(#.g.,
power, achievement, universalism, etc.). Value priority systems were imiploezause
of the relative importance placed on individual values within the hierarchicaiusguc
(creating individualized cognitive frameworks) (Roccas & Sagiv, 2010; Rohan, 2000))
These individualized priority systems likely guided attitudes and behavidiisebyg
the outside world to be consistent with an individual’s internal logic (Roccas&/;S
Rohan; Stern & Dietz, 1994)hese value priority systems were hypothesized to be
affected by personal (e.g., experience, genetics), social, and cudtgrahprms, mores)
contexts (Roccas & Sagiv; RohaR)nally, value priority systems which informed
conscious beliefs and behaviors were deemed worldviews, which again, affected how
individuals viewed and acted in the world in termswfhtsandshoulds

Allport (1961) believed that value systems were essential in determining how an

individual behaved in the world. Roccas and Sagiv (2010, p. 35) wrote that “letting one’s
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personal values serve as guides for one’s behaviors [was] a form ofEelésgn.”
Ibtissem (2010) wrote that values reflected an individual's personalitgriig,
researchers began to accept that there was a connection between valies @it
behavioral intentions and actions. For instance, prioritized environmental values were
connected to proenvironmental behaviors (Roccas & Sagiv, 2010; Stern & Dietz, 1994;
Swami, Chamorro-Premuzic, Snelgar, & Furnham, 2010; Vaske & Donnelly, 1999).
Recently, more research studies examined values, norms, and attitudss.iesops to
self-reported proenvironmental behaviors (Cordano, Welcomer, ScherernBao8ieg,
& Vlek, 2004; Fielding, McDonald, Louis, 2008; Halpenny, 2010; Karp, 1996; Pradenas,
& Parada, 2010; Schultz, Gouveia, Cameron, Tankha, Schmuck, & Franek, 2005).
Stern et al. (1999) wrote that values were instrumental in persuading people to
join in social movements. These movements were based in unselfish motives (i.e., other-
orientation) in which people behaved altruisticalyrther, Stern et al. found that values
were correlated with activist and non-activist proenvironmental behavion. &tdrDietz
(1994) also discovered that value orientations affected behavior directly andtiparec
examining environmental values and political action. Poortinga, Steg, and Vlek (2004)
wrote that “proenvironmental behavior may well arise from values thataadself-
interest” (p. 71). Fielding, McDonald, Louis (2008) found that general environmental
attitudes were significant predictors toward behavioral intentions in joaring
environmental activist group. Nordlund and Garvill (2003) also believed that values
affected an individual’s norms and beliefs. Their research regarding car userfatind t
individuals who had increased ecocentric values were more committed awialifglted

to adopting proenvironmental behaviors. Vaske and Donnelly (1999) found in a path
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analytic model that value orientation was significantly related to pro-wiidla
preservation attitudes and that as this attitude increased so too did pemavildl
preservation voting intentions.

Researchers, in explaining how values potentially affected proenvironmental
intention and behavior, created multiple hypotheses and value-behavior models.
McFarlane and Boxall (2000; 2003) hypothesized that values influenced behavior
indirectly through a hierarchical model: values affected gehetadfs (value
orientations); then, value orientations affected behavior as mediateddfycsattitudes
(Nordlund, 2009). Hypothesized pro-behavior models included Schwartz’'s (1977) norm
activation theory and Stern, Dietz, Abel, Guagnano, and Kalof (1999) ValuessBelief
Norms framework (Cordano et al., 2010; Karp, 2010; Swami et al., 2010).

The norm activation model, proposed by Schwartz (1977), examined
proenvironmental behaviors (Cordano et al., 2010; Ibtissem, 2010; Milfont, Sibley, &
Duckitt, 2010; Turaga, Howarth, & Borsuk, 2010). Originally, the model was proposed as
an altruistic behavior model (Ibtissem, 2010). Even so, the norm activation model (with
an environmental focal point) continued to focus on altruistic behaviors (Berenguer;
2010; Ibtissem, 2010; Karp, 199€)ordano et al. stated that the model was best utilized
as an intervention model, in which a negative event or consequence had occurred and a
individual intervened with a positive action. Actions, influenced by individual’'s personal
values, were “activated by situational concerns” (Karp, p. 112). These poshiaadrs
were spurred by an individual feeling a moral obligation and responsibilitt {&reown
as norms) (Ibtissem, 2010; Schwartz, 1977; Thogersen, 2006). Personal norms comprised

an internal logic consistent with values and occurred in specific situatianefleated
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personal expectations derived from societal mores and/or shared societslaelie
action (Berenguer, 2010; Thogersen, 2006; Turaga, Howarth, & Borsuk).

In given a situation, two factors preceded norm activation, which led to adtruist
behavior. First, an individual was aware of potential negative consequences tiosva
welfare of others if an act did/did not occur (cost analysis of behavior) (Hoti284.0;

Karp, 1996; Turaga, Howarth, & Borsuk, 2010). Second, an individual either felt
responsible for causing this negative consequence or felt responsibleventprg the
consequence (Ibtissem; Turaga, Howarth, & Borsuk). If an individual’'s nochsled
values that led to action, action likely occurred (Berenguer, 2010; Cordano2€4l;
Milfont, Sibley, & Duckitt, 2010; Stern et al., 1999; Turaga, Howarth, & Borsuk).
Simply, values and behaviors were moderated by the awareness of a consagde¢hee
belief that an individual’'s behavior contributed or alleviated the harm (Schultz et a
2005). However, norm-activation could be neutralized by denying the consequences of
action/inaction or by denying responsibility (Turaga, Howarth, & Borsuk, 20(&). |
individual were to act against a personal norm, guilt occurred (Turaga, Howarth, &
Borsuk).

The Value-Belief-Norm (VBN) theory hypothesized by Stern et al. (1999),
evolved from the norm activation model (Berenguer, 2010; Dono, Webb, & Richardson,
2010; Ibtissem, 2010; Turaga, Howarth, & Borsuk, 2010). According to Stern et al., the
VBN theory causally linked norm-activation theory, value structures, andewe N
Ecological Paradigm value orientation. This model proposed that proenvironmental
behavior occurred through a hierarchal model because an individual’s norm for helping

was activated by 1) personal values, 2) a belief that valued objects wetertbdeand
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3) a belief that an individual’s action could reduce the potential threat (Cordano et al.,
2010; Turaga, Howarth, & Borsuk). Simply, behaviors were activated when a person
became aware of negative consequences to valued objects, activatidiyidnaitis

personal norms, which led to proenvironmental action (Stern & Dietz, 1994). Dono,
Webb, and Richardson (2010) and Ibtissem (2010) described the VBN framework as a
model that hypothesized: values, beliefs, and personal norms led to action.

Jansson, Marell, and Nordlund (2010) wrote that an individual aware of
environmental consequences regarding a specific behavior who felt respamrsible f
preventing a negative consequence developed proenvironmental norms, which led to
increased likelihood for proenvironmental behavior. They discovered that
proenvironmental values and personal norms were significant factors inroartail
behaviors of car use as well willingness to adopt an eco-friendly car. In artather s
examining the negative influence of personal car use, Nordlund and Garvill (2003) found
support that personal norms mediated between values and behavior. Specifically, the
author’s believed that an increased ecocentric value orientation led tasiedre
environmental awareness regarding problems, which potentially led to pmenental

behaviors.

Environmental Value Orientations

According to research, value orientations represented an individual’s small,
specific worldview regarding a certain sphere in life (McFarlaneu®tH2006; Poortinga
et al., 2004; Vaske, 2008). These worldviews were representative of specificious
patterns of beliefs regarding a specific topic (i.e., the environment), founded upon an

individual's values (McFarlane & Boxall, 2003; Nordlund, 2009; Poortinga et al., 2004;
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Rohan, 2000; Stern & Dietz, 1994; Vaske, 2008; Vaske & Donnelly, 1999; Vaske,
Donnelly, Williams, & Jonker, 2001). Specifically, an environmental worldview
consisted of prioritized values that oriented a person towards environmentalism
(McFarlane & Boxall, 2003; Nordlund, 2009; Stern & Dietz, 1994). Persons with
environmental value orientations were often concerned with environmenttootas
well as valuing environmentally-responsible behaviors regarding conseqagjanest
environmental degradation (Corraliza & Berenguer, 2000; Fransson & Garling, 1999).

Researchers formulated similar, but different variations of environmemta va
orientations (Vaske & Donnelly, 1999). Such orientations included: homocentric,
ecocentric, and egocentric orientations (Merchant, 1992); wildlife onemsatHendee &
Stankey, 1973); anthropocentric and ecocentric orientations (EckersleyGrédastad
& Wollebaek, 1998; Thompson & Barton, 1994); biospheric, social-altruistic, and
egoistic worldviews (Stern & Dietz, 1994); and most recently, the Newogicall
Paradigm (Dunlap, 2008).

In examining how humans valued objects, Merchant (1992) created three value
orientations: homo-, eco-, and egocentricism. Homocentrics valued theingltibe
fellow humans; ecocentrics valued the environment (animals, plants, and biosphere);
egocentrics valued themselves. Similar in definition to Merchant’'s (1998)tidas,
Stern and Dietz (1994) identified social-altruistic, biospheric, and ego#dtie v
orientations.

Persons with an egoistic value orientation likely protected environmental
resources that personally affected the user's own personal intexdai{dS: Zelezny,

2003; Schultz, 2000; Stern & Dietz, 1994). Persons with this value orientation performed
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costs-benefit analyses, meaning that if protecting a resource creatgd perceived
personal deficit, then the person likely did not participate in protecting therces
Egoists were still considered proenvironmental as long as the harnmotyasrsonally
hurtful or cost-prohibitive. Social-altruists were similarly oriente@g@aists except that
they accounted for others in their cost-benefit analysis. For the soaigdtathere was a
moral obligation to act and that the cost-benefit analysis included the “humaui grou
(Schultz, 2005; Stern and Dietz, 1994, p. 70). Finally, the biospheric orientation mirrored
Leopold’s (1949) land ethic, which stated that humans acted for the betterment of, and
valued, all animals, soil, and rocks. In other words, biospheric individuals protected the
biotic community for the sake of the biotic community (Schultz, 2005; Schultz &
Zelezny, 2003; Stern & Dietz, 1994).

Hendee and Stankey (1973) addressed wilderness management orientations.
These included anthropocentric and biocentric belief patterns. Manadijersg these
two contrasting philosophies were either concerned about human benefits
(anthropocentric) or the “natural integrity of wilderness ecosystemstdhtric)
(Hendee & Stankey, 1973, p. 535). The authors provided multiple benefits and
consequences for each attitude, but ultimately believed that biocentric managers
preserved wilderness areas, supported previously enacted wildernessgmalicy
protected resources against “knee-jerk” development. These attitedesimilar to
those ideologies of Pinchot and Muir previously discussed.

Thompson and Barton (1994) also hypothesized two dichotomous (eco- and
anthropocentric) motives concerning environmental stewardship. They suggdated v

systems similar to those proposed by Palmer (1997) and McFarlane and Boxall (2000)
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Thompson and Barton believed that ecocentric individuals valued nature for its intrinsic
values while anthropocentric persons valued nature for human-use purposes. Again, a
user at Lake Murray State Park might value a pay-for-camping systeratect the area
from degradation so that environmental beauty remained for the individual’s camping
use. Protecting against soil compaction, tree removal, and pollution were envitahme
attitudes, but the camper only cared for his own, continued camping use (i.e.,
anthropocentrism). A camper who supported measures to make an area off-lanitsebe
he was concerned about the effects of soil compaction on the ecosystem had an
ecocentric orientation in this hypothesized dichotomy. One criticism of thlis w@s that

it did not distinguish between concerns for self (ego) versus other hunmgs ksocial
altruist) in the anthropocentric orientation (Schultz & Zelezny, 1999; Stern &,Die
1994).

Grendstad & Wollebaek (1998) also examined ecocentrism and anthropocentrism
value orientations. Their beliefs were similar to Thompson and Barton’s (1994jnview
that anthropocentrics believed that humans were the “aim of history and the endpoint of
evolution, with the right and obligation to manage and control nature’s resources” (p.
654). Like Leopold’s (1949) land ethic, ecocentrics were concerned with al§ fufrhfe
having equal opportunity for coexistence and were valued for their inner worth. The
authors examined two groups, the general public and environmentally-organized
individuals, and found that the organized environmentalists were more ecotteniric
the general public.

In examining psychology'’s role in environmental protection, Stern (1992)

identified four types of environmental value orientations. One view of the environment
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related to anthropocentric-altruism. In this orientation, humans protecteadvinenenent
because environmental loss harmed humankind. A second orientation, egoism, was that
individuals protected the environment to protect against self-harm. This vienediff

from anthropocentrism-altruism in that the focus was the self. A third oi@ntat

examined environmental concern as deeply ingrained beliefs, such as relidjefiss be
Finally, a fourth view examined environmental concern as a new worldview, which
tapped beliefs “about the nature of earth and humanity’s relationship with it"gpénl

Van Liere, 1978; Dunlap et al., 2000, p. 427; Dunlap, 2008; Mobley, Vagias, DeWard,

2010; Stern, 1992).

New Ecological Paradigm

During the 1970s, as outlined by Dunlap and Van Liere (1978), the dominant
worldview consisted of beliefs regarding the profusion of natural resoaincks
commodities, the economic benefits of mass consumption, the potential fegdgmit
growth, private property, the goodness of mass production, and the separationrg huma
from the environment (Devall, 1980; Dunlap & Van Liere; Nordlund, 2009; Schultz &
Zelezny, 1999). Dunlap and Van Liere argued that limited government intervemtions i
the 60s and 70s contributed toward environmental degrading behaviors due to individual
pollution and externalizing business practices. Even so, the authors bédhiat/tobt
Dominant Social Paradigm, as they deemed it, was shifting toward a proersmtahm
worldview concerned with how humans related to the environment (Dunlap & Van Liere;
Dunlap, 2008; Nordlund, 2009). This new paradigm focused on environmental concern,

named the New Environmental Paradigm, and emphasized an individual's responsibility
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to care for the environment, limit growth, and protect its resources (Dunlam&.i€ee,
1978; Mobley, Vagias, DeWard, 2010; Nordlund, 2009).

The New Ecological Paradigm (an update of the New Environmental Paradigm)
occurred because local environmental degradation became a global concerp @unla
Van Liere, 1978; Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig, & Jones, 2000). For instance, The
Millennium Ecosystem Assessm@iEA), which included more than 1,300 scientific
findings, in 2005 reported that “the earth [was] wearing out and will soon become
exhausted, incapable of supporting life as we know it” (Hawken, 2007, p. 173; Visser,
2009). Scientific indicators led scientists to believe that at least 60% wbtlois
ecosystems were degraded; more than a fourth of the land surface on this planet is
cultivated; and, water withdrawals doubled since the 60s (Visser, 2009). Though this
information was not yet published when Dunlap and Van Liere created the New
Ecological Paradigm, evidence was beginning to accumulate that degradation was
occurring.

As technology and research advanced, the relationship between global
degradation and human behavior was better understood. The Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change, comprised of scientists, governments, and people, issued amestsess
in 2007, which stated that they were “90% [confident] that human activity [washgausi
climate changes” (Visser, 2009, p. 33). The NEP became a set of values against the
rightness of humans dominating nature and more toward a human-nature balance.

The purpose of the NEP was to measure proenvironmental orientations and
ecological worldviews (Dunlap & Van Liere, 1978; Fielding, McDonald, & Louis, 2008).

Dunlap and Van Liere created an environmental concern scale to examine lygloddeér,
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environmental issues. At the time, Dunlap and Van Liere (1978) argued that the
predominant environmental value scales were too specific and only examineapolluti
and carrying capacity issues (e.g., the Environmental Concern Scale)dDvaelLiere,
Mertig, & Jones, 2000; Fielding, McDonald, & Louis, 2008; Schultz & Zelezny, 1999;
Weigel & Weigel, 1978). Therefore, one advantage of the NEP Scale was that i
examined a generalized view of the environment and did not become dated (Milfont &
Duckitt, 2010).

Dunlap (2008) and Fransson and Garling (1999) noted that after the development
of the original NEP Scale, researchers did not pursue its use. Rather, ecotaigsal s
created by Maloney, Ward, and Braucht (1975) and Weigel and Weigel (1978) Were sti
heavily utilized. Maloney, Ward, and Braucht created an ecological attikndededge
scale, measuring verbal commitment (stated willingness for acticegards to
environmental issues), actual commitment (actions taken in regards to envirdnmenta
issues), affect (emotionality in regards to environmental issues), and knowksctgal(
knowledge regarding ecological issues).

At the time of its creation, Weigel and Weigel, (1978) reported that Maloney,
Ward, and Braucht’'s (1975) scale relied only on internal consistency data frogiea si
sample. The Environmental Concern Scale was created in response (Weiggjel) We
This scale focused on pollution and conservation issues. Weigel and Weigel reported
acceptable internal consistency (a = .85) and six-week stabaigtyrétest) (.83). Again,
though, general criticism of this scale was that its focus was tooisgeeif, pollution)

rather than more general regarding value orientations.
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Dunlap (2008) wrote that researchers began using the NEP Scale in the 90s and
since, over 500 studies have utilized the New Environmental Paradigm Scale and the
revised and updated New Ecological Paradigm Scale. The New EnvironmendidfAara
Scale was updated to improve its content and remove sexist language (e.g., man to
humans) (Cordano, Welcomer, & Scherer, 2003; Hawcroft & Milfont, 2010). Due to
dimensionality criticism, the authors expanded the scale from three fadiets and
called the scale the New Ecological Paradigm Scale (Thapa, 1999; Thapei®,Gr
2003). Cordano et al. (2010; Hawcroft & Milfont, 2010; Milfont & Duckitt, 2010) stated
that the New NEP was the most widely used measure of general environroan&hc
Dunlap et al. (2000) examined the revised NEP against proenvironmental policies (r
.57), self-reported proenvironmental behaviors (r = .31), and perception of pollution (r =
.45) and concluded that the revised NEP exhibited some criterion validity.

The New Ecological Paradigm Scale (Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig, & Jones, 2000),
with 15-items, was intentionally more founded in human values and beliefsasuned
environmental values, worldviews, and concerns about humans “as an integral part of the
natural environment, rather than as separate from nature” (Dunlap, 2008; Dumlap et a
2000; Schultz, 2001, p. 331). The New Ecological Paradigm Scale included the original
three facetsgxistence of ecological limits to growtmportance of maintaining balance
of nature andrejection of the anthropocentric notion that nature exists primarily for
human usk but added dimensions béiman exceptionalisfinumans are exempt from
nature constraints) anikelinood of ecocrise§oossibility of potential catastrophes)

(Dunlap, 2008).
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Since its inception, many researchers contended the dimensionality of the New
Ecological Paradigm Scale. Dunlap (2008) maintained that both the original armdrevis
scales (New Ecological Paradigm) were unidimensional (Cordano, WelcorBeheer,
2003; Hawcroft & Milfont, 2010). A summated score of 15 (Likert scale one to five)
represented an anthropocentric worldview while a score of 75 representedaogjioat
worldview (Manoli, Johnson, & Dunlap, 2007). According to Hawcroft and Milfont,
many researchers utilized the scale as a unidimensional index. Again,sughes were
associated with pro-ecological worldviews and lower scores were refatege of
anthropocentric views.

Dunlap and Van Liere (1978) first utilized the New Environmental Paradigm
Scale with two samples in a Washington state survey. Their research supported a
proenvironmental orientation. The authors surveyed an environmentalist group, which
scored higher than the surveyed non-environmentalist group. In both samples,
Cronbach’s alphas were .81 and .76, respectively. Dunlap and Van Liere rotated both
samples’ scores and verified a unidimensional structure, with each explaining 6@12% a
63.3% of the variance. Finally, the scores were correlated with meastiisraks of:
support funding of environmental organizations (r = .47), support environmental
regulations (r = .58), and pro-environmental behavior (r = .24). Hawcroft anonilf
(2010) noted that the above results were similar for the updated, New Ecological
Paradigm Scale. The revised NEP had an internal consistency of .83 and explained 31.3%
of the total variance (Dunlap et al., 2000).

Poortinga, Steg, and Vlek (2004) also utilized the scale as a unidimensional index

(Cronbach’s alpha = .76) in examining value orientation and household energy use.
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Mobley, Vagias, and DeWard (2010) treated the NEP as a unidimensional scaletas wel
investigate environmental behavior based on the NEP, environmental literature, and
sociodemographic variables. Internal consistency, as reported by Mobtgss Vand
DeWard, was .89. In adding the aggregated NEP score into a regression model, the
authors found that the explanatory power for demographics, environmental literature,
concern, and worldview (NEP) was 33.4% (p < .000) in explaining environmental
behavior. DeChano (2006) also utilized the scale as unidimensional in an examination of
worldview differences across four countries. Cordano, Welcomer, and Scherer, (2003)
investigating the reliability and validity data of the NEP and revised Nitingdfthat

when treated as a unidimensional index, the original NEP had an internalitglatbir3
while the revised had an internal reliability of .79.

Schultz and Zelezny (1999), in their study, found that the internal consistency of
the NEP for an American population was .81. Their research provided evidence that
altruistic-biospheric values were positively correlated to the NEP wiéstic values
were negatively correlated (Schultz & Zelezny; Stern, Dietz, & Gaiag, 1995; Turaga,
Howarth, and Borsuk, 2010). For instance, ecocentric value orientation (Thompson &
Barton, 1994) was positively correlated to the New Environmental Paradigm Seale (
44, p <.001) while an anthropocentric view was negatively correlated (r = -.20, p <
.001).These findings were consistent with the proecological nature of the NEEP sca

Conversely, other researchers found that the scale is multidimensional (Budruk,
Thomas, & Tyrrell, 2009; Castro & Lima, 2001; Manoli, Johnson, & Dunlap, 2007,
Thapa, 1999; Thapa & Graefe, 2003). Thapa (1999), and later Thapa and Graefe (2003),

in examining how environmental attitudes related to environmental behavior, found that
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the New Ecological Paradigm Scale contained three factors. Thedbteesfthat
emerged werecocentrigtechnocentricanddualcentricorientations. These factors
explained 49% of the total variance with Cronbach’s alphas of .79 (ecocentric), .71
(dualcentric), and .55 (technocentric) (Thapa, 19B8dcentrismwas consistent with
previous discussions with values similar to Leopold’s (1949) land ethic (Thapa, 1999;
Thapa & Graefe, 2003).echnocentrizvalues were similar to anthropocentric values (and
Dominant Social Paradigm) in that humans could harness and control nature (Thapa,
1999; Thapa & Graefe, 2003)ualcentricvalues were balanced between eco- and
technocentric values (Thapa, 1999; Thapa & Graefe, 2003). Thapa and Graefe (2003)
found the same three factors explained 51% of the variance with moderate to high
Cronbach’s alpha values for each dimension (Ecocentric, .81; Dualcentric, .58;
Technocentric, .70).

Budruk, Thomas, and Tyrrell (2009) also found a three factor solution for the
New Ecological Paradigm Scale. In their study, the investigators regnéu that
proenvironmental attitudes were affected by place attachment. They nantieck¢he
factors (with Cronbach’s alphaalance of Naturéa = .71),Anthropocentrisnfa = .69),
andEcological Limits(a = .60). Notably, the authors believed that the scale could be
utilized in multicultural contexts; their study occurred in India.

Castro and Lima (2001), post-exploratory factor analysis and varimaxomtati
found that the revised NEP represented three factors. The first factor wedHragility
of Natureand examined how fragile nature might be and how human abuses contributed
to its fragility @ = .58). The second factdduman Capacityrepresented the capacity of

humanity to solve environmental issuas=(.58). Finally, the third factot,imits, tapped
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beliefs about humanity and nature’s limits in terms of room, resources, and cépacity
control natured = .42).

In a study examining proecological viewpoints of elementary school ahjldre
Manoli, Johnson, and Dunlap (2007) found a multidimensional structure. During a three
year, three phase study the researchers revised and removed itemsdieat didlnot
understand, performed an exploratory factor analysis and then confirmed their
hypothesized factor structure. Three factors emerged for the NEP Sdatelfven;

Rights of NatureHuman ExceptionalispandEco-Crisis Even so, the authors noted that
for an adult sample, a one-factor solution may still be desired.

Fransson & Garling (1999) and Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig, & Jones (2000)
reported that the scale exhibited predictive, construct, and content valid#graalsove.

The New Ecological Paradigm was also shown to be a significant predictdravidel
intention regarding environmental activist behaviors, though identity issues rdatiate
relationship (Fielding, McDonald, & Louis, 2008). The authors found significant enough
results and stated that “it is likely that higher levels of environmentakcomotivate
individuals to take action” (p. 324). For more information regarding the orignaal a

revised scales, Hawcroft and Milfont (2010) performed a meta-analysis of rhp@esa

across 36 countries and reported results data for these studies (i.e., mean, standard
deviation, Cronbach’s alpha, sample size, sample origin). One issue to note, though, was
that past researchers were not adequately identifying whether they udeshthe
Environmental Paradigm Scale or the New Ecological Paradigm Scalerdta&

Milfont).
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Sociodemographic indicators also correlated inconclusively with
proenvironmental worldviews. Gender, age, education, and environmental organization
membership were often highly correlated with environmental values. Fangasta
research showed that women report more biocentric orientations, as do younger
individuals, and members of environmental organizations (McFarlane & Hunt, 2006;
Stern & Dietz, 1994; Vaske, Donnelly, Williams, and Jonker, 2001; Zelezny & Schultz,
2000).0n the other hand, other studies reported inconsistent results when examining
demographic variables as related to environmental values. Fransson and Garlihg (1999
Gardner and Stern (1996), Hines, Hungerford, and Tomera (1986), McFarlane and Hunt
(2006), and Stern, Dietz, and Kalof (1993) all reported demographics variableage.
and education) were often non-significant or weak when correlated with envirtaime
worldviews.

Though demographic factors were inconsistent, factors that potentiatijealffe
the development of proenvironmental value should be pursued. For instance, previous
studies showed that adults with proenvironmental value orientations were exposed as
children to environmental experiences (Chawla & Flanders Cushing, 2007; Hacking,
Barratt, & Scott, 2007). These early experiences “[predisposed] people to takerasti
in nature for themselves and later for its protection” (Chawla & FlarCiesking, 2007,

p. 440; Hungerford & Volk, 1990). According to Hungerford and Volk, early experiences
likely led to interest in a related specific topic or issue. As an individaalned and
learned more about an issue, he or she was likely to take ownership of the isshie, whi

eventually empowered the individual toward action.
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Research showed, too, that children were concerned with local environmental
issues (Hicks & Holden, 2007). Providing experiences (environmental and educational)
better prepared children as environmental stakeholders with proenvironmeumsl. val
These opportunities for value development and experience were often limited by
overprotective parents (Malone, 2007). Though children showed interest and concern for
the environment, lack of opportunities in the natural world stagnated a childty il
develop environmental values. Adults, too, were affected by their loss of camecti
the natural world. Schultz (2001) believed that people living in larger cities tended
toward anthropocentric value orientations concerning the environment.

Children, though, were only one segment of the population that may not develop
proenvironmental attitudes. If adults lacked the experiences as children topdevel
proenvironmental values, how can adults possibly expect to care for the earth and it
resources? As previous research showed, experiences in the out-of-doas were
important facet in developing environmental concern. Recent research etfarsmed
whether place attachment through outdoor experience predicted proenvironmestal val

orientations in adults (Budruk, Thomas, & Tyrrell, 2009; Vorkinn & Riese, 2001).

Place Attachment
Place attachment is an environmental psychological phenomenon in which a
person emotionally and psychologically bonds to a place (i.e., state park, waklerne
area). Halpenny (2010) defined place attachment as a space where a pelspedieve
meanings and/or values based on individual or group experiences within the place-
setting.This person-place bond was exhibited through behaviors, cognitions, and feelings

(Low & Altman, 1992; Nordlund, 2009; Scannell & Gifford, 2010; Williams & Stewart,
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1998). Place attachment was partly developed by the emotional connectioorahaets
to a physical setting; the meanings and memories created by an esgeaiath also by
the setting itself, which represented its physical characteristieated backdrops for
social relationships, and were places where an individual's personaivsdties and
beliefs were formed or refined (Scannell & Gifford, 2010; Smaldone, HarrisaGany
Lind, 2005).

In psychological terms, place attachment was defined as a positiviéveognd
emotional link by an individual to a certain environment or setting (Brown & Perkins
1992; Halpenny, 2010; Hidalgo & Hernandez, 2001; Low, 1992). Place, according to
Brandenburg and Carroll (1995, p. 384), was “an essential aspect of human exesence”
humans came to value places as specific as a home or as global as the Esath. The
emotional states were filtered through cognitive schemes based orerzegand
behavior within the setting or place (Low & Altman, 1992; Scannell & Gifford, 2010).
Again, essentially, place attachment was the interaction of thought, emotion, and
behavior creating positive attachments toward a place during and after meolve
(Kyle, Graefe, & Manning, 2005; Low & Altman, 1992; Proshansky, Fabian, &
Kaminoff, 1983; Scannell & Gifford, 2010).

Attachment to place research began with concepts of topophilia (Tuan, 1974),
rootedness (Relph, 1976), sense of place (Hay, 1988), and place attachment (Low &
Altman, 1992). As an early conceptualization, Tuan (1974) labeled human connection to
place, topophilia, which was literally the human love of space. This spacemnvaed
with personal meaning through its use (Tuan, 1974). Accordingly, topophilia was a

subjective concept. Individuals grew affectionate toward different plaaesuse of
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individualized experiences, personal norms, and beliefs. Specifically, “netiad s
groups make precisely the same evaluation of the environment,” which cldédezht
levels of meanings and importance for various individuals and groups (Tuan, 1974, p. 5).
As no two persons likely evaluated a place in the same manner, topophilia was an
intensely personal phenomenon. Developing an attachment for a specific platedcc
for various personal reasons. An individual gained an appreciation of place through
aesthetic beauty, physical touch, culture, physical features, memoergesiences, and
activities that occurred within a specific place (Tuan, 197#as hypothesized that
people also bonded to place because of historical, cultural, or personal angafic
(Schreyer, Jacob, & White, 1981; Stokowski, 2002; Svensson, 1998; Tuan, 1975).
“Each place has its own dynamism, its own patterns of movement, and these
patterns engage the senses and relate them in particular ways, institiiciglgra
modes of awareness, so that unlettered... each place has its own mind, its own
personality, its own intelligence” (Abram, 1996, p. 182).
A woman could be attached to Devil's Tower National Monument, for instance, becaus
her earliest outdoor memories occurred there with her family. Experidmoeg
involvement or activity created or strengthened a person-place bond as thell a
personal meaning which developed and was imprinted upon the place. On the other hand,
for Native Americans, the Tower has deep cultural and spiritual sigmefcavhich could
also be a source of attachment. For visitors and descendants, places possessaal,emoti
symbolic, and spiritual meaning (Williams & Patterson, 1999).
Rootedness evolved from the concept of topophilia. Rootedness was a sense of

belonging to a place (Godkin, 1980). To human geographers, rootedness implied “being
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at home in an unself-conscious way” (Tuan, 1980, (Rddtedness, as defined, was
distinguishable from topophilia in that rootedness included belonging, security,
homeliness, and non-judgment within its meaning (Hay, 1998; Tuan, 1980). Rooted
individuals were often unself-conscious and felt un-judged when inplaeie

(Proshansky, Fabian, & Kaminoff, 1983). Rootedness was further distinguisheddeca

it was defined as developing through a prolonged period of settlement, such that
rootedness often implied where one lived (Moore and Graefe, 1R0@4her, Relph

(1976) and Hummon (1992) wrote that rootedness identified a strong, local attacthhment t
the home and its surrounding area, which occurred through extended living within the
community.

Sense of place, like topophilia and rootedness, was defined as an “emotional or
affective bond between an individual and a particular place” (Williams, Ratters
Roggenbuck, & Watson, 1992, p. 31). Scannell and Gifford (2010) described it as need
fulfillment through an emotional tie universal among humans. Essentially, cepleee
was another description of how an individual felt and attached to place (Shamai, 1991)
Like topophilia and rootedness, sense of place required interaction with an environme
through use (Shamai, 1991; Stokowski, 2002). Unlike rootedness, the concept of sense of
place did not require an individual to call place home.

Tuan (1977, p. 6) described sense of place as “undifferentiated space [that
became] place as we [got] to know it better and [endowed] it with value,” built through
participation at the site, not living within it. Steele (1981, p. 12) wrote tha¢ sfqdace
was, at its simplest, a combination of setting (physical and social) anchthiemns a

person had regarding it. These reactions were emotional, behavioral, anbathng,
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that individuals showed affection through positive emotions and through multiple
visitations.

The concept of sense of place often incorporated separation between self and
place in building an appreciation toward place (Tuan, 1975; 1980). He believed that an
individual developed an attachment toward place by being active within it and the
leaving (1975; 1980Afterward, the person reflected upon their experiences and
memories, whereby, Tuan hypothesized, that sense of place was created through the
interaction of memories and reflectidReflection was an important and recurring theme
in recreational literature. Emotional fulfillment occurred post-actiexgerience/trip,
during the reflection of the activity/experience/trip (Clawson & Krtet4©66).

Person-place bonds were also conceptualized in the literature as community
attachment (Kasarda & Janowitz, 1974), place identity (Cuba & Hummon, 1993;
Proshansky, Fabian, & Kaminoff, 1983), place dependence (Schreyer, Jacob, & White,
1981; Stokols & Shumaker, 1981), and place attachment (Williams & Roggenbuck, 1989;
Low & Altman, 1992). Place attachment, like its conceptual predecessors, dccurre
because experiences occurred within a setting; personal meaningseated by those
experiences; and the socialization that occurred during these expertetecksgn, 2002;
Taylor, Gottfredson, & Brower, 1985). Proshansky, Fabian, and Kaminoff saddbat
place was a background for socialization experiences such that placenatttaiay be
confused with attaching to the social experience rather than the place iidalg@-and
Hernandez, 2001; Stokowski, 2002Zuan (1975) wrote that physical places were centers
of socially constructed meaning, which allowed humans to endow value and affective

meanings toward place (Williams and Patterson, 1986&fudying place attachment in
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residents of Santa Cruz de Tenerife, Hidalgo and Hernandez stated that thoaigh soci
attachments did occur, people also attached to physical spaces.

For recreation researchers, place was space endowed with meaning by
recreationists and likely provided users and groups with security, selfptpand values
(Low & Altman, 1992; Relph, 1976; Steele, 1981; Tuan, 1980). Value and meaning were
imprinted upon a place through activity and direct interaction with itn@aburg &

Carroll, 1995; Kaltenborn & Bjerke, 2002&)r recreationists and state park users, these
direct experiences were likely recreational in nature (e.g., hikinig,ctouabing,
photographing) (Tuan, 1975; Warzecha & Lime, 2001). Though direct experience
imprinted value, meaning was also created through an individual’'s passive (gegses
sights, smells, touch) (Inglis, Deery, & Whitelaw, 2008; Tuan, 1975; Warzechaé, L
2001). In creating these emotional meanings for natural resources, péabenaint
increased (Cuba & Hummon, 1993).

Neither size, nor tangibility, of place affected one’s ability to becattaehed
(Halpenny, 2010; Hidalgo & Hernandez, 2001; Kaltenborn & Bjerke, 2002a; Low &
Altman, 1992; Steele, 1981; Tuan, 1975; Williams et al., 1992). In the past, researchers
examined attachment within cities (Hummon, 1992), communities, neighborhoods, and
homes (Ahrentzen, 199Rdalgo & Hernandez, 2008cannell & Gifford, 2010)More
recently, recreational researchers studied place attachmentioooareas and natural
resource areas (Budruk, White, Wodrich, & van Riper, 2008; Buttimer, 1980; Vaske and
Kobrin, 2001; Williams et al., 1992; Williams & Patterson, 1999).

As more research was conducted involving place attachment and natural resource
areas, managers shifted away from traditional strategies andcpsa@yle, Graefe,

Manning, & Bacon, 2004aYaluing resources from a commodity and consumption
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perspective was no longer the sole purpose of park management practices Bsgha
preferred solitude and naturalness (i.e., permitting) rather than allowingrathwll,
visitors to utilize the area. Therefore, place attachment in users banaoréant for
management decisions in studying how users valued their resource®i{ldile2004a;
Williams & Stewart, 1998).

For instance, place attached users were believed to be more involved in public
meetings. Weber (2000, p. 239) wrote that place became “a catalyst fgowelfiance.
It [mobilized] citizens to care enough to participate” in managemergidesi
Purposeful creation of place attachment in users was important for land andeesour
managers. It established connections between the resource and the userah term
values, attitudes, and behaviors (Brandenburg & Carroll, 1995; Warzecha &2001&
Williams et al., 1992). Also, by understanding how individuals attached to place, user
were able to articulate what was important, how they valued the resource,exed off
some control and input toward management decisions (e.g., planning, fee changes, and
conflict control) (Bricker & Kerstetter, 2000; Bricker & Kerstetter, 20Q¢te, Absher,

& Graefe, 2003; Proshansky, Fabian, & Kaminoff, 1983; Warzecha and Lime).

Place Dependence

Place attachment, in recreation and environmental psychology literature, was
defined as an integration of place identity and place dependence (Proshamsikyfka
& Fabian, 1983; Schreyer, Jacob, & White, 1981; Williams & Roggenbuck, 10&9).
recreational purposes, place settings were important in terms of how placeexlippor
activity or behavior (functional meaning) and the emotional importance an individual

attached to place (emotional/symbolic meaning) (Moore & Graefe, 1994y Wsse
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components, Williams and Roggenbuck (1989) conceived of a place attachment measure
that accounted for functional (place dependence) and emotional meanigs (pla
identity).

Functional meaning was the value given to a place by an individual in terms of
how the resource physically supported the user’s activities and needs (Fournier, 1991;
Williams & Roggenbuck, 1989). Essentially, functional attachment represented the
physical characteristics of the resource (Williams & Vaske, 2003). iBnatimeanings
were important in recreational settings because recreational astwigre likely unique
and only satisfied by certain resources and facilities (e.g., rapids f@kikgyor vertical
rock for climbing) (Kyle, Graefe, & Manning, 2005 ecreationally, certain features had
to be present, which provided meaningful experiences for the user.

Functional meaning was also called place dependence, derived from research by
Stokols and Shumaker (1981). These valuations were subjective in terms of an
individual's “perceived strength of association between him- or herself aodispe
places” (Stokols & Shumaker, 1981, p. 457). Individuals based these associations upon
needs met by a particular place and their satisfaction in the outcomes xjpe¢hiersce
(Stokols & Shumaker, 1981ndividuals made value judgments about how goals and
activities were met based on the physical characteristics avagalol@lso in how these
needs were met (i.e., quality). According to Stokols & Shumaker and Halpenny,(2010)
place dependence developed because of positive experiences and sgtisfidobones
within an area as compared to potential alternative sites with siestaurés (i.e., why
people prefer one lake over another for boating). Because of the type of meaning,

dependence was often related to resource specificity (Smaldone, 2005), activity
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specialization (Bricker & Kerstetter, 2002), and mode of experience (Hindtalker,

2003), in which the features of a place were prioritized.

Place Identity

Emotional meaning comprised one’s affective attachment to place and how place
contributed to cognitive aspects of self (Payton, Fulton, & Anderson, 2005). Cognitive
elements comprising one’s identity (i.e., place identity) were often raoliey in
predicting how individuals behaved (Jun, Kyle, Absher, & Theodori, 2010). These
cognitive elements created value for a person because of what the platcaléve
symbolized for the individual (Fournier, 1991; Williams & Roggenbuck, 1989).
Significance ranged from personal (favorite childhood vacation spot) to nationally
symbolic (Lincoln Memorial) (Budruk, White, Wodrich, & van Riper, 2008; Williams &
Vaske, 2003)Williams and Vaske (p. 831) noted that using a resource came “to
symbolize the user’s sense of identity,” which contributed to emotional pplzos-
bonds. These cognitive and emotional meanings developed over time through multiple
experiences, memories, information gathering, and/or other significant ecenirring
within a place (Manzo, 2005; Scannell & Gifford, 2010; Vaske & Kobrin, 2001).

Within the construct of place attachment, the cognitive meanings whichctreate
emotional attachment were known as place identity (Proshansky, Fabian, i&dffam
1983).According to Proshansky, Fabian, and Kaminoff, place identity emerged from
self-identity theory. Self-identity theorists believed that individuals dgesl their
identities by distinguishing oneself from other human-beings. As a childayréw
developed, Proshansky, Fabian, & Kaminoff wrote, that child learned to labéel w

he/she was and what he/she was not as compared to others and their relatiemships.
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instance, the authors provided an example of a child distinguishing himself from his
mother. The child learned who he was by his relationship with his mother (e.g., age, sex
responsibilities), which helped define identity elements. In their oalstip, the mother

was significant because the child identified what and who she was, what and whg he wa
and their commonalities and differences.

Creating an identity of self by distinguishing oneself from others was a
fundamental component, but Proshansky, Fabian, & Kaminoff (1983) believed that
humans also developed self-identity by distinguishing self from objects acespl
Defining oneself through their physical environment was established in psgciad!
literature (Korpela, 1995). In the same manner of defining oneself bipnslaips with
other humans, individuals also conceived of themselves by the “physical things and
settings that also [satisfied] and [supported their] existence” (Bnekls, Fabian, &
Kaminoff, 1983, p. 57)Individuals defined themselves through their “beliefs,
preferences, feelings, values, goals, and behavioral tendencies and skaistrelgthe]
environment” (Proshansky, Fabian, & Kaminoff, 1983, p. 57). These identity elements
motivated individualistic behaviors as individuals often act in a consistent maither
the elements that made-up the self (Jun et al., 2010). The environment allowed
individuals to express themselves and support their own sense of self (Kyle, @raefe,
Manning, 2005). For instance, a woman who defined herself as an Oklahoma rock
climber who strongly identified herself with a local crag in Lawton.

Though place dependence was often tied to the activity or physical enestass
of the resource, feelings of attachment reached beyond the usefulagdaad in

satisfying recreationists’ needs related to an activity (Cuba &rhioim 1993). Place
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identity incorporated rational and internally logical cognitions about theemagnt that
often represented the self. These cognitions included memories, valuedesitit
experiences, and preferences (Cuba & Hummon, 1993; Korpela, 1989; Proshansky,
Fabian, & Kaminoff, 1983). Cuba and Hummon (1993, p. 112) believed that place
identity answered “who am I” with “where am I” and “where do | belongfi&vhs and
Patterson (1999, p. 148) noted that “the places we frequent help to communicate to
ourselves and others ‘who we are.” Individuals utilized the environment to create,
define, and maintain the self and in turn, the environment came to be valued (Jun et al.,
2010; Korpela, 1989). Hammitt, Backlund, and Bixler (2006) wrote that “this bond
supersede[d] belongingness in that the individual [found] it nearly impossiblegmana
a meaningful existence, a meaningful notion of self, outside the place” or what e plac
represented (p. 23).

According to Proshansky, Fabian, and Kaminoff (1983), multiple experiences
within a place facilitated the creation of values, beliefs, and attitudesondance with a
particular place (Scannell & Gifford, 2010). Repeated exposure was shown to be a
powerful predictor of place identity (Backlund & Williams, 2004). Through attachme
to place via direct experiences, an individual expressed and defined him/hgrself b
his/her environmental choices and values (Halpenny, 2010; Proshansky, Fabian, &
Kaminoff, 1983; Schultz, 2000lnderstanding the relationships between self and place
were important in terms of environmental value orientations because avaetf-a
individual more likely integrated their values with self and expressed theyase
consistently through their choice in place and their behaviors (Jun et al., 2010;

Proshansky, Fabian, & Kaminoff, 1983).
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Much of place attachment research focused on Williams and Roggenbuck’s
(1989) Place Attachment Scale, which incorporated place dependence and pl#ye ide
measures as subcomponents. Recently, White, Virden, and van Riper (2008) wrote that
this place attachment scale was adequately operationalized and vaRBriatker (&
Kerstetter, 2000; Moore & Graefe, 1994; Warzecha & Lime, 2001; Williams & Vaske,
2003). Reliability and validity data accumulated, which showed support for tteree
of the place attachment variable and its two indicators: place dependence and plac
identity (Williams & Roggenbuck, 1989). An important note; dependence and identity
did not always positively correlate (Moore & Graefe, 1994).

The scale was used frequently in the past two decades. Through many studies,
researchers examined the dimensionality of place attachment repBa€iincreases
(Kyle, Absher, & Graefe, 2003), activity involvement (Kyle, Graefe, Manninga&ad,
2003), crowding on the Appalachian Trail (Kyle, Graefe, Manning, & Bacon, 2004Db),
social bonding (Kyle, Graefe, & Manning, 2005), and judgments regarding
environmental conditions (Kyle, Graefe, Manning, & Bacon, 20(&@yvious predictors
of place attachment also examined temporal components such as length ofeesidenc
(Hay, 1998; Kaltenborn & Williams, 2002; Kasarda & Janowitz, 1974; Riger &
Lavrakas, 1981; Tuan, 1975), age (Hay, 1998), and stage in the lifespan (Hay, 1998).
Williams and Vaske (2003) also performed construct validity tests on Willeard
Roggenbuck’s (1989) scale. Their results showed that the scale was internafiieocgns
demonstrated convergent validity (e.g., prior visits, location familjaaitd is location

special?), and also that the measurement was sensitive to the subtleffesarftdiurvey
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locations. These authors also reconfirmed the two-dimensional aspects @icthe Pl
Attachment Scale, which included dependence and identity.
SUMMARY

Though value and behavior research has indicated that mediating factors exist
between environmental values leading to environmentally-responsible behaxiently
concerns are growing about the health of the environment and the impacts of human
behaviors upon it. In better understanding how environmental values are affected,
researchers can begin to connect proenvironmental values to environmentallyibéspons
behaviors to negate negative human impacts. To understand how outdoor recreationists
valued the environment, the New Ecological Paradigm Scale was utilizecafDetrdl.,
2000).

Likewise, to determine how environmental values were explained, place
attachment was measured in regards to a state park in Oklahoma (Williams &
Roggenbuck, 1989). Previous studies provided contradictory evidence in how outdoor
recreation and preferred outdoor activities explained environmental valuestorbe

researchers began to examine other variables of interest, such as ptdveait.
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CHAPTER Il

METHOD

Previous researchers examined outdoor users and their environmental views by
activity-type (Dunlap & Heffernan, 1975; Geisler, Martinson, & Wilkening, 1977,
Jackson, 1986; Nord, Luloff, & Bridger, 1998; Pinhey & Grimes, 1979; Van Liere &
Noe, 1981). After determining activity-type produced mixed results, Van Liereaad N
suggested that other variables should be examineatcordance, this study examined
the significance of the psychological variable, place attachment, in proem&ntal
value orientations (i.e., NEP). Rather than examine activity-type ofegmfted outdoor
users, onsite visitors at Lake Murray State Park were examined andddeettie@or users
by the researcher. State park visitor attachment and environmental wod dveze/
measured using an adapted Place Attachment Scale (Williams & Vaske, 20@B¢ a
New Ecological Paradigm Scale (Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig, & Jones, 2000),
respectively.

Visitors were approached and sampled onsite at Lake Murray State Park.
Responses to the measurement scales were entered into SPSS Stagshiesnd
regressed to explain how place attachment affected environmental vatrgatmns.

The confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using AMOS 18. A principgdarmnt

analysis was conducted using SPSS.
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Study Site

The research was conducted at Lake Murray State Park, located nearé\rdmor
Oklahoma. Lake Murray is accessible from the I-35 corridor in Carter Cousbuth-
central Oklahoma. According to TravelOK (2010), Lake Murray State Waskone of
Oklahoma'’s oldest state parks. Lake Murray State Park was built in the 1930s by
employees of the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC), a New Deal agency that gdrovide
pay for unemployed young men during the Depression (VisitArdmore, 2010;
Whitecotton, 2007).

According to the Whitecotton (2007), Lake Murray State Park was named after
former Oklahoma Governor William Murray. Bryant, Jr. (2007) wrote that Murias/ w
notable as an attorney, orator, editor and publisher of a newspaper. He was an aflvocate
the tribal nations and was involved in a failed attempt to gain statehood for the Indian
Territory. He was president of the convention. This led to Oklahoma statehood in 1907.
He eventually became Governor of Oklahoma in 1930. Governor Murray’s former
summer retreat, Tucker Tower, became the nature center at Lake Murray

The area that comprises Lake Murray State Park is composed of 12,496 acres with
a 5,728 acre man-made lake. Interestingly, all of the lakes in the stateabb®ld were
man-made. Lake Murray State Park, though, was specifically creatediaexpensive
recreational area for Oklahomans and was the only state park that provigedgcam
facilities for African American youths (TravelOK, 2010; Whitecotton, 200Fg T
facilities at Lake Murray State Park contain a lodge, multiple cabimsRV/tent
campsites, as well as a nature center. The state park contains an déHhmearse,

restaurant, an ATV area, hiking trails, and horseback riding trails Aviiitore, 2010;
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TravelOK, 2010). Table 1 and Table 2 provide three-year visitation dataleesswie¢

visitations for summer 2009 by month.

Table 1

3-Year Lake Murray Visitation

Fiscal Year 2008 Fiscal Year 2009 Current Fiscal Year

Total Visitation 2,341, 055 2,228,083 1,122,674
Out-of-State Visitation 710,194 665,085 385,825
Table 2

Lake Murray Summer Visitation 2009

June 2009 July 2009 August 2009 September 2009

Total Visitation 495,080 472,641 208,209 115,162

Participants and Survey Procedures

Sampling began during the third week in July 2010 and ended Labor Day
weekend, which was the first weekend of September 2010. The researchethveas
field collecting data for eleven days total. Having the proper samplensizases the
precision of statistical estimation (Thompson, 2004). The probability of correctly
rejecting the null hypothesis is affected by sample size, alpha, antisfie Power
analysis, a priori, provided the researcher some control over how likely a sxtedet
effects (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003; Keith, 2006). In preventing Type | error
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(alpha), power decreases. To control Type | and Type Il error, it was imptarta
determine the sample size a priori. As sample size increased, powes&ac{€ahen et
al., 2003).

Effect sizes are utilized as the strength of the relationship between indapend
and dependent variables (Vaske, 2008). According to Keith (2006), if prior research was
unavailable, researchers calculated effect sizes using mediwts dffiesocial science
research ff= 0.13). Utilizing an online sample size calculator, a standard alpha (a =
0.05), a medium effect siz€ @ 0.13), a standard power (0.80), and tider(tity and
dependendgeto ten predictors (attachment and demographic categories) were teglcula
for the multiple regression analysis the minimum sample size was 77 indivituals
predictors) to 134 individuals (ten predictors).

According to Thompson (2004), a “rule of thumb” (p. 24) for a sample size which
utilizes exploratory factor analyses is ten to twenty individuals pergguestion
(Thompson). Because the NEP includes 15 questions, the smallest preferred ig@mple s
is 150 individuals while a large sample size is 300 individUdds.final sample response
for this study was n = 172 individuals with two incomplete, unusable responses (n = 170).

During the initial planning process, Lake Murray State Park was segtimto
18 sites (see Figure 1). These sites included tent camping with trail é8cassp areas,
450 sites), a nature center (Tucker Tower), as well as beach and dock aati@isedSt
sampling was utilized such that visitors from each section were equakgesped. It
was estimated that to survey a representative sample of visitors, riiaesviseded to be
surveyed per site. This methodology was later modified due to lower than expected

attendance rates between July 2010 and Labor Day weekend 2010 (See Chapter 1V)
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Lake Murray State Park visitors were approached and recruited attthpasta
during the summer months of 2010 through face-to-face interaction at 12 sites. In
previous studies, researchers requested the participation of every sixth visitor
encountered (Babbie, 1995; Budruk, Thomas, Tyrrell, 2009; Ward, 1990). This
systematic sampling method assured that respondents were seleateldmat (daske,
2008; Warde, 1990). For this study, because approximately 18 areas needed
representation and for the sake of time, every fourth individual/group encalwizse
approached to participate in this study. If a group was encountered, theoadult§
years old) whose birthday was closest to the sampling date was asked tpgpartic
(Budruk, Thomas, & Tyrrell, 2009). If an individual or group chose not to participate,
then the next encountered person (or group) was asked to participate in the study. Once
an individual participated, then the fourth individual/group encountered was asked to
participate. This procedure was later modified due to lower than expectadbatte
rates between July 2010 and Labor Day weekend 2010 (See Chapter Four).

All respondents were treated ethically per Oklahoma State’s InstitURewvaew
Board guidelines (see Appendix A & Appendix B). The researcher approachedgbotent
individuals following the approved script (see Appendix F). The researcher also drovide
each respondent with a business card (see Appendix E) and showed school identification
(if requested) in an effort to provide the researcher with legitimacy in the mthd of
respondent. Once the subject chose to participate, he or she was provided with a
Participant Information Sheet (see Appendix G). A copy could be retained by the
participant, though most did not choose to keep a copy. The researcher verballpstated t

the respondent that by completing and returning the survey packet, which included the
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demographics survey, the Place Attachment SE&S) and the New Ecological
Paradigm ScaleNEP), the participant understood the research aims, their rights, and
consented to participate in the study. (See Appendices H, 1, J).

The researcher was available to answer any questions, but allowed thpaartici
to respond without researcher bias as a researcher’s presence can rdigeamma
responses (Dillman, 2007). The presence of a researcher, according em@R07),
likely created a situation in which the respondent attempted to determine the mos
socially desirable response. For this study, a participant determininggtesaocially
desirable response was less of a concern because “surveys are more likely #® produc
socially desirable answers for questions about potentially embarrassimpibeha
(Dillman, 2007, p. 226). The information in this study was not considered embarrassing.
If a question regarding the meaning or interpretation of a question arosedaeher
responded with “Please, answer the question based on your interpretation of the
guestion.”

Upon completion of the survey packet, the packet was placed in a separate
backpack compartment to eliminate respondents viewing other responses. Tloheesear

answered any follow-up questions and thanked the respondent for their participation.
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Figure 1: Facilities Map of Lake Murray State Park
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Variables and Instrumentation

Data were collected utilizing three self-report surveys includingeh®draphic
survey, the Place Attachment Scd#&§ adapted by Williams & Vaske, 2003), and the
New Ecological Paradigm ScaldEP, Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig, & Jones, 2008klf-
responses regarding attachment to Lake Murray State Park were rdaasngethe
Place Attachment Scale (Williams & Vaske, 2003; see Appendix I) whilse¢lae
Ecological Paradigm Scale (Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig, & Jones, 2000; seadipd¢
was utilized to measure a respondent’s environmental worldinéesvmation regarding
sex, age, gender, political affiliation, income, and other sociodemographiatordic

were collected utilizing the demographic survey (see Appendix H).

Place Attachment Scale

Place attachment was measured using the self-report PAS (Wgiliavaske,
2003), which was modified from the original place attachment scale proposed by
Williams and Roggenbuck (1989). This scale has comprised two indicplacs (
dependencandplace identity (Budruk, Thomas, & Tyrrell, 2009; Moore & Graefe,
1994).

Theplace dependenatimension consisted of six items developed from Williams
and Vaske (2003) Place Attachment Scale. Respondents indicated theof level
agreement on a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (Stronghgbas) to 5
(Strongly Agree). Each question was modified so that it was specific mMakray
State Park. An example ofpdace dependemjuestionincluded: “Lake Murray State Park

is the best place for what I like to do” (Question 7).
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Theplace identitydimension was measured from six items developed from
Williams and Vaske (2003) place attachment scale. Respondents indicated/éhaif le
agreement on a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (Stronghgias) to 5
(Strongly Agree). Again, the questions were modified to be place specificxahmpée of
aplace identityquestion included: “I identify strongly with Lake Murray State Park”
(Question 3).

Though not originally published by Williams and Roggenbuck (1989), Williams
and Vaske (2003) reported that internal consistency and the two subscales have been
consistently shown through past research. In their own study, Williams ake Va
confirmed a two-dimensional scale utilizing confirmatory factor ama({3FA) with
Cronbach’s alphas that ranged from .84 — .94 (place identity) and .81 — .94 (place
dependence). Finally, the researchers statistically showed, utikzinghases with two
different place areas, that the dimensions could differentiate betweeermliffeeas in
attachment strength (i.e., successfully reflected personal attachreegtiss to multiple
areas). These findings were similar to the partial model testedrynkita Kyle, and Oh

(2009).

New Ecological Paradigm Scale

A self-report survey designed to measure environmental worldviews by Dunlap,
Van Liere, Mertig, and Jones’ (2000) NEP Scale was used. The NEP Scairembita
items, which measured five hypothesized fageility of limits to growth
antianthropocentrisirbalance of naturgrejection of human exceptionalisand
potential ecocrise@Dunlap et al., 2000; Fielding, McDonald, & Louis, 2008; Thapa,

1999; Thapa & Graefe, 2003 ccording to Dunlap et al. (2000; Fielding, McDonald, &
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Louis, 2008), agreement with the odd-numbered items indicated a proenvironmental
value while disagreement with the even-numbered items indicated a proenvirdnmenta
value orientation (reverse-scoredjgher overall scores were associated with pro-
ecological worldviews and lower scores were representative of anthropoeews.
Cordano et al. (2010; Hawcroft & Milfont, 2010; Milfont & Duckitt, 2010) stated
that the new NEP was the most widely used measure of general envirdrooeogan.
Past research utilized the scale as a unidimensional measure (Cordammmm&Vetc
Scherer, 2003; DeChano, 2006; Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig, & Jones, 2000; Hawcroft &
Milfont, 2010; Mobley, Vagias, & DeWard, 2010; Poortinga, Steg, & Vlek, 2004;
Schultz & Zelezny, 1999; Thapa, 1999; Thapa & Graefe, 20@B)esearchers
concluded that the scale was multidimensional (Budruk, Thomas, & Tyrrell, 2009;
Schultz et al., 2005). Respondents indicated their level of agreement on a 5-potint Liker
type scale, ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agee@mple items
included: “Humans are severely abusing the environment” (Question 5), “Theexb-call
‘ecological crisis’ facing humankind has been greatly exaggerated'stion 10),
“Humans have the right to modify the natural environment to suit their needs” iuest
1).
A more in-depth analysis of reliability and validity data for the NEP isidex in
Chapter Two. In particular, this is included in the discussion of the New Ecological

Paradigm.

Demographics Survey
Each participant completed a brief demographic survey. Respondents were asked

to provide their age, sex, ethnic origin, race, highest completed educatiohdelexeof
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personal income in the past 12 months, political affiliation, type of visitor (day or
overnight), and special event status (e.g., did you visit the park for a holidayna®eke

(Census, 2010).

Analyses

Confirmatory factor analysis was performed with AMOS v.18. Placehattant
and the demographic indicators were regressed @&p Statistics v.18.0. Survey data
was entered into SPSS Statistics v.18.0 as it was collected. Missingellataoi/a
pervasive problem during the survey process. The researcher actively observed
respondents as they completed the surveys. If the researcher noticed missthgidg
or immediately after, the researcher re-approached the individualbailyeasked the
respondent to complete the survey process. If the scales included missirnigesata,
individuals were excluded from the analysis. The number of included respondents for

each statistical procedure was reported in Chapter IV.

Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive statistics were utilized to determine the demographiaatbastics
of the sample as well as used as independent variables in the regressiis.affase

indicators were dummy-coded (0 or 1) (Field, 2009) (see Table 3).

Table 3

Example of Participant Dummy-coding for Politics — Liberal

Liberal Mod-Lib. Moderate Mod-Cons. Conservative

Participant 1 1 0 0 0 0
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Place Attachment

Place identityandplace dependencgere summated and standardized to the
Likert scale by dividing by the amount of items included in the subcomponent. This
created composite scores for each predictor. Cronbach’s reliabilityvestperformed

on both dimensions.

New Ecological Paradigm

Researchers who employed the New Ecological Paradigm Scale depixe
results in the dimensionality of the scale. To confirm the structure of ales sc
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was utilized to determine ifsitede was
unidimensional (Dunlap et al., 2000; Thompson, 2004). Hammitt, Kyle, and Oh (2009)
wrote that confirmatory factor analytic techniques can be utilized toiegahe item-fit
regarding the theoretical construct.

Confirmatory analytic techniques were utilized to determine if the scade w
unidimensional. As noted previously, though other researchers contended one dimension
to three dimensions, the authors of the NEP Scale repeatedly wrote thatéheascal
unidimensional. As of 2005, Schultz et al. (2005) reported that no CFA had been
performed on the NEP Scale and at the time of this study, no research was known that
had performed a CFA on the full NEP Scale as well. Because a CFA had yet to be
performed on the full scale, this research study examined the NEP Saale as
unidimensional measure.

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was utilized because the CFA did nicaieca
unidimensional scale. Due to inconsistently reported dimensionalities in previous

research studies, the NEP Scale was factor analyzed using principal coraactent
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analysis to determine the underlying dimensions of the scale (Thompson, 2004)aPrincip
components analysis was the SPSS v.18.0 Statistical Package default mdtisochast
often used with exploratory factor analysis (Russell, 2002; Thompson). Thisgeehni
was utilized in creating patterns of the variables, maximized explainesche@y but
optimized the factors by calculating the fewest factors that spilaaed a significant
amount of the variance (Wuensch, 2010). This method worked by extracting the first
factor explaining the most variance, followed by the second factor with tbedsewst
variance, followed by the third, and so forth (Thompson).

Thompson (2004) wrote that researchers should use exploratory factor analytic
techniques if there is no specific expectation regarding the number of undéalkyios
or goodness of fit indices are not indicated during confirmatory factoyasgCFA).
Exploratory factor analysis should be used if the factor analysis is an @dtietestep.
For this study, the analysis yielded multiple factors used in a regressilysia to
determine how place attachment measures affected these various components.

For the principal components analysis, two methods were utilized to determine

the number of factors: eigenvalues greater than 1.0 and the Scree Plot (Thompson, 2004).

Relationships between Place Attachment, Environmental Views, drDemographics
Regression analyses were performed in examining the place attaghrediotors
(identity anddependenqgeeffect on each environmental value dimension. Models one and
three examine®lace ldentitiesaffect on the NEP components. Models two and four
examinedPlace Dependencand its affect on the NEP Scale. Models five through twelve
incorporated both place measures on the NEP Scale; sociodemographic indic#ters

NEP Scale; a full model with sociodemographic indicators and the place nseasuihe
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NEP Scale; and finally, the sociodemographic indicators were regrestesl Blace
Attachment Scale. Multiple regression was useful for this type ofredsbacause it
allowed for the integration of multiple predictors, including categoricaligi@d (e.g.,
gender, age, political affiliation), and was useful for non-experimentalrobsigathat no

treatments were manipulated (Berry & Feldman, 1985; Keith, 2006).
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS
This study investigated whether Lake Murray State Park visitors waahatl to
this state park and examined if the attachment variable was significasdbyaed with
explaining proenvironmental values (Vaske, 2008). The research questions included:
1. Was place attachment a significant factor in explaining proenvironmeitedsy
among Lake Murray State Park visitors?
2. How were Lake Murray State Park visitors attached to Lake Muretg Bark?
3. What were the environmental values of Lake Murray State Park visitors?

4. How were demographic characteristics related to these two vaflables

Procedural Modifications
The procedures reported in Chapter Ill were modified as obstacles athee in
data collection process. For practical purposes, concessions were made foradlow

large enough sample size to be collected. These modifications werlas fol

Days: Data Collection

Originally, the researcher planned to survey park visitors during varying

weekdays and weekends.
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Unfortunately, visitor attendance was greatly reduced during the weelddagday

through Friday). On two separate weekdays (Jufy; 2010 and July 3 2010), the
researcher visited Lake Murray State Park. Only one participant respass®llected

during this two-day period (July £32010). In personal communications with park staff,

the park manager and camp hosts recommended camping and collecting data during the
weekend (Friday through Sunday) as attendance greatly increased desmgldlys.

Weekend visitation was more pronounced and the researcher was more easily able
to locate populated areas to survey park visitors. Due to the lack of response during the
weekdays, data collection procedures were modified to weekend collection only.
Substantial data collection occurred during a period of seven weeks from “JuB030

to September? 2010.

Participation: Data Collection

Originally, every fourth participant was to be approached for irariusi the
study (refer to Chapter Ill). Practically, though, this procedure sevaretgd data
collection. In personal conversations with the park manager and five catsp hos
(Martin’s Landing, Buzzard’s Roost, Elephant Rock, Tipp’s Point, and Marietta’s
Landing), all agreed that summer attendance was lower than in previous gearalfke
4). All speculated that the heat and/or economy were factors in lower attendance
Excessive heat may well have been a factor in lower attendance. Duriirgttfour
weekends of data collection, temperatures reached triple digits ihddkda

Due to lower than expected response ratesi8) during the first weekend, the
IRB procedure was modified so that every individual or group encountered was surveyed,

thereby creating a census procedure. As before, only one adult individual per gsoup wa
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surveyed, which was determined by the adult individual with the birthday closhst to t
research date. Single individuals encountered were surveyed as normal. Appitbeal by
IRB was received, Friday, August,62010 and was implemented thé"18 August

onward. During the first two weekends (July"38ugust &), 37 responses were

collected. Once the procedure was modified, collection became more pronounced and in-
line with researcher expectations.

Overall, 180 visitors were approached for inclusion within the study. Eight park
visitors outright declined to participate. Response rate approximatedn96%/@). Total
response rate accounting for two unusable surveys collected was 84%Q). The
sample size for both the confirmatory and exploratory factor analys#s) (E&s

sufficient for analysisn(= 163).

Table 4

Lake Murray Summer Visitation 2010

July 2010 August 2010 September 2010

Total Visitation 354,481 145,746 109,404

Sites: Data Collection

Originally, 18 sites would be visited creating a stratified sample, me#dman¢he
each of the18 sites would have fairly equal representation (refer to Chppteorl data
collection purposes, though, this procedure created insurmountable problems. A number
of the 18 original sites did not receive enough foot traffic for one data collector t

accommodate. Meaning, if more than one researcher was on-site to surveppmdas
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areas while a second collector surveyed less popular areas then the site moulkbe
more equally stratified. Unfortunately, the researcher was unable to spendditimg in
an unpopulated area while a smaller number of sites attracted the majorgyagvi
Therefore, of the 18 original sites, 12 were surveyed more heavily (see5)abl
Other areas had little or no foot traffic during visits (i.e., Duke’s campgisgPecan
Grove Picnic Area, the Beach areas, and Tucker Tower). Because of gassithe were
visited briefly during a number of weekend trips, but not surveyed if there wereilnle vis
visitors present. The researcher chose not stay for extended periods once it was

determined that no visitors were on-site.

Participants

All participants were treated according to Oklahoma State Univénsiiyutional
Review Board guidelines. Respondents were approached by the researsiteadn-
Lake Murray State Park during the course of seven weekends. The resedrotiaced
himself by providing each group or individual a business card (see Appendix E) and
proceeded with an introduction of self and the study (see Appendix F). gandent
agreed to participate, a copy of the Participant Information Sheet wadquduor the
participants’ own records (see Appendix G). Participants consented to the study
parameters by completing and returning the survey packet only. Followihg IR
suggestion, participants were not required to sign a consent document allowing
respondent anonymity.

Thirty percent of respondents £ 51) identified themselves 45 — 55years of
age while 22.9% responded3s— 44years of agen(= 39) (see Table 6). Eighty-six

participants identified themselvesraales(50.6%) while 84 identified themselves as
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female(49.4%) (see Table 6). The majority of respondents identified themsehustas
(86.5%); followed byAmerican IndianAlaska Nativg5.3%);Black African American
or Negro(1.8%); themsian Indian(1.2%); one individual identified himself &plish
(.6%); five individuals did not report their race (2.9%); finally, three individuals
identified themselves as multiple races (1.8%). Most individuals were ig€lrdi
having noHispanig Latino, or Spanish originn = 156; 91.8%); a small percentage of
respondents identified their origin Biexican Mexican Americajor Chicano(n = 9;
5.3%); finally, a smaller group identified themselves as ha@itngr Origins than
Hispanig Latino, or Spanishin = 5; 2.9%) (see Table 7).

Regarding educational status, 38% of visitors obtained a high school equivalent
degree 1t = 65). No visitor self-reported havimgss than a high schodegreerf = 0).
Over a quarter of the respondents reported obtainBerhelor's degreén = 43) closely
followed by anAssociate’s degreg = 38; 22.4%). Advanced degrees accounted for
14.1% of responseMaster’'s(n = 14; 8.2%)Professionaln = 4; 2.4%), andoctorate
(n=6; 3.5%) (see Table 8).

Twenty-four percent of respondents reported earnin§&®000 to $74,99 =
41). Approximately 21% reported earnings@b,000 to $49,99 = 35). In total,
23.6% individuals reported earnings of more than $100,000 dallarg@), while 14.7%
of the participants reportedly earneds than $25,00(h = 25) (see Table 8).

Politically, individuals identified themselves with the highest frequescy a
Conservativén = 61; 35.9%). Approximately 21% of respondents self-reported as
Moderate-Conservativgr = 35) and 36 individuals reported he or she was affiliated as a

Moderate(21.2%). Fifteen individuals reported he or she Maslerate-Liberal(8.8%)
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and 20 reported they politically identified themselves witlerals (11.8%). Three
individuals chose not to respond (1.8%).

Twenty-four of the 170 surveyed individuals identified themselvempawvisitors
(14.1%) while 146 (85.9%) visitors classified themselvesvasnight visitorsFinally,
44 individuals (25.9%) were visiting the state park in conjunction with a special event
(e.q., birthday, anniversary, holiday), while 126 visitors (74.1%) did not identify thgeir tri

as a special event.

80



Table 5

Visitors per Surveyed Site

Site Surveyed Percentage
ATV 16 9.4%
Buzzard 22 12.9%
Cedar Cove 21 12.4%
Duke’s 0 0%
Elephant Rock 22 12.9%
Golf Course 0 0%
Group Camps 1, 2, 3 0 0%
Lodge 1 .6%
Marietta’s Landing 15 8.8%
Marina Beach Area 5 2.9%
Martin’s Landing 22 12.9%
Pecan Grove 1 .6%
Rock Tower 22 12.9%
Sunset Beach Area 2 1.2%
Tipp’s Point 22 12.9%
Tucker Tower 0 0%
Total 170 100%
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Table 6

Demographic Information (Age x Gender)

Age Gender Total
Male Female
18 -24 10 3 13
25-34 18 19 37
35— 44 16 23 39
45 - 54 28 23 51
55 - 64 8 12 20
<65 6 4 10
Total 86 84 170
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Table 7

Demographic Information (Race x Origin)

Origin
No, not Yes, Mexican, Yes, Other
Race Hispanic, Mexican Hispanic, Total
Latino, or American, Latino or
Spanish in Chicano Spanish Origin
Origin
Unclassified 0 3 2 5
White (1) 139 6 2 147
1,2 1 0 1 2
1,3 1 0 0 1
Black, African 3 0 0 3
American, or
Negro (2)
American 9 0 0 9
Indian / Alaska
Native (3)
Asian Indian 2 0 0 2
Polish 1 0 0 1
Total 156 9 5 170
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Table 8

Demographic Information (Education x Income)

Income

Education Less than $25,000 $50,000 $75,000 $100,000 More
$25,000 to to to to than Total
$49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $124,999 $125,000

High School 10 15 17 13 5 5 65
Equivalent

Associate’s 6 8 8 8 4 4 38
Bachelor’s 7 7 15 6 4 4 43
Master’s 2 2 1 2 5 2 14

Professional 0 3 0 0 0 1 4
Degree

Doctorate 0 0 0 0 1 5 6
Total 25 35 41 29 19 21 170
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Findings

Missing Data

The researcher attempted to minimize missing data during the icwilpobcess.
During collection, many participants preferred the researcher readrey to the
individual. This allowed the researcher to encourage each participant ter sz
survey item. Some individual visitors preferred to complete the survey without the
assistance of the researcher. The researcher briefly examinedpbieses to determine
if any items had been missed after the individual responded to the complete survey
packet. If an item was unanswered and noticed, the researcher re-apgribech
participant and either requested they complete the missing items or dreheseead
the incomplete questions to the participant.

This procedure was adopted after inputting data from the first weekendof dat
collection. During this weekend, one particular respondent at Tipp’s Point was quite
enthusiastic and seemed invested in the study. She also had a unique European
perspective. Her conversation with the researcher indicated that she would have
distinctive responses to the items, but she failed to complete any questions fRiacthe
Attachment Scale. Because this mistake was discovered after tkendethe researcher
determined that her survey packet was unusable. Only one other response packet was
deemed unusable when the researcher and respoadesy(sitel odge) failed to
notice that he did not complete the New Ecological Paradigm Scale.

Overall, for the two questionnaires, 11 items were missing a response from a
potential 4590 total item responses (i.e., 170 participants x 27 survey items). Throughout

the analyses process, 15 individuals were removed due to multiple responses or missing

85



data. According to Vaske (2008), missing or multiple responses were handled with
various techniques including: deleting the respondent, deleting the scalatiteaing
sample means, and other techniques determined inappropriate for this respondeepool.
researcher chose to delete the respondent; therefore, those particigadid ndt
provide complete responses were excluded using the “exclude cases liiwisigh.
Vaske (2008) believed that the listwise deletion process was appropriabg @&s Imore
than 85% of the data was complete for most items. The response completion rase for thi
study was more than 85% completed (155 + 170).

Vaske (2008) noted that data could be misinterpreted if randomness was not
accounted for because patterns of missing data were more problematic thasmtitg q
of missing data. Therefore, the missing data was examined for randomnesstonge
if there were patterns in how participants answered the survey itdtless IMCAR test
was utilized to determine if the missing data were random or patterned (SRS
2010). The null hypothesis for this statistic was that data were randomingnssi
.05). In rejecting a null hypothesis, the data were likely nonrandom. For this study,

however, the data was missing at random and the null was not rejecteddt).

Place Attachment

Reliability analysis utilizing Cronbach’s alpha indicated reliable troots for
Place Identity(PI) andPlace Dependendd’D) (@ = .904 anch = .897, respectively).
Cronbach’s alpha was utilized to examine inter-item correlations to deeetine internal
consistency of the two subcomponents within the place attachment constractidgc
to Vaske (2008), a scale with internal reliability greater than .65 was cet@dequate

in recreation and parks research. Therefore, the two place subscales urdhis st
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indicated good internal reliability. In calculating tAace Identityscale, two participants
were excluded for missing data£ 168). Only one person was excluded in calculating
the Place Dependencaubcomponenin(= 169).

The last item (item 12 in the full scale) was re-coded per previous Hestates
(Halpenny, 2010). It was later removed from Biace Dependenameasure as analysis
showed that the internal consistency of the scale dramatically incnedkedt item
twelve. Prior to deletion, internal consistency for the PD scale was .762. Uptinrdef
the last item (item 12) alpha increased to .897. The researcher hypothedizedtii2,

“the things | do at Lake Murray State Park, | would enjoy doing just as mackimilar
site,” created issues for respondents in that it was the only negatively wordedngices
this particular scale. Participants that showed higher resource deperudten agreed

with this question even though a negative response would have been more consistent;
likely, participants were confused by the wording.

Removing item 12 had precedent. Previous research studies eliminated the item
prior to data collection, possibly due to its confusing nature (Budruk, Thomas, & Tyrell,
2009; Kyle et al., 2004b; Williams & Vaske, 2003). During analysis, Williams and Vaske
(2003) found that item 12 should be removed in one sample of their multi-sample study.
Halpenny (2010) also removed the item during the analysis phase, which cettged b
internal consistency for her scale. Therefore, following Vaske’s (2088pnéng and
previous research procedures, there was sufficient evidence for the remitneaiteimn
and it was removed from analysis.

Mean Pl and PD scores appeared lower than hypothesized Rléeanidentity

was 3.625 while meaRlace Dependencsas 3.305 (see Table 9). This finding,
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however, was not entirely surprising. Many individuals indicated off-handedlyhikat

was their first visit to Lake Murray State Park.

New Ecological Paradigm

Prior to analysis, the seven even-items in the NEP Scale were resmthed
agreement with the all items indicated a pro-environmental attitude (Budruk as§h&m
Tyrell, 2009; Dunlap et al., 2000; Dunlap, 2008; Fielding, McDonald, & Louis, 2008;
Hawcroft & Milfont, 2010). Again, as a unidimensional structure, and utilizing atLiker
scale of onetrongly Disagregto five (Strongly Agreg a score of 15 equated to an
anthropocentric worldview while an individual with a proenvironmental view scored a
maximum of 75 (Manoli, Johnson, & Dunlap, 2007). According to the authors, a score of
45 was interpreted as neutral regarding the two dichotomous views measured by the

scale. Finally, as previously indicated, missing data were excludedcafralysis.
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Table 9

Iltem and Scale Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities

Mean SD
Place Identityn = 168)
1. Lake Murray State Park means a lot to me. 4.100 .801
2. 1 am very attached to Lake Murray State Park. 3.760 1.112
3. lidentify strongly with Lake Murray State 3.750 1.019
Park.
4. | have a special connection to Lake Murray 3.470 1.183
State Park.
5. Visiting Lake Murray State Park says a lot 3.390 1.100
about who | am.
6. | feel like Lake Murray State Park is a part of 3.270 1.151
me.
m= 3.625 a=.904
Place Dependenga = 169)
7. Lake Murray State Park is the best place for 3.760 1.116
what | like to do.
8. No other place can compare to Lake Murray 3.140 1.165
State Park.
9. | get more satisfaction out of Lake Murray 3.460 1.154
State Park than from visiting any other state
park.
10. Doing what | do at Lake Murray State Park is  3.200 1.120
more important to me than doing it in any
other place.
11. I would not substitute any other place for the  2.980 1.115
type of recreation | do at Lake Murray State
Park.
m= 3.305 a=.897
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CFA

Utilizing AMOS v.18, a confirmatory factor analysis of the unidimensional
structure of the NEP Scale was tested. As noted earlier, even thoughemwekgzrch
studies indicated that the New Ecological Paradigm Scale was multidimainshe
authors of the scale believed that for an adult population the structure was one-
dimensional. Therefore, following the suggestion of the scale’s authors, a one-
dimensional CFA was hypothesized and tested.

Prior to analysis, though, the graphical representation needed to be identified.
According to Byrne (2010), identifying a model provided researchers infama
regarding whether there was a “unique set of parameters consistent va#ttahé. 33).
Essentially, the identification procedures (prior to analysis) checkeddtimated fit
values could be drawn from the raw data. In performing a confirmatory factgsignal
over-identified models were necessary. Over-identified models indicateti¢hatvere
more data points than estimable parameters, which resulted in positive degrees of
freedom.

The equatiom (p + 1) / 2, wherg equals observed variables, was used to
calculate the data points. Therefore, in this research giud¥5 (i.e., NEP1, NEP2, etc.)
and 120 data points existed (15 (15+1) / 2). To determine if a model was identified,
regression coefficients (excluding 1.0), variances, and covariancesal@rated. In the
proposed model, 14 regression coefficients, 16 variances (15 error variances, one factor
variance), and zero covariances were determined. In the proposed model, 30graramet
were estimated. To determine degrees of freedom, the parameters @8ubteacted

from the amount of data points (120), which equaled 90 degrees of freedom. This manual
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calculation was confirmed by the AMOS output. The proposed model was over-
identified, a desirable and necessary condition.

In determining whether the data fit the proposed model in a confirmatory factor
analysis, goodness-of-fit indices were calculated between the hyaethesi
unidimensional model and the sample data. Byrne (2010) noted that when performing a
confirmatory factor analysis, hypothesis testing differed from taaditimethods and
understandings. In confirmatory factor analyses, the null hypothesigy“tested [was]
that the postulated model [held] in the population,” meaning that the researches “hop
not to reject |’ (p. 70). Essentially, this meant that the graphical model was
representative of the population. In rejecting the null hypothesis, for instaece
hypothesized structure would not be representative. Therefore, to confirm a one-
dimensional structure for the NEP Scale, the researcher did not want to rejadt the
hypothesis.

Of note for confirmatory factor analysis was that the null hypothesis tedithat
the model represented the sampled population. Therefore, rejecting the null was not
desirable to confirm an underlying structure. In confirmatory factdysisait was
important that the hypothesized model represented theoretical constrngtasarement
scores in attempting to show that the model indeed represented thesdrfasetaering
research question #3what were the environmental values of Lake Murray State Park
visitors,” the proposed measurement instrument needed to be confirmed as a
unidimensional structure prior to summating the fifteen items (post-eewetsng of the
even-numbered scale items), which determined individual’s environmental values and

comprised the measurement scale.
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In determining whether the hypothesized structure existed, goodness-of-fit
statistics were examined regarding the hypothesized unidimensiolea{sa Table 10).
The CMIN statistic, according to Byrne (2010), represented a Likelihood Ratio Test,
which represented th¢ statistic. Essentially, th¥’ statistic tested for adequate fit. A
non-significantx? was desired, again, because to represent the hypothesized fit, the null
hypothesis should not be rejected. The chi-square statistic for the NieRSlczated
that the model was not fitting well when constrained to a one-dimensional coastruct
the statistic was significanp € .001). For this index, according to Byrne, a higher
probability indicated a closer fit between the hypothesized model and the fierfear
instance, Byrne noted that a “probability of less than .001” suggested that the data
represented an unlikely event “occurring less than one time in 1,000 under the null
hypothesis” (p. 76).

A noted issue of the chi-square statistic was that it was subject to sameple si
(Byrne, 2010; Paswan, 2009). Therefore, researchers were encouragedite exhern
fit indices, which controlled for sample size effects in determiningdberacy of
proposed model along with utilizing the chi-square statistical proceduletédnmining
the underlying structure, Paswan (2009, p. 5) recommended examining the chi-square
statistic, one goodness-of-fit statistic (CFI or NFI), and one “badnef#s-siatistic
(RMSEA).

The Normed Fit Index (NFI) is considered a classic fit criterion thauglso is
affected by small sample sizes (Byrne, 2010; Hu & Bentler, 1999). Though AMOS
determined that 163 participants was enough to analyze, the researchedhbééite

represented a smaller than desired sample size. In this case, tho@ph(&tive Fit
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Index) was utilized, which accounted for sample size effects. For bothissatid-1 and
CFl), fit scores ranged from zero to 1.00. The cutoff value for a well-fitting nveake|

.95 (Byrne, 2010; Hu & Bentler, 1999). Therefore, fit scores lower than this criterion

indicated an unrepresentative model. As indicated in Table 10, both NFI and CFI indices

were well below the .95 cutoff criteria. This again indicated that a unidimensional
construct was not representative of the underlying structure of the NEP(\Btate,
Virden, & van Riper, 2008).

The final goodness-of-fit or “badness-of-fit” statistic (Paswan, 2009, p. 5)
examined was the root mean square error (RMSEA) index and its 90% confidence
internal. MacCallum and Austin (2000) recommended this statistic be routindly use
because RMSEA was sensitive to model misspecification due to samplingraeor
authors also recommended utilizing confidence intervals allowing for Ipegeision and
estimation and that interpretation of the statistic yielded consistgophppriate
“conclusions regarding the model quality” (Byrne, 2010, p. 81). Byrne summarized

various cutoff criteria utilized by researchers and concluded that vallieating good

fit were less than .05 and as high as .08. Values beyond .08 indicated mediocre to bad fit

(values greater than .10).

In examining the RMSEA index for the NEP Scale, the value .094 indicated a
mediocre to bad fit regarding the one-dimensional structure of the scale. Tiuenoafi
interval provided a range of potential scores the true RMSEA could fall between. |
examining this interval, it was clear that the hypothesized model did not fittdnevelh

(see Table 10).
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Paswan (2009) noted that factor loadings helped researchers in determining i
individual indicators shared common high proportions of common variance in the one-
dimensional NEP Scale. Paswan (2009) indicated that loadings should be greater than .5
in specifying validity. Most, but not all regression weights were sicamti (see

Appendix K).

Table 10

Fit Indices for the NEP Scale (n = 163)

CMIN &  Df p NFI CFI  RMSEA LO90  HI90

Model 219.729 90 <.001 .629 733 .094 .079 110

EFA

The confirmatory factor analysis yielded results that indicatedtba
hypothesized one-dimensional nature of the NEP Scale did not provide an adequate fit of
the underlying structure. Therefore, an exploratory factor anglBik) was performed.

This was performed to examine the underlying dimensionality of the scahedor
sample.

In determining the underlying scale structure, principal component faclgsiana
with Varimax rotation in SPSS v.18.0 was employed. Principal components factor
analysis (PCA), as a technique, attempts to maximize the overall \eadatie scale
utilizing the smallest number of explanatory components (Brown & Raymond, 2007).
DeCoster (1998) and Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, and Strahan (1999) believed that

researchers should utilize PCA when reducing the data to interpretable components
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which may not utilize all of the items from the scales for the purpose of fantlagysis.
Thompson and Daniel (1996) noted that principal component extraction was appropriate
as long as the researcher was explicit in stating this technique for glofigtutie

replicability studies and meta-analysis.

Varimax rotation was employed in an effort to make the structure of the
underlying scale more decipherable (Fuqua, 2008; Thompson, 2004). According to
Thompson, the Varimax rotation technique maximizes the differences between
components in creating a simple structure for interpretation. Using thi®rotagéthod,
each component maximized its variance loadings. Thompson reported that rotation wa
not unethical, but rather necessary in interpreting components by creat@gimplistic
underlying patterns through inter-correlation. If a simple structaent created (too
many variables cross-loading), Thompson recommended rotation as well.

In determining the extent of the number of components to retain for inteiqmetat
Thompson (2004), Fuqua (2008), and Wuensch (2010) specified decision rules and steps
in extracting and interpreting components. Wuensch (2010) suggested that prior to
extraction the correlation matrix of the variables be examined. Any vesi#it did not
correlate moderately or highly with other variables should be deleted prior ysianal
Once extraction occurred, Bartlett’s test of sphericity and KMO statisests provided
data regarding whether the scale was appropriate for factor analyaqua 2008)
noted that KMOs greater than .40 (.70, ideally) indicated that factor amakyzs
appropriate. This was confirmed as well by rejecting Bartletts @nce these tests were
examined, Costello and Osborne (2005) recommended examining item communalities

(.40 or greater being adequate in social science research), vayabiegs on the
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component matrix (greater than .32), and finally, in examining cross-loadingg amon
variables in the component matrix.

In retaining components, one commonly used method is the Kaiser rule in which
components with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 were retained (prior to rotation), (Fuqua
2008; Hayton, Allen, & Scarpello, 2004; Thompson, 2004). This rule was often utilized
with other methods because of its subjective nature with components being just above or
below 1.0. The Scree Plot test was also utilized in which a graphic reptesestewed
the components accounting for the greatest variance (in descending order) unti
components became too small and trivial for analysis.

First, in examining the correlation matrix for the full NEP Scale, fivasteid
not correlate on any other variable (less than .30). Items seven and nine veered;egs
well as the re-coded items two, twelve, and fourteen. Again, these five items we
removed from analysis prior to extraction. Costello and Osborne (2005) noted that the
general rule in performing a factor analysis was at leastaaften participants per one
scale item. This ratio was maintained (10-items < 167 participanta)n Athe authors
noted that stronger data in the social sciences exhibited communalities of .40 to .70, with
.8 or greater being desired though unlikely. Variables that exhibited cross-lwadihg
low communalities made data interpretation difficult (Costello & Osborne)ablas
with low communalities likely represented unique information not related to sthee
items and should be removed (Costello & Osborne; Wuensch, 2010). During subsequent
research studies, though, the authors recommended that a researcher conegler addi

more items to tap these specific dimensions.
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The components were allowed to extract with no limitations using the principal
component analytic technique and Varimax rotation. Three components emerged, but in
examining the components, only one variable loaded on component three without cross-
loading (NEP 11). A two-component solution was examined. Item 11 was removed due
to low communality and cross-loading in the three component soltifien.215)

(Budruk, Thomas, & Tyrrell, 2009; Costello & Osborne, 2005). Item 10R was removed
from further analysis as well due to a low communality sdare (390) and cross-

loading with both components (Budruk, Thomas, & Tyrrell). Removing cross-loaded
items was not without precedent (Budruk, Thomas, & Tyrrell) as these autimrgeck

item six due to heavy cross-loadings on their three component solution; though, Budruk,
Thomas, and Tyrrell did not remove item five which cross-loaded on component one and
three.

Following Costello and Osborne (2005) recommendations, items with cross-
loadings and low communalities were removed from analysis. The final component
structure extracted was a two-component structurel(67). The Bartlett’s test of
sphericity,X? (28) = 297.060f < .001) and the KMO Sampling Adequacy test, .766,
indicated that factor analyzing the scale was appropriate.

After removing the five non-correlating variables and the two variablés|owt
communalities from the analysis, two components were extracted with eigesnval
greater than 1.0. The two components accounted for 55.754% of the variance.
Component 1 was label&tto-Concerr(items 1, 3, 5, 13, and 15). These items focused
specifically on the delicacy and need to protect nature. Component 2 was kateled

Anthropocentrisnfitems 4R, 6R, and 8R) and high agreement with these reverse-coded
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guestions indicated anti-anthropocentric attitudes (see Appendix M). In gssence
agreement witi\nti-Anthropocentrisnvalues represented a respondent’s disbelief that
human intervention and/or development could protect nature from human-caused eco-
issues. Due to the reverse-coding, high agreement with any item inchcatec pro-
environmental attitude. Therefoi®{rongor generaDisagreemento Anti-
Anthropocentridtems indicated anthropocentric attitudes (i.e., anti-anti-anthropocentric).

According to Costello and Osborne (2005), components should have no fewer
than three items. See Table 11 for a summary of these coefficients andmalities.

Also, the components were not overwhelming correlated with one another, though, based
on the values that emerged it was not unexpected that the components would be
somewhat correlated with each other(.321) (see Table 12). Although, the possibility
exists that a person hold proenvironmental values and believe the environmernisis,in cr
but that solutions exist within human potential and intervention (i.e., anthropocentric
attitudes).

Wuensch (2010) suggested that after an extraction, the researcher should examine
extractions with one less and one extra component. A one- and a three-component
solution were examined. The one-dimensional component suffered from multiple,
extremely low communalities (less than .10) on items 4R, 6R, and 8R. The coefficients
on the component matrix were also low for two items (NEP 6R, NEP 4R). Conversely,
the three-component solution suffered from multiple cross-loadings amongs{N&R
8R and 15) with only two items loading on third component, violating Costello and
Osborne’s (2005) suggestion that no fewer than three items should load on a component.

Therefore, the two component solution was retained.
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Reliability analysis utilizing Cronbach’s alpha indicated adequatercahst
reliability for Eco-ConcerrandAnti-Anthropocentrisnfa = .784 anda = .594,
respectively). Cronbach’s alpha was utilized to examine inter-item atored to
determine the internal consistency of the two components within the NER Blealigh,
the internal reliability for thénti-Anthropocentrisnscale was lower than Vaske’s (2008)
recommendation for parks and recreation literature, previous researclargute
NEP Scale retained components and/or factors with similar alphas (Budruk, Ti&omas
Tyrrell, 2009; Castro & Lima, 2001; Thapa, 1999; Thapa & Graefe, 2003). Therefore, the
two components in this study were retained. In calculating the components, one
participant was excluded froEco-Concern(n = 169) and two participants were

excluded fromAnti-Anthropocentrisntlue to missing data & 168).
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Table 11

Summary of Principal Components Analysis for the NEP Scale

NEP Scale 1 2 h?

NEP 1 .685 .063 473
NEP 3 719 -.056 520
NEP 4R -.071 762 .585
NEP 5 781 -.033 611
NEP 6R .010 .750 562
NEP 8R 304 .691 .569
NEP 13 701 .109 503
NEP 15 .758 .248 .636
Sums of Squared Loadings 2.897 1.564

Percentage of Variance 36.206 19.547

Table 12

Component correlations

Component 1 2
1 947 321
2 -.321 .947
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Environmental Values

Though academic at best since the CFA disconfirmed the unidimensional
structure, treating the NEP Scale as a unidimensional scale yielded 8oon 24.00 to
75.00. As a unidimensional structure, an extreme anthropocentric environmental view
would yield a score of fifteen while a proenvironmental view would score atanost
seventy-five. The mean for the NEP Scale was approximately 51.35; the madian w
51.00; finally, the most occurring scores (modes) were 47.00 and 53.00. The standard
deviation for the sample was approximately 8.34. Again, the CFA disconfirmed the one-
dimensional structure of the NEP Scale, but these scores provided a pictuotangeitpee
underlying environmental attitudes of Lake Murray State Park visitors.

Post-exploratory factor analysis, two components emerged for the NEP Sca
These two values incorporated an ecocentric as well as anthropocehiioaig in that
persons who scored highly &to-Concerncomponent 1) were more ecocentric in their
views (e.g., “humans are severely abusing the environment;” “if things cotmineir
present course we will soon experience a major ecological catastropgrsn®who
scored highly on the non-reversed scored items foAtitieAnthropocentrismvere less
confident in human interventions impeding impending environmental issues (e.g., human
ingenuity will insure earth is livable; “the earth has plenty of natural resgirc
Therefore, lower scores on the reverse-coded component indicated anthropocentric
intervention values in that human progress will hinder down negative environmental
consequences (see Table 13). These individuals believed that human capacity would
remedy any environmental issues and that the planet was healthy and plemsful. T

component was similar to Thapa’s (1999) second faionnocentricwhich he
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described as “almost arrogant in its assumption that man is supremely abtéerstand
and control events to suit his purposes” (p. 432; O'Riordan, 1981, p. 1). Disagreement
with Anti-Anthropocentrisnitems paralleled factors likenthropocentrisn{*humans

were the dominant or central force in nature; Budruk, Thomas, & Tyrrell, 2009, p. 829)
andanthropocentric-concer(i‘belief that it is right, appropriate and necessary for nature
and all natural phenomena and species to be used and altered for human

objectives”)(Milfont & Duckitt, 2004, p. 300).

Table 13

Anti-Anthropocentrism Frequency Distribution

NEP 4R NEP6R NEP8R
Strongly Disagree 19 68 12
Mildly Disagree 61 75 34
Unsure 44 14 32
Mildly Agree 31 7 61
Strongly Agree 13 6 31

These components were summated and divided by the items which loaded on the
component, which was the technique recommended for exploratory researchafiaiStef
Zhu, & Mindrila, 2009; Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006; Tabachinck &
Fidell, 2001). For the regression analysis this summation process was appapbath
scales (Place Attachment and the NEP) utilized the same Likesttgpal (DiStefano,

Zhu, & Mindrila). The componerico-Concerrwas calculated by adding items 1, 3, 5,

13, 15 and dividing by five. This was done to maintain the interpretability of the scores
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by keeping it aligned with the scale metrdc{ Strongly Disagreetb 5 — Strongly

Agreed (DiStefano, Zhu, & Mindrila). The second component summed the items 4R, 6R,
and 8R divided by three in creating interpretable scdresStrongly Disagreetb 5 —

Strongly Agreef(DiStefano, Zhu, & Mindrila).

For Eco-Concernthe mean score was 3.698<169). The mode score was 4.20,
which accounted for more than 14% of the responses. RegardiAgtthe
Anthropocentrismthe mean score 2.676% 168). The mode for th&nti-
Anthropocentrisnview was 2.670, which accounted for more than 22% of the responses.
Almost 64% of the responses were accounted for with persons responding betwden 1 a
2.67.

Correlations between the subcomponents of place and environmental concerns

were detailed in Table 14.

Regressing Place Attachment and the NEP

For the regression analysis, the two components extracted from the NEP Sca
were summated and divided by the number of items, which aligned the scorés wit
Likert scale (DiStefano, Zhu, & Mindrila, 2009). This helped interpret tbeesc To
utilize component scores, DiStefano, Zhu, and Mindrila recommended two types of
methods with multiple techniques within each method. Non-refined methods were more
simplified like summating scores, weighting scores, and utilizing dat-8kfined
methods involved creating standardized linear combinations for the observed sariable
The authors wrote that refined methods “aim to maximize validity” (p. 4).

Though utilizing refined methods may have been desired, these techniques were

only applicable when scales were subjected to exploratory factor anallisesfore,
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these techniques were unusable as the Place Attachment Scale was natdaateda

As noted previously, the structure of this scale has been tested manyrdress a

exploratory factor analysis would have been redundant. Because of thigiogstnion-

refined methods were chosen; specifically, utilizing the average-siedrseore method

for both the NEP Scale and the Place Attachment Scale, which was previouslyedesc
Ten regression models were examined for significance on the NEP Scale.

Individual components were placed into the model sequentially and examined as to how

they affected the NEP subcomponents. The eleventh and twelfth models examined how

the sociodemographic indicators affected the subcomponents of the Place Attachme

Scale.

Table 14
Correlations among Place Identity (PI), Place Dependence (PD), Eco-Bo(E€), &

Anti-Anthropocentrism (AA)

PD Pl EC AA
PD 1
Pl (28** 1
EC .144* .146* 1
AA -.065 -.129* .209** 1

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed)

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed)
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Regression Models 1, 3: Place Identity (PI) and 2, 4: Place Depende(ie®)

Models 1 through 4 included the place attachment subcomponents individually
entered into models explainiiggo-Concerrand Anti-AnthropocentrismModel 1
examined the significance Bface Identity(Pl) onEco-Concern(EC). Place ldentity(n
= 166), when entered into the equation, did not yield significance in expl&ooig
Concern[F(1, 165) = 3.685p = .057]. Beta scores were also insignificant (b = .42,
.148,p = .057).

Model 2 examined the significanceiface Dependenc@D) onEco-Concern
value scoresPlace Dependenda = 167) did not yield significance in predictiBgo-
Concernvalues F(1, 166) = 3.627p = .059]. Beta scores were also insignificant (b =
129, = .146,p = .059).

Model 3 examined PI and its affect Anti-Anthropocentriocvalues.Place ldentity
(n = 165) was also non-significant when entered into the regression eqéddion.
Identity, in explainingAnti-Anthropocentrisnyielded — F(1, 164) = 3.493p = .063].
Beta scores were also insignificant (b = -.182,-.144,p = .063).

Model 4 examined PD regardidgti-AnthropocentrismPlace Dependenda =
166) was also non-significant in predictiAgti-AnthropocentrisniF(1, 165) = 1.347p

= .247]. Beta scores were also insignificant (b = -.37=;.090,p = .247).

Regression Models 5 and 6: Place Identity, Dependence, and Environmental

Values

Model 5 incorporated both place attachment subcomponents in the regression
analysis folEco-Concern(n = 165) while Model 6 did the same fanti-

Anthropocentrisnfn = 164) subscales. Both independent variables were entered into the
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model forEco-Concerrutilizing the Stepwise method. Variables were entered into the
equation when the Stepwise method yielded no variables entered into the regression
equations. Stepwise enters variables sequentially based on the correlation and
significance of both variables (Vaske, 2008). These variables are entdresireoved
based on their significance in explaining the regression equation.

Both Attachment subcomponents were non-significant in prediEiogConcern
To examine the model and beta coefficients, both independent variables were entered so
that all variables were entered into the model simultaneously (Vaske, 2008).

Again, the model entering Pl and PD was non-significanEém-ConcerriF(2,
163) = 2.075p = .129]. The standardized beta coefficient for Pl was non-significant (b =
.084,3 = .087,p = .440). The beta coefficients for PD were also non-significant (b =
.072,8 = .082,p = .468).

Using the Stepwise method, neither Pl nor PD was entered into the regression
equation explainind\nti-Anthropocentrisnin = 164). Entering both independent
variables forAnti-Anthropocentrisnyielded[F(2, 162) = 1.840p = .162]. The beta
coefficients for Pl were non-significant (b = -.169 -.184,p = .111). The beta

coefficients for PD were also non-significant (b = .(0g16,.054,p = .638).

Regression Models 7 and 8: Sociodemographic Indicators and

Environmental Values

Model 7 included all demographic indicators. Utilizing the Stepwise method for
entering independent variables, two indicators were significafidorConcerrvalues
[F(2, 156) = 10.51Qp = .000]. The two indicator variables that affecimb-Concern

includedConservativégb = -.447 3 = -.259,p = .001) political affiliation and an income
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betweer$100,000 to 124,99@ = -.587 = -.228,p = .003). Both of these indicators
were negatively related co-Concerrvalues.

The beta values (nstandardize@) showed the negative relationship between
Eco-Concerrand the included independent variables. Bec@useservativevas
negatively associated witbco-Concernas one increased, the other would decrease. For
example, if a person identified him-, herself, &omservativethenEco-Concerrwould
decrease as it was negatively associated in this sample. Regarslisgmple,
individuals whom classified themselves@anservativavere less concerned about the
environment. For this sample, as well, it appeared that individuals reporting higher
income had a negative relationshifdoo-Concerrvalues as well.

Even though past conventional belief was that more affluent individuals likely
held eco-centric beliefs, previous research indicated that income did miéicargly
affect environmental attitudes or behaviors (Dunlap & Mertig, 1995; Hirsh, 2010;
Kennedy, Beckley, McFarlane, & Nadeau, 2009). For instance, Kennedy et al. nbted tha
affluent individuals often chose to drive to work rather than ride public trangporta
while low-income individuals were unable to afford environmental products. Perhaps,
regarding the current study, more affluent individuals preferred, and déald, a
motorized activity (generally regarded as environmentally-harrafubis specific site.

The correlation of the model w&s= .345, showing how strongly the two
predictors were related to theo-Concernvalues (Fielding, 2009). THe-squared
statistic can be thought of as model fit (similar to the CFA fit indices disdus
previously), in that a largé¥ shows how much of the variance is explained by the model

and not residual or error (Fielding, 2009). For this md&ef; .119. Therefore, this
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model explained approximately 11%B¢o-Concerrvalues. This model did not account
for much variability in howEco-Concerrworldviews were created.

Model 8 examined how the sociodemographic indicators expléingd
Anthropocentrisnin = 157). For this model, the categorical variahlsomebetween
$50,000 to 74,99%b = -.3298 = -.175,p = .027) anchge55 to 64(b = .4358 =.196,p
=.028) were significant. The older participants wenéi-AnthropocentridAA) in their
values toward the environment while, again, middle-income-earners meezlagth
anthropocentric attitudes. This mirrored the previous results in regdedeiGoncerras
individuals with more money were less likely to h&ldo-Concerrvalues. Again,
research was indicative that income was inconclusive as a predictor of envitahme
values (Dunlap & Mertig, 1995; Hirsh, 2010; Kennedy, Beckley, McFarlane, & Nadeau,
20009).

Perhaps as individuals age, they become more aware of their behavioral impacts
on the environment. From observation, many of the older visitors preferred lower impact
recreational activities at Lake Murray State Park (though their bebavere also
environmentally degrading). These individuals seemed more intent on camping in their
RVs and sitting at the lakeside. Younger individuals, oppositely, preferred to RV and
motorboat at the lake. Also, perhaps older individuals know more and become more
concerned about future generations having access to the same environments and
experiences that the older individual did. Aminrad, Zakari, and Hadi (2011) reported that
when looking at Iranian university students, there were statisticaflifisant differences
in more general concern for the environment and older respondents. Though this study

examined a unique population of university students (and generalizability should be
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cautioned), they reasoned that general life experience and learning veagoh&ibuted
to more concerns with older populations. Perhaps, the same was seen with the sample.
Older individuals had more life experiences and more time to learn fromurerat
media, and personal experience.

This model was significant [F(2, 155) = 4.4867 .013]. The model explained
approximately 6% of thA&nti-AnthropocentrisnfR? = .055). The variables were not

strongly correlated with AAR = .234).

Regression Models 9 and 10: Sociodemographic Indicators, Place Identity,

and Dependence and Environmental Values

Model 9 included all sociodemographic indicators as well as the two Place
Attachment subcomponents in examinigp-Concerrvalues. Utilizing the Stepwise
method for entering independent varialdffesnale(b = .250,8 = .149,p = .047),Place
Dependencéb = .142 3 = .161,p = .033),Conservativgb = -.4153 = -.238,p = .002),
and$100,000 to 124,99 = -.646 8 = -.245,p < .001) were significant in explaining
Eco-Concerrvalues. The regression model for these four variablesi{ds151) =
7.687,p = .000]. This model explained approximately 17% ofttee-Concernvariance
(R=.411,R°= .169).

Similar to previous findings (see Chapter Il) gender seemed to affect
proenvironmental attitudes. Females, more often, held proenvironmental values while
males did not in the literature (Caro, Pelkey, & Grigione, 1994; Hirsh, 2010; Meycha
2007).Place Dependenc¢as well, positively affecteBco-Concerrin this sample.

Likely, individuals who relied upon Lake Murray State Park were interested in

maintaining the resource and environment for their continued use while also
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knowledgeable and concerned about environmental issues. One future explorative study
might examine whether individuals connect personal behavior in a specified mace (i
state park) to a generalized environment (i.e., the Earth). This finding couloeals
interesting if future research examined the type of activity ppaticin. Potentially, the
individuals who indicated higher environmental concern were campers, fishermén, or R
camping only. Affiliation and income negatively affect the dependent variable,
previously considered.

For Model 10, in examiningnti-Anthropocentriozalues, all sociodemographic
indicators as well as the twabace attachmerdubcomponents were included. Utilizing
the Stepwise method for entering independent variables income b&&@&600 to
74,999(b = -.3428 = -.182,p = .022) and agB5 to 64(b = .4568 = .185,p = .020)
were significant in explainingnti-Anthropocentriocvalues. The regression model for
these two variables wab (2, 152) = 4.886p = .009]. This model explained
approximately 6% of the variancR € .246,R*= .060). These findings were similar to

Model 8. Refer to the discussion in Model 8 for hypotheses regarding these findings.

Regression Models 11 and 12: Sociodemographic Indicators and Place

Attachment

Sociodemographic indicators were also examined in how these afftatz
IdentityandPlace Dependenc@&he first regression analysis examined how the
sociodemographic indicators affectethce Identityn = 157). Utilizing the Stepwise
method,Yes, Other Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish ori¢in=-1.1385 =-.173,p = .026)

andLess than $25,00( = -.6118 = -.240,p = .002) were significant in the regression
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model [ (2, 155) = 6.980p = .001] explainindg?lace Identity This model explained
about 8% of the variance for R € .287,R* = .083).

It appeared that those individuals who identified themselv¥egsOther..did
not identify with Lake Murray State Park for their recreational neegtsoRally, for
these individuals, the elements were not present (or strong enough) at the peaketo cr
emotional significance for the visitor. This emotional significance wg®rtant in
forming place identityWilliams & Vaske, 2003). The park (and the recreation it
supported) or the type of visitor that utilized the park may create an atmosphere
detrimental to non-white-dominant, non-Hispanic cultures. Also, a larger saapleas
preferred with this group.

Again, those who were categorized.ass than $25,008pparently did not have
the experiences that creatgddce identity Williams and Patterson (1999) noted that
places represented who we are to others. Perhaps Lake Murray StaadPisk
recreational services and opportunities did not represent the type expenecessary
for this population to identify with this particular place. Perhaps with both of these
groups, neither experienced the park enough to identify with Lake Murrakl(Bdc&
Williams, 2004; Proshansky, Fabian, & Kaminoff, 1983; Scannell & Gifford, 2010).

The second regression analysis examined how the sociodemographic indicators
affectedPlace Dependenda = 158). Utilizing the Stepwise method, six indicator
variables were significant in explainiftjace Dependender this sample. The six
variables includ&pecial EvenfYes) (b = -.571p = -.265,p = .000),Yes, Other
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origifio = -1.766 3 = -.249,p = .001),Less than $25,000

(b =-.7918 =-.288,p = .000),High School Equivaler(b = .303 = .151,p =.039),
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$75,000 to 99,99¢h = -.494 3 = -.198,p = .011), andMore than $125,00(b = -.487
=-.171,p = .026) in the regression modé{(p, 152) = 6.563p = .000].

It appears that individuals who weYes, Other..in origin were less dependent
on Lake Murray State Park for their recreational needs. Perhaps other peaksbted
their outdoor needs. Lake Murray seemed to focus on motorized camping and boating.
Perhaps these individuals had other lakes they preferred for these adiivitiey did
not prefer these types of activities for their outdoor recreation and coulgl®dsstitute
hiking or camping elsewhere.

Individuals who were attending the state park f&pacial Evenalso appeared
not to be dependent upon the state park for their recreational needs. Perhaps, visitors
traveled during the holiday seasons and did not always return to Lake Murray.

Again, those with higher incomes were less dependent upon Lake Murray as a
place. Perhaps this group preferred to travel to different parks and areasfydisaiti
outdoor recreational needs. Again, though, perhaps these groups consisted of first time
visitors as well. As for groups withess than $25,00@erhaps this group contained first-
time users or that the type of outdoor recreational activities they g fdid not depend
on a lake atmosphere, such as for motorboating.

This model accounted for about 21% of the variance in explapiaug

dependencéor this sampleR = .454,R? = .206).
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to determine if place attachment in park users
explained environmental values. To examine this primary research question, Lake
Murray State Park visitors in Oklahoma were surveyed on-site using thes s
measures. One survey measured a visitor’s place attachment (Wigisfaske, 2003) to
Lake Murray State Park. A second survey measured a park visitor's envirahnadaes
(Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig, & Jones, 2000). Finally, in an effort to determine the
demographics of visitors using Lake Murray State Park as well as how these
sociodemographic indicators affected place attachment levels and onetsarental
values, a demographic survey was provided and answered by visitors.

Though the hypothesis seemed simple, a number of steps were taken to analyze it.
First, the New Ecological Paradigm Scale was examined as a unicomamaeasure
using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to disconfirm the structurbeoftale as
hypothesized by the NEP Scale creators. Once the one-dimensional naturecafe¢he
was disconfirmed for this particular sample, a principal component an@Na#s) was
conducted. The analysis revealed two subcomponents. The first subcomponent
represented concern for the environment, limited resources of the planet, andahee

consequences of human actions.
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The second subcomponent represented a human-centered value. Higher
agreement with this component seemed representative of a value that human
interventions would not be enough to avoid negative environmental issues. Disagreement
with this component represented a value that humans could control future environmental
issues through technology, development and the inherent strength of nature.

Finally, the various variables and indicators were regressed throughsacgerie
analyses that reveal®lace IdentityandPlace Dependenagere not significant in
explainingAnti-Anthropocentrioczalues toward the environment, though inco8&0(000
to 74,999 and ageq5 — 69 were significant. Gender (specificaliemalg, Place
Dependencepolitical affiliation Conservativeand income$%100,000 to 124,99%vere

significant forEco-Concern

Summary of Study

This study examined the effect that place attachment potentially had on
environmental values in outdoor recreationists. To examine this type of populatien, sta
park visitors at Lake Murray State Park near Ardmore, Oklahoma were suirizeyd
participant completed the Place Attachment Scale, the New Ecologrealigfm Scale,
and a demographic survey.

Collection of data occurred on-site at Lake Murray State Park duengptirse of
seven weeks. The majority of the collection occurred during weekends. Only consenting
adults older than 18 years participated in this study. One-hundred seventy sunety, pack
which included the three measures and a Participant Information Sheztongsleted.
Sample sizes for the various statistical analyses were differpetsmns with missing

data or multiple responses were excluded from analysis.
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Discussion of Findings

The following discussion examined the four research questions posed for this
study. These questions included examining the relationships between place and
environmental values as well as how the demographic indicators affected gableva

The second research question posed for this study was how were park visitors
attached to the state park? Again, the mean Pl and PD scores appeareublower t
originally hypothesized. Medrlace Identitywas 3.63 while meaRlace Dependence
was 3.31. These scores were standardized to the Likert scale utilizedSontég
measures (1 Strongly Disagre@o 5 —Strongly Agrep Park visitors, in terms of the
Likert scale, fell between :NE Opinior) and 4 Agreg. This meant that the mean scores
for the park visitors reflected that they had positive, but minor attachment to thesark a
related to their identity and what they liked to do at the park.

It appeared that visitors identified more highly with the concept of the park than
the resources available within the park. For instance, visitors reported tpatkhtself
meant “a lot to me”rh = 4.100), that they were “very attachedi £ 3.760), and
“identified with” the park (n= 3.750) (see Table 9). Conversely, while Lake Murray was
the “best place for what | like to doin(= 3.760), many felt that other parks compared
just as well to Lake Murraynf= 3.140) and that they “would not substitute any” other
parks for the type of recreation that the individual preferred at Lake M({mray2.980).

It was possible that the higher score for Lake Murray being the “bestfptasbat I like
to do” correlated with place identity or simply that Lake Murray was bgssresive or
closer than other parks offering similar resources. As the mean soobesH

subcomponents illustrated, visitors were positively, but weakly attached tatd@ark.
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These findings were surprising as they differed from previous redSéarelure.
For instance, Budruk, Thomas, and Tyrrell (2009) found that participants had higher PI
(m=4.22) and PDri = 3.69) scores among Indian green-space users. However, the
researchers utilized a smaller area located within the seventh latgeéstiedia and
reported that city users appeared to visit multiple times per day. This imdibatehe
green-space was closer to users who could visit during work breaks and/otdsestbc
the park boundaries. Many visitors utilizing Lake Murray State Par& nwet residents in
Ardmore. Rather, they traveled from other areas in Oklahoma, Texas, Kansas, and
Arkansas. Therefore, they may have had less overall attachment toklepanse
visiting Lake Murray was a more specialized event, a weekend getativay ttean being
able to visit daily. The Indian visitors, who lived within the city-limhattcontained the
green-area, were able to visit more often and likely had higher attactontkeeirtpark
than the visitors sampled in this study because of proximity.

Halpenny (2010) found that the place attachment scores were likely dffbgcte
large number of first-time users. She reported that almost one-fifth of tiegzants
were first-time users, which probably accounted for lowerdaB £.90) and PIrq =
3.80) scores. Halpenny noted that first time users may be considered paiioisollec
(Urry, 2003) who were considered one-time tourists or infrequent visitors. Thesetypes
visitors traveled park-to-park collecting experiences and memorfes than bonding
with specific places and were more likely to visit and not return.

Though the researcher for this study did not track whether visitors wernfies
Lake Murray State Park visitors, potentially 20 or so individuals expteékaethey were

not confident in participating in the study because the day of their participa®their
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first visit to Lake Murray. In consideration of future research, determihimg¢ype of
visitor (i.e., first-time, repeat-visitor) will be highly important as\pous research
studies indicated that multiple experiences within a specific settirigddta
development of place attachment (refer to Chapter Il). For park staff, lasswel
researchers, it becomes important to track new visitors (e.g., advertisiimgtémce)
and repeat visitation in terms of park purpose, why users visited (i.e., cultural,
recreational, historical), and what would create higher return visitation.

The third question posed for this research study was, ‘what were the
environmental values of Lake Murray State Park visitors?’ Though this question
appeared simple, the measurement scale utilized created a lessctigargsithe users’
values. In creating the New Ecological Paradigm (NEP) Scale, Dunéyp(2000) and
Dunlap (2008) wrote that the scale was unidimensional, though five facets weeglutili
to create the 15 questions for the scale. According to Dunlap et al. (2000), the fise face
tapped into an overall environmental worldview. If utilized as a unidimensional ragasur
then it summed from 15 (anthropocentric values) to 75 (proenvironmental values) and a
score of 45 was considered neutral. Prior to summation, the even-items wese-reve
coded.

Again, as an academic exercise, the NEP Scale when treated unidiménsional
this sample and yielded scores from 24.00 to 75.00. The mean for the NEP Scale was
approximately 51.35; the median was 51.00; finally, the most occurring scores \modes
were 47.00 and 53.00. Therefore, while individuals had extreme anthropocentric and
ecocentric values, the majority of the sample consisted of individuals who wera reut

terms of these two values of the environment.
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Research utilizing the 15-item NEP Scale has yielded uni- and multi-donahs
factors. Therefore, prior to determining the environmental values held byMuakay
State Park users, the measurement scale was tested for unidimensiwhadityyas
disconfirmed. The factor analysis to determine the dimensionality of #ies fec this
sample proved difficult.

Though the principal component analysis (PCA) yielded a two-component
structure, seven items were removed due to low communalities and/or excesss/e
loadings with items. Ray (2007) noted that researchers have previously supported five
participants per item, but small communalities as well as cross-loaging ihay be
alleviated by increasing the sample size (e.g., Cliff & Pennell, 1967;,KlI888;
MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang, & Hong, 1999; Pennell, 1968; Thompson, 2004). In
conducting the PCA of the NEP Scale, participant to item ratio was more thaiorl0:1
this study. Even so, increasing the sample size to 20 participants or more favrevery
item would likely create a better structure for subsequent reseadibsstising the NEP
Scale by reducing cross-loadings and low communalities.

Dunlap et al. proposed that the NEP Scale measured proenvironmental (higher
scores) or anthropocentric (lower scores) values by tapping into idees-ofisis, anti-
anthropocentrism, balance of natuteiman exceptionalisrandlimits to growth These
were facets that comprised an overall proenvironmental worldview. The two-comipone
solution for this sample yielded a similar designation in that one comp&uent,

Concern was built upon items like “we are approaching the limit of the number of people
the earth can support,” “humans are severely abusing the environment,” and “if things

continue on their present course, we will soon experience a major ecological
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catastrophe.” This component combined the facetslaince of naturgeco-crisis and

limits to growthhypothesized by Dunlap et al. (2000). Conversely, the second
componentAnti-Anthropocentrismwas labeled as such by items like “human ingenuity

will insure that we do NOT make the earth unlivable,” “the earth has plentywhhat
resources if we just learn how to develop them,” and “the balance of nature is strong
enough to cope with the impacts of modern industrial nations” (see Appendix M). This
component seemahthropocentricand tapped theuman exceptionalisgimension in

that individuals believed that human were fundamentally more worthwhile than non-
humans (Lautensach, 2009) and that human intervention could prevent harm through the
development of new technology, for instance (Dunlap et al.).

This two-dimensional scale differed from that hypothesized by Dunlap et al.
(2000). It appeared that the NEP Scale was tapping multiple dimensions and not the
overall proenvironmental value espoused by the authors of the scale. A follow-up study
regarding the dimensionality and validity of the scale should explored to detetimei

constructs that are being tapped the NEP Scale.

Relationship of Place Attachment and Environmental Worldviews

The first research question examined in this study was to determiaeef pl
attachment was a significant factor in predicting proenvironmental vatuesgapark
visitors at Lake Murray State Park when controlling demographic vasiabhe results
indicated that neithd?lace Identitynor Place Dependenosere significant in explaining
Eco-Concerror Anti-Anthropocentrisnvalues. Furthermore, combining the two place
attachment subscales in a regression model examining both environmental ¥alues a

dependent variables yielded non-significant results.
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For this sample, it appeared that place attachment was not related to an
individual’'s environmental values. These results were surprising as yseesearch
indicated that moderate, positive leveldtdce DependencandPlace Identity
positively affected proenvironmental values (Budruk, Thomas, & Tyrrell, 2009).
Furthermore, researchers found that higher leveldaafe Identitywere associated with
increased environmental concern (Budruk, Thomas, & Tyrrell; Kyle et al., 2004a;
Stedman, 2002; Vaske & Kobrin, 2001; Vorkinn & Riese, 2001).

Again, the researcher hypothesized that the place attachment subscatdkes woul
positively affect proenvironmental values due to the fact that as one became more
attached through personal connection and dependence on resources, an individual would
want to protect those resources for self and others. The results above may speak to a
number of issues. First, again, many users (not specifically counted}seghtbat at the
time of their inclusion in the study they were visiting Lake Murray Statle feathe first
time. Most of these visitors stated that they enjoyed the park and wouldréketg in
the future. It was probable that being their first time at the park (and gestagyed on
their first days within the park) individuals were not connected personally drdnalty
to the resource.

Again, researchers believed that individuals developed attachment to place
through their experiences and use (Fournier, 1991; Low & Altman, 1992; Nabhan &
Trimble, 1994; Relph, 1976; Ryan, 2005; Tanner, 1980; Tuan, 1980; Weber, 2000;
White, Virden, & van Riper, 2008; Winter & Lockwood, 2005). For first-time visitors of
Lake Murray State Park, the users did not leaweexperiences in this new environment

to create strong levels of attachment to place. Place attachment inisiiess would
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likely increase through repeat visitation and more recreational erpesisvithin the

state park boundaries (Backlund, 2003; Cuba & Hummon, 1993). According to Nabhan
and Trimble (1994), Ryan (2005), Tanner (1980), and Weber (2000), individuals could
develop proenvironmental values by visiting, learning about, experiencing, and
increasing place attachment through outdoor experiences. Therefore, witbogt st
emotional bonds toward Lake Murray due to lack of experiences and visitation to the
park, these users had not developed concerns of stewardship toward the park through
their attachment to the park.

Second, from personal observation and discussion with the visitors included in
this study, many visitors spoke highly of protecting the park and the environment, but
often their campsites were littered with empty cans, food wrappers, att@rgefuse.
Granted, past literature showed weak associations between proenvironmentadwvalues
behaviors (Bamberg, 2003; Cordano, Welcomer, & Scherer, 2003; Milfont, 2009), but
another possibility was the participants were exhibiting socially-d#sirasponses to
the researcher in conversation (Edwards, 1957; Milfont, 2009). Essentiallylysocial
desirable responses (SDR) are an individual's tendency to respond positively to an ite
or set of items that create a positive view of the respondent. This may lead to
underreporting of poor behaviors, thoughts, attitudes (e.g., underage drinking) or over-
reporting of positive behaviors, thoughts, or attitudes (e.g., proenvironmental aatles
behaviors). Though Milfont (2009) found that social desirability (in the form of
impression manageme@rdid not affect self-reported values or self-reported behaviors,

the author also noted that when this study occurred in 2009, only six studies existed
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examining SDR and environmental issues so SDR and environmental issues is still
unclear.

Much of SDR research examined two componentgression managemeaind
self-deceptive positivitMilfont’s (2009) study only examined one component,
impression managementhich dealt with overt behaviors and lying. Again, even though
Milfont found little association regarding SDR and environmental values and behavior
very little research existed within the environmental psychology fidld.résearcher
hypothesized that the questions would not be embarrassing for a respondent, however
based on verbal conversations, perhaps the presence of the researcher created an
embarrassing situation for the participant. Such that, a respondent selédepue
attitude on the NEP Scale (i.e., neutral attitude), verbalized another (i.e., an
environmental ethic), and acted upon a third (i.e., littered, motorboated).

A third possibility concerning place attachment and environmental values
concerned the context and activities presently available within Lake ybtate Park.

For instance, state park visitors likely had different motivations antoredaips with

nature than a wilderness user, for example, due to how each person valued the ar
(Hendee, 1968; Williams & Watson, 2007). For instance, Hendee found that wilderness-
purists (p. 29) preferred anti-artifactualism (as he termed it) me#resg users valued
undisturbed nature and were not interested in car camping, motorboating, gravel roads,
plumbing, and lodges. At Lake Murray State Park, the draw for many of the visior
participated in this study was to motorboat and car camp in their RVs (recatat

vehicle), which represented an urban-oriented attitude (from Hendee, p. 33; Jensen &

Guthrie, 2006). Rather wilderness-purists, according to Hendee, were more likely
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interested in sleeping outdoors, hiking, climbing, and backpacking. As such, a ate par
user might have different values than a wilderness user or a collegrgike s@gho
favorably viewed the environment from the artificiality of their classn (Thapa, 1999).

It might be that a state park user, who values the lake for motorboating, did not
consider the impact of artificial structures, litter, and minimal imp&stsn though past
research was contradictory, perhaps Dunlap and Heffernan’s (1975) initial lsrpothe
that outdoor users’ values, attitudes, and behaviors would be affected by their outdoor-
use intentions and activity preferences was not without merit. Though this hypothesis
found weak and contradictory support, perhaps with newer and updated measurement
scales, this hypothesis should be revisited. Perhaps, because Lake $Mateayark
attracted users who preferred high impact activities as well asialt#ficictures, visitors
exhibited lower environmental values than expected.

The fourth question that this study examined was how were sociodemographic
indicators related to the environmental values found within this sample. Overall, R
squared statistics for the various regression equations indicated that none aiddets
explained the dependent variables adequatelyfoe-Concern, Anti-Anthropocentrism,
Place Identitypr Place Dependengeln examining how the demographic indicators as
well as the place attachment subcomponents relatedat@Concernfour variables were
found to load onto the equation. As previously reported (refer to Chapter 1V), females
seem to have a higher proenvironmental values in general (Caro, Pelkeyi@&&rig
1994; Hirsh, 2010; Luo & Deng, 2008; Merchant, 2007) and this was represented within
the current study. Individuals categorized as women had increase@oncernThough

Liberalsdid not load onto the equaticd@pnservativendividuals were more strongly and
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negatively related t&co-ConcernThis represented the typical Republican
(Conservative) — Democrat (Liberal) dichotomy currently seen in polsidgsralated to
environmental issues. This is unsurprising in the current political atmospheseass
Conservatives perceive environmental stability while Liberals betleenvironment is
rapidly degrading.

Though higher income individuals negatively loaded intdBbe-Concern
regression equation, it should not be forgotten that many of the park visitors evare fr
Oklahoma or Texas and typically made comments against the current politigahpa
power. Remember too that previous research indicated that income did not siggificantl
affect environmental attitudes or behaviors (Dunlap & Mertig, 1995; Hirsh, 2010;
Kennedy, Beckley, McFarlane, & Nadeau, 2009; refer to Chapter 1V) even though
conventional belief was that more affluent individuals likely held eco-centriefbel

Finally, Place Dependencegas positively, though weakly, relatedEoo-

Concern This differed from previous literature in that persons with higher placetylenti
were more likely to be ecologically concerned. Perhaps visitors wanted tdlkegep t
campgrounds and lake pristine for continued recreational use. Many visitors noted that
Lake Murray was prettier and cleaner than other lakes in Oklahoma or Tiaxakeb

sense that visitors would want to protect their outdoor recreational interefitufe
participation and satisfaction.

Again, income was negatively associated viittii-Anthropocentriczalues,
which may be unsurprising due to the political affiliations of the state. Oldesadult
though, were positively associated wihti-Anthropocentricvalues. Conversely, though,

as noted in the research literature, young adults were not associatedheitivaue
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system. Again, from observation, many of the older visitors preferred loypactm
recreational activities at Lake Murray State Park (though their behaweoesalso
environmentally degrading). Camping and sitting by the lakeside seemedhioterest

to older individuals while younger individuals preferred motorboating at the laken,Agai
Aminrad, Zakari, and Hadi (2011) hypothesized that general life experience anddear
may have contributed to more eco-concerns with older populations. Older individuals had
more life experiences and more time to learn from literature, media, asawhpkr
experiences.

Sociodemographic indicators were also examined in how these afftatsd
IdentityandPlace Dependenc®rigin andincomewere negatively represented within
the regression equation. Those who identified themselvéssaOther..did not identify
with Lake Murray State Park for their recreational needs. Perhagsititdgduals did
not identify with the park based on the large discrepancy between Hispanic, Mexican,
Spanish, and Latino visitors versus Caucasian visitors. Minorities weréygross
underrepresented in this study not because these individuals went unapproached, but due
to who was visiting the park. The majority of visitors were Caucasian, non-Hispanic
origin. Therefore, perhaps minority visitors felt like outsiders when comparing
themselves to other park visitors.

Again, without identifying and interviewing visitors who were categorizdoeas
than $25,0000ne can only speculate. Lower income visitors, though, also did not
identify with Lake Murray. Perhaps, lower income individuals were yourgeabout
70% of the visitors were older than 35 years of age, and had not experienced outdoor

areas adequately to be concerned or develop a special place. Of the 25 people who
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indicated they earned less than $25,000 dollars, 10 were between 18 and 24 years of age
while 8 were between 25 and 34 years of age. Clearly, for this sample the younger
participants were lower income earners. Perhaps as well, lower income inldivetua
like outsiders because they did not have the equipment displayed by others, such as the
RV, motor boat, or DIRECTV. Likely, their social and recreational expergeweee less
pleasing because of the differences in equipment, type of use, and the displeg#iaf

In examiningPlace Dependenc¢six demographic variables were included in the
regression equation. The six variables incl8gecial EvenfYes),Yes, Other Hispanic,
Latino, or Spanish origin_ess than $25,00Migh School Equivalen$75,000 to
99,999 andMore than $125,000ndividuals who wer&'es, Other..in origin were less
dependent on Lake Murray State Park for their recreational needs. Perhajpsudther
better suited their outdoor recreational needs. Lake Murray seemed t@focugorized
camping and boating. Perhaps these individuals preferred other outdoor sites or did not
prefer these types of activities for their outdoor recreation and easilytstgdostamping
or swimming elsewhere.

Individuals who were attending the state park f&pacial Evenalso appeared
not to be dependent upon the state park for their recreational needs. Conceivably, these
visitors traveled during the holiday seasons and did not always return to Lake .Nhrra
conversation with individuals, many of the special events were birthday or annjversa
related and therefore, not dependent on Lake Murray for their celebratiomienithsf
and family.

Again, those with higher incomes were less dependent upon Lake Murray as a

place. Perhaps this group preferred to travel to different parks and areasfyaisaiti
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outdoor recreational needs. Again, though, perhaps these groups consisted of first time
visitors as well. As for groups withess than $25,00@ossibly this group contained
first-time users or that the type of outdoor recreational activitiespiteggrred did not

depend on a lake atmosphere, such as motor boating.

Implications for Research and Theory
There are a number of modifications or adaptations that should be implemented
regarding future research in this field. These were noted below aasaetbmining

limitations found within the study.

Sample Size

Future research examining environmental concern, place, and/or demographic
indicators should have a larger sample size than 155 — 170 participants. This
recommendation also applies to replicating the current research pfgjewited in
Chapter lll, for the purposes of analyzing the data, a minimum of 150 individesdstov
be included in the analysis. Though this goal was achieved, doubling the sampie=size (
300) would parallel recommendations by Thompson (2004). Thompson’s
recommendation was that researchers should have 20 individuals per item. Perhaps
having more participants might create a clearer underlying striotuftee NEP Scale
that more represents visitor attitudes (Ray, 2007).

In regard to sample size for fitting a regression model, Field (2009, p. 222)
recommended 50 +k8wherek is the number of predictors; therefore, if each
demographic indicator was considered (9) as well as the place attacubentmponents
(2), then the minimal sample size was 50 + (8 x 11) = 138. For testing individual

predictors, Field recommended 104 ¢.e., 104 + 11 = 115). Because this study
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examined both the fit and variable predication capabilities, an appropriate saaple s
would have been 253 (i.e., 138 + 115 = 253) (Field).

To increase sample size, future researchers may need more surveyorshapgproa
potential participants, utilize park staff as surveyors, and/or studythmmeone park.
Utilizing more than one park might answer research questions pertainingeteniciés
between types of users (e.g., state park versus national park; state park \desusssi
users; regional park locations) concerning their place attachment, sociodpmogyr
and environmental values. As Hendee (1968) noted, wilderness-purists seemed to prefer
more natural activities than urban-oriented users, which could affect tfyaéce

dependencgadentity, andenvironmental concern

Ethnicity

As well as increasing the sample size, future research should better involve
diverse populations; specifically, race (n = 165) andrigin (n = 170). It is probable
that group differences exist among different races and origins regandiimgrenental
values and attachment to specific places (Johnson, Bowker & Cordell, 2004).
Unfortunately, Lake Murray State Park primarily attractdute (n = 147; 86.5%) or
white-mixedn = 150; 90.9%). As well as a high€aucasiarprofile, almost 92%rn( =
156) of the surveyed population did not have any Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origins.
This deficiency could be remedied by including a Spanish-language versibthef a
measurement instruments and Participation Information Sheet. Hispanictanod La
populations are a growing segment of the population who will have a voice and
participate in environmental and resource issues (Lopez, Torres, Boyd, Sllope,

2007). However, Hispanic and Latino populations are relatively small percentapes of
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Oklahoma population and are infrequent visitors to Oklahoma state parks at the present
time. In the future, it is important to include the voices of diverse populations who use

and manage resources.

Place Attachment

Another adaptation for future research may include utilizing a differenbwess
the Place Attachment Scale. Though researchers stillase identityandplace
dependencas subcomponents of the Place Attachment Scale (Brown & Raymond, 2007;
Williams & Vaske, 2003), recently, scholars have examined an expanded view of place
attachment. For example, Kyle, Graefe, and Manning (2005) examined the idmsenfs
place attachment in surveying Appalachian Trail users. Specificalijis study, the
authors added social bondingdimension tadentity anddependencbelieving that
social relationships that occur in specific settings likely increased ptéachment for a
specific placeSocial bondingjuestions, for example, included “I have a lot of fond
memories about X" or “I will (or do) bring my children to this place” (p. 159).
Employing structural equation modeling, Kyle, Graefe, and Manning (2005) eabdel
first order, three-factor solution (i.edentity, dependenceandsocial bondingy

Though social bonding was included as a place attachment subcomponent,
Halpenny (2010) conceptualized place attachmedepsndencedentity, andaffect
Similarly to this current studylependencwas defined by functional attachment to place
as defined by Stokols and Shumaker (1981). Likevidestitywas defined as a
“psychological investment with a setting that has developed over time” (Hal@d2ot0,
p. 2). This simplified definition also was extracted from Proshansky’s (1978)tidenti

research already discussed in Chapter Il. Unlike previous conceptualizatioaseof pl
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attachment, Halpenny includgthce affectas a subcomponent that examined “the
emotions and feelings of an individual towards a particular place” (p. 2). These |
were conceptualized as “I feel strong, positive feelings for X,” “X ysfavorite place to
be,” and “I feel relaxed when | am at X.” Even though the internal religsildf the
three subscales were greater than .75, factor analysis led the author to canalade
factor solution. Despite the two-factor solution, multipteectitems loaded onto both
factors and led the author to believe that even thaitfglctdid not emerge as its own
factor, revising the format and content of #ffectquestions could improve the
distinction of the subcomponents.

Similarly, Scannell and Gifford (2010) created a PPP framework of place
attachment. The framework consists of Person-Place-Process. This nfodel \dbo
(Person) was attachdapwthe attachment manifested through emotion, thought, and/or
behavior (Process), anchere(Place; including its characteristics). The authors used
previous studies to build their model as they saw that there appeared to be more
dimensions thadependencandidentityalone. At the time of publication, though, it
appeared that no formal study utilized the PPP framework yet.

As a theoretical framework, though, understanding place attachmiden#sy
anddependencenay be outdated as researchers have begun to examine other dimensions

related to attachment to place.

New Ecological Paradigm
Cordano, Welcomer, and Scherer (2003), in examining the predictive validity of
the New Ecological Paradigm Scale, found that the scale did not signifipagadlizt

proenvironmental behaviors. Further, the researchers wrote that scholadsratoul
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presume that the original or revised scale was better than other environmergah conc
scales; specifically, those written by the authors of the NEP Scalauftvars of the NEP
have written many environmental measurement scales). In using the NiSBaecher
should be certain that the scale was appropriate and which version was bestthesause
authors found that the original version of the NEP may be superior to the revised NEP.

Though the current study did not examine the predictive ability of the New
Ecological Paradigm Scale, the dimensionality issues with the scale fpurtlen
researchers may be telling in why place attachment failed to sagtiffeexplain
proenvironmental values in the current study. As already stated above, having more
participants might create a better structure regarding the ergergmponents. Initially,
it appeared that five components emerged from the PCA, but due to small loadings
(Factors 4 and 5 only had one item per factor) a three-component solution was examined.
This led to low communalities and multiple high-cross-loadings. As theseterss
removed, a clearer two-component structure emerged. Even so, the amount of data
manipulation might be minimized in future studies by having more individuals within the
sample.

Based on findings of two-dimensions rather than one-dimension, the
psychometric properties NEP Scale should be reexamined. In utilizing antatofiy
factor analysis to examine the underlying dimensionality of the NEP $ale,
hypothesized unidimensional structure was not found. Therefore, another study
examining the underlying structure should occur. The study should examine thaatonstr

validity as well to “enhance our understanding about what types of interpretagons
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may validly make and what types of actions we may validly undertake basest on te
scores (Hoyt, Warbasse, Chu, 2006, p. 778).

A second study should examine the dimensionality, social desirability,llaaswe
convergent and divergent validity of the scale. A follow-up study can utilize a
confirmatory factor analysis to determine if the two-dimension strutbured within this
study replicates (refer to Chapter 1V). Because of the low comntyisabres and cross-
loadings within the two-dimensional structure, the structural analysie MEP Scale
should be revisited (Simmons, Worrell, & Berry, 2008).

A multiphasic study examining the validity of the NEP Scale should fieshexe
the dimensionality. Once the dimensions are outlined, convergent and divergent validity
analyses should be conducted. A convergent validity analysis examines eachaimens
(if there are multiple) against a measurement scale that purportediynega similar
construct (Hoyt, Warbasse, Chu, 2006). For example, to determine the measurement
validity of theEco-Concerrcomponent, an examination of a similar scale should occur to
determine the relative strength in measuring similar constructs. 8ymitalooking at
divergent validity, one would expect that tieo-Concerrcomponent would be
negatively correlated with a scale measuring anthropocentric values.

In examining convergent and divergent validity, researchers can better
hypothesize the theoretical constructs being measured. Researchess ¢agia to
understand the item representativeness for the theoretical construct\ranlyasse, Chu
(2006) noted that if a set of items measuring a construct has low convergeny (atdit
a higher correlation was predicted), the set of items likely underseaqte(i.e., not fully

measuring) the theoretical construct. The authors specifically wratia thgamining
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subscale scores, which this researcher proposes, underrepresenthliksyle a
problem. Because of this, the authors recommend examining divergent validity,
specifically, for each component as well.

Finally, in studies utilizing self-report instruments, researchers dl@iaware
that respondents may bias their answers based on the perceived social dgsifabili
particular response. Socially desirable answers are a concern regaeduadidity of the
measurement scale. In conducting a second study utilizing the NEP Ssedend
instrument, such as the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale&S@&8; Crowne &
Marlowe, 1960), should be utilized. Lower scores on the MCSDS indicate a lack of
interest in responding to items in a socially desirable manner, which weendtsten the
construct validity of responses for the NEP Scale.

Finally, a study reexamining the NEP Scale should examine the cultural
generalizability, though this examination should be theoreticallyeb@sayt, Warbasse,
Chu, 2006; Lee & Park, 2011). When examining cultural generalizability, resesaecke
testing a theoretical construct across various cultural groups (Leek&I®dn). Hoyt,
Warbasse, Chu wrote that if a construct should be (and is found to be) valid across
cultures, as the values measured by the NEP Scale may be, then result® araichor

and generalizable.

Religiosity

One omission from the original research study examining place attachment and
environmental values was that of religious practices. During the survey groasy
participants commented on scale items and how these items related toitfieursel

views and practices. One repeated idea was that humans were hiergrabimad plants
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and animals and therefore had the right to use them as he or she saw fit. This sentiment
aligned with some scholarly views that Christian practices preastengand
exploitation over nature (Biel & Nilsson, 2005; Hand & Van Liere, 1984; Shaiko, 1987,
White, 1967). Biel and Nilsson noted, though, that contradictory research existed
regarding how Christian beliefs aligned with environmental values.otigsended on
strength of belief and denomination (Biel & Nilsson).

Lopez, Torres, Boyd, Silvy, and Lopez (2007) surveyed Texas Latino and
Hispanic college students regarding their environmental concerns (N#eH. S¥ithin
this research study, the authors examined religious preference (e.g.icCatol
Christian, etc.) and church attendance (e.g., < 1 time/year, 1 — 2 times/yg¢as etc
demographic variables. Though religious preference did not significantly affec
environmental values as measured by the NEP, church attendance did hagetan eff
albeit weak. Therefore, it would seem that in future research studies exgmini
environmental values, researchers should include measure of religiaati@&ifihtnd/or
attendance rates. Researchers should also be mindful of the region in whicimgurvey

occurs as religiosity in some areas is stronger than others.

Children and Education

As noted in Chapter I, if providing outdoor experiences for children helped users
develop environmental concern then outdoor-experienced adults may have higher
proenvironmental values and stewardship practices (Measham, 2006; Ryan, 2005).
Connecting children to the outdoors provided children human-nature experiences, which
urged non-domination through exploitation or mastery over n@lisard & Schuster,

Jr., 2004; Hacking, Barratt, & William, 2007; Louv, 2005; Thomas & Thompson, 2004).
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In creating this relationship for children, the adult-versions of these childrgiihahd
proenvironmental values (Chawla & Flanders Cushing, 2007; Hacking, Barratt, &
William, 2007; Tanner, 1980). Again, adults “must be exposed to natural areas as
children if they [were] to care for them as adults” (Pergams &di@ra008, p. 2295).
Understanding how outdoor recreation and use might affect environmental values in
children has become more important in developing future environmental stewards and
policy (Teisl & O'Brien, 2003; Wells & Lekies, 2006).

Though exposing children to outdoor experiences is clearly important, potentially
as important for developing proenvironmental behaviors and values is education.
Research indicated that environmental literature can change individuals’ aatlies
behaviors (Gardner & Stern, 1996; Johnson, Bowker & Cordell, 2004; Mobley, Vagias,
& DeWard, 2010; Monroe, 2003). Mobley, Vagias, and DeWard recently examined
United States residents’ familiarity (i.e., “I have never heard otihak” to “Yes, | have
read this book and have recommended it to others”) with environmentally-oriented books
(e.g.,Walden A Sand County AlmanaandSilent Spring and the effects of reading on
environmentally-responsible behavior (ERB). The researchers found that when
sociodemographic indicators were controlled, environmental literature stesng and
statistically significant predictor of environmentally-responsible bema®iccording to
the authors, persons who self-reported high levels of reading environmerdflilée
reported higher levels of environmentally-responsible behavior.

Future studies regarding environmental concern or ERB should consider
examining the effects of environmental literature on creating environhvahtas and

behavior patterns.
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Implications for Management, Policy, and Practice

Understanding place attachment and environmental values may help park
managers target desired behaviors of visitors, create programs thesdttehaviors and
values, and help manage natural and artificial resources (Presley, 2003)ekaran
identify strongly attached (and/or individuals with proenvironmental values) as
volunteers, donors, as well as users who should be involved in the management and
planning of the park (Presley). Understanding the different levels ohateat may also
help managers guide policy or understand public reactions.

For instance, Kyle, Absher, and Graefe (2003) found that persons that identified
highly with place were more likely to support fee-based programs in atienrsatting.
A manager, who understood this relationship, may better be prepared to react to place
dependent individuals who did not want to pay an entrance fee for using a rock face, for
instance. Teisl and O’Brien (2003) found that participation in forest-basediestlet
to a higher likelihood of monetary donation to environmental groups or outdoor
organizations. Teisl and O’'Brien also found that individuals who participated in @tiviti
like hiking, nature photography, snowmobiling, and fishing were likely to want to
participate in management plans of forested areas and activities, though senesac
led to more interest than others.

As Teisl and O’Brien (2003) found in their research, persons involved in outdoor
leisure pursuits were more likely environmentally concerned citizenghioge who did
not pursue outdoor recreational activities. Park managers should tap this audience in thei
own park areas to encourage a self-policing group of visitors who learned tataks c

the parks they loved and utilized. To do this, managers would be expected to research and
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increase elements that promoted attachment to place and educated visitors about
becoming service-agents for their park.

Clearly, there are numerous benefits for managers who have platedttac
visitors. Lake Murray management should be aware that feelings of attactvere low
toward the state park. The visitors often complained of high camp- and Ruisés.
Visitors did perceive how their money was being positively spent toward thei
recreational experiences at the park. These factors may have contrblat@gtace
attachment as well as how many first-time visitors attracted tpatke Provided below
are suggestions from recent literature about how Lake Murray stateypaggement and
staff might increase attachment to the state park.

The place attachment literature indicates that place is space endotved wit
meaning by recreationists (Low & Altman, 1992; Relph, 1976; Steele, 1981; Tuan,
1980). These meaningful human feelings are imprinted upon a place by the aeindties
direct interaction within the specific place (Brandenburg & Carroll, 199keilaorn &
Bjerke, 2002a)One method of increasing place attachment relates to the proximity of
visitors. Visitors living closer to a specific place, and more frequentityityishow
increased attachment levels (Budruk, Thomas, & Tyrrell, 2009; Williamagky,

2003).

Unfortunately, Lake Murray visitors appear to travel from other stategs a&s
Texas, Kansas, and Arkansas as well as attracting Oklahoma residdrapsPe
advertising the state park to surrounding communities regarding potentestiecal
activities could increase interest in visiting the park. Creating locaestten the state

park may promote nationwide interest through online forums (i.e., word-of-mouth) such
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as social networking sites, blogs, and WebPages (Chen & Dwyer, 2010). Chen and
Dwyer recommend utilizing local residents to become “goodwill ambassadors,
advocating the destination to families and friends” (p. 3). To create ambasdad@
Murray State Park could host community events that draw community members and
possibly increase attachment levels through fun, positive experienbas thvé park
(Alexandris, Kouthouris, & Meligdis, 2006). For example, Lake Murray has (orsite)
model airplane runway. Management could actively host competitions and elated r
to this target group as well as provide special accommodations to parscipant

A second suggestion for Lake Murray State Park management is to conduct a
recreation-related needs assessment. Williams and Vaske (2003 depat place
dependency increases when an individual’s recreational needs weredsdtisfigy
benefit Lake Murray staff to conduct an assessment determining thepreéested
activities at the state park. Then focus their efforts on creating, améanag, a visitor's
satisfying outcomes for that activity. Perhaps users enjoy motorizaddpoatthe lake,
but find it is overcrowded. Regulating boating passes may create a moyalda|
atmosphere by minimizing overcrowding.

Previous scholars have written that while direct experiences imprint pédice,
meaning can also be created through an individual's passive senses (@s.s8iglls,
touch) (Inglis, Deery, & Whitelaw, 2008; Tuan, 1975; Warzecha & Lime, 2001). In
creating these emotional meanings for natural resources, place atthacreased
(Cuba & Hummon, 1993Alexandris, Kouthouris, & Meligdis (2006), in examining how
skiers attached to a resort in Greece, found that the environmental conditions of the

physical environment were significantly correlated to both dimensions of place
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attachment. They examined the perceived cleanliness of rest- atdteds, facility
cleanliness, maintenance of equipment, and how modern was the equipment offered by
the resort.

Therefore, a third suggestion for Lake Murray State Park management should
focus on providing cleaner facilities such as the outhouses (i.e., not filled gt &rzd
campgrounds (i.e., trash like cigarettes and alcohol containers). The staffsmayant
to consider allocating user fees to update the RV-sites to allow sewagetammsas
only one campground allowed this type connection. Because of the scarciy/tgpthi
of site, it filled quickly according to park users. A needs assessment likelg wrove
fruitful at this stage as well to determine the majority oftyipeof user (i.e., lodge user,
RV-user, tent-camper). By reallocating user fees and funding toward pribjacts
maintain and/or restore popular areas or facilities, place attachragrienengendered.

A fourth suggestion that Lake Murray staff can consider in increasing place
attachment is to provide better staff service. Alexandris, Kouthouris, &el{2006,

p. 422) examined quality of service as well and found that “issues related toyeaglo
hiring policies, employees’ training in communication skills, foreign langujagrirtesy

and alertness, and employees’ expertise are important.” The authors#ive
employees of the ski resort should act as part-time marketers and should focusign havi
positive, even if brief, experiences with the resort users (Alexandris, Koigh&ur
Meligdis; Zeithaml & Bitner, 2003).

This relates to employees at Lake Murray State Park. This includes the park
rangers, camp-hosts, and other part-time and full-time staff. Rangersarely leave

their vehicles cannot interact well or act as marketing agents. Thehstalfl snteract
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with visitors, learn about their interests and motivations, and assist visitbnssues or
complications that arise. The staff who daily work within the park boundaaéant
line employees, and as such they are in constant interaction withtors; they
subsequently determine in a large degree the quality of the total visitpesience” (p.
422). In providing a better experience, visitors are more likely to attachce gha more
likely promote the park (Chen & Dwyer, 2010).

Fifth, and finally, promoting educational opportunities for visitors may increase
their attachment to place (Alexandris, Kouthouris, & Meligdis, 2006). Providing
interpretative services that detail the historical significance k¢ Murray (i.e., first
Oklahoma state park) and how the building of Lake Murray connects with United’ State
history (i.e., Civilian Conservation Corp) are interesting facts about the park. In
examining how historical significance relates to place attachmewicka (2008)
conducted a study that examingtban-remindersand its effects on place attachment for
the cities of Lviv and WroclawJrban-remindersare the physical aspects still present
within a specific place that reminds users of the significance of pladeasucplaque,
monument, structure, and architectural design, and others.

These urban reminders provide information for the visitors about the historical or
cultural significance of a site. For example, at Lake Murray, the CQCtgte found at
Buzzard’'s Roost is a historical reminder about the roots and meaning of the park. Though
Lewicka (2008) found a smaller than hypothesized correlation betwban-reminders
and place attachment, the author hypothesized that “the more autonomous is the place in
people’s minds, the more attachment to it should depend on its physical features,

including presence of historical “urban reminders” (p. 227). Essentially, urban
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reminders do not seem to affect place attachment levels in national parks otlgat over
religious or culturally significant areas; rather, lesser known units benefé from
urban reminders. Promoting the uniqueness of Lake Murray State Park mety attra

visitors interested in learning about Oklahoma and its history.

Conclusion

In conclusion, it appeared that place attachment did not significantly affect
environmental values for the Lake Murray State Park sample. Though these findings
were disappointing, contradictory results seem not uncommon within the environmental
value literature. In all likelihood, differences in studies may be explainéuehyifferent
parks and the types of users attracted to these areas. Clearly, resgardimg
environmental psychology and methods for increasing environmentally-responsible
behaviors has been on the rise. It was conceivable also that many falgtonslireluals
formulate environmental values throughout their lifetime. Therefore, plashatent
was likely one small facet to the overall value formation that each individualegssgt
through to adulthood.

These research questions, therefore, were worth reinvestigation withsvariou
adaptations to discover if the results were negatively affected by samgleanple
location, or the measurement scales. It was clear also that morehesgmrding the
structure and validity of the NEP Scale needs to be accomplished. At this time,
researchers have used the NEP Scale inconsistently in terms of wieat ivaheasured
and creating a more consistent measure may do more for the environmental ggycholo
literature-base regarding how to better increase awareness andbeh@wubsequent

study examining the dimensionality and construct validity of the scale should be

141



conducted. The place attachment scale as well underwent transfornsatesearchers
believed that attachment to place encompassed more than dependence upon the resource
and incorporating place into one’s personal identity.

It may become necessary to move away from place attachment resgarch
positively affecting environmental concern and behavior. Perhaps the aboveweselts
not misleading, but that place attachment produced contradictory results bec#ise of i
small effect on the overall concept of increasing proenvironmental concern and
behaviors. Perhaps research should shift to other areas of study such as environmenta
education, childhood outdoor usage, and inclusion in outdoor groups (e.g., Boy and Girl
Scouts; Junior Rangers; Sierra Club). Or perhaps, a longitudinal methodotady ke
adapted examining children’s place attachment and their changing envuntahwadues

to adulthood.
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APPENDIX A

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL

Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board

Date: Wednesday, June 30, 2010
IRB Application No ED1090
Proposal Title: The Effects of Place Attachment on Environmental Values in Oklahoma

State Park Visitors

Reviewed and Exempt
Processed as:

Status Recommended by Reviewer(s): Approved Protocol Expires: 6/29/2011

Principal

Investigator(s):

Kevin Fink Lowell Caneday

180 Colvin Center 184 Colvin Center
Stillwater, OK 74078 Stillwater, OK 74075

The IRB application referenced above has been approved. It is the judgment of the reviewers that the
rights and welfare of individuals who may be asked to participate in this study will be respected, and that
the research will be conducted in a manner consistent with the IRB requirements as outlined in section 45
CFR 46.

. The final versions of any printed recruitment, consent and assent documents bearing the IRB approval
stamp are attached to this letter. These are the versions that must be used during the study.

As Principal Investigator, it is your responsibility to do the following:

1. Conduct this study exactly as it has been approved. Any modifications to the research protocol
must be submitted with the appropriate signatures for IRB approval.

2. Submit a request for continuation if the study extends beyond the approval period of one calendar
year. This continuation must receive IRB review and approval before the research can continue.

3. Report any adverse events to the IRB Chair promptly. Adverse events are those which are
unanticipated and impact the subjects during the course of this research; and

4. Notify the IRB office in writing when your research project is complete.

Please note that approved protocols are subject to monitoring by the IRB and that the IRB office has the
authority to inspect research records associated with this protocol at any time. If you have questions

about the IRB procedures or need any assistance from the Board, please contact Beth McTernan in 219
Cordell North (phone: 405-744-5700, beth.mcternan@okstate.edu).

Sincerely,

M‘_ A Koreraon
Shelia Kennison, Chair
Institutional Review Board
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APPENDIX B

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD MODIFICATION

Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board

Date: Friday, August 06, 2010 Protocol Expires:  6/29/2011
IRB Application No: ED1090
Proposal Title: The Effects of Place Attachment on Environmental Values in Oklahoma

State Park Visitors

Reviewed and Exempt

PP I3 Modification

Status Recommended by Reviewer(s)  Approved

Principal

Investigator(s):

Kevin Fink Lowell Caneday

180 Colvin Center 184 Colvin Center
Stillwater, OK 74078 Stillwater, OK 74075

The requested modification to this IRB protocol has been approved. Please note that the original
expiration date of the protocol has not changed. The IRB office MUST be notified in writing when a
project is complete. All approved projects are subject to monitoring by the IRB.

[E The final versions of any printed recruitment, consent and assent documents bearing the IRB approval
stamp are attached to this letter. These are the versions that must be used during the study.

The reviewer(s) had these comments:

The requested change to the sampling method is approved.

Signature :
" Friday, August 06, 2010
Shelia Kennison, Chair, Institutional Review Board Date
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APPENDIX C

OKLAHOMA TOURISM AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT REQUEST

School of Applied Health and Educational Psychology

180 Coivin Genter
Stitlwater, Oklahoma 74078

TEL: (405) 744-9337
FAX: (405) 744-6507

Kiis Marek, Division Director

Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation Department
120 N. Robinson, 6th Floor

Oklahoma City, OK 73102

Ms. Marek:

My name is Kevin Fink. [ am a doctoral candidate at Oklahoma State University. During the past
theee years, 1 have worked for Drs. Loweil Caneday and Deb Jordan and OTRD mventorying
and providing GPS data in the state parks. This summer the Oklahoma State team will
conducting the GPS inventory at Lake Murray State Park — apon approval of the on-going
contract. Whether that contract is ultimateky approved or not for work at Lake Murray, [ am
requesting your permission to survey Lake Murray State Park visitors as a sample for my
dissertation research.

l am examining how place attachment toward Lake Murray State Park affects proenvironmental
aititudes. Essentially, is outdoor attachment (in the form of Lake Murray State Park visitors) a
significant pradictor of proenvironmental values? I would like to survey Lake Murray Siate
Parks separaiely from the OTRD-OSU projeet, but because 1 will be familiar with the park, [
would fike to use the state park and its visitors in my dissertation study. I would like to conduet
this survey of state park visitors from July 2010 to September 2010, Potential participanis will be
asked to fill out two brief questionnaires (Place Attachment Survey and the New Ecological
Paradigm Survey) and one demographic survey. This study, including the research protocol and
the protection for human subjects, will be approved through the OSU nstitutional Review Board
(IRB) and the information will be anonymous and confidential.

Therefore, T am requesting vour approval to contact visitors to Lake Murray State Park on the

state properly,
Thank you I P f},/ - o

’}77 VY

- 7 i 7 [

S L\\dﬂ- FC sl L Dnrs ,ﬁj
KGvin Fink, M.S. ' Dr. Lowell Caneday 7
Okiahoma State Docioral Candidate Oklahoma State University: Leisure Studies
180 Colvin 184 Colvin
Stillwater, OK 74078 Stillwater, QK 74078
movntainfink @onmail_com lowellcanedavi@okstate.edu
913.706.0891 405.744.5503
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APPENDIX D

OKLAHOMA TOURISM AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT APPROVAL

OKLAHOMA TOURISM &
RECREATION DEPARTMENT
@ June 15, 2010
120 NORTH ROBINSON
SUITE 600

OKLAHOMA CITY, OK Kevin Fink, M.S.
73102 Oklahoma State Doctoral Candidate
) 180 Colvin

P.O. BOX 52002

okLanoma city, ok Stillwater, OK 74078

73152
) RE: Research Request
405-230-8300

Dear Mr. Fink:

I have received you request to administer surveys at Lake Murray State Park
while conducting GPS inventory work at the park this summer. The study looks
interesting and our agency would be interested in the results of such work.

Please make sure that your surveying is not unreasonable intrusive to guests at the
park. I will provide a copy of this letter to the Park Manager, Carol Conrad so
that she will be advised of your proposal. I know that Dr. Caneday provides
coordination with property managers for the Resource Management Plan work
that is performed, but I wanted to make sure you take the time to meet the -
property manager and relevant staff prior to initiating your project.

Best of luck on your dissertation research. We look forward to the results of this
study and making progress on the RMP for Lake Murray State Park.

Sincerely,

W}J/é’é%‘ i

Kris Marek, Director
Division of State Parks

e Carol Conrad, Lake Murray State Park Manager
Bryce Todd, SE Regional Manager
Dr. Lowell Caneday

=

OKLAHOMA (OKIAHOMA . ™98, . ()ahoma

NBTIVE =l MERICA STATE PARKS OKLIHOMa TODAY U

et E

177



Oklahoma State University

OsU
180 Colvin
Stillwater, OK 74078

APPENDIX E

BUSINESS CARD

Kevin Fink

Doctoral Candidate

405.744.5507
kevin.fink(@okstate.edu
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APPENDIX F

SCRIPT

Hi, my name is Kevin Fink and I am an Oklahoma State graduate student conducting a study exploring
how your feelings of attachment to Lake Murray State Park may affect your environmental attitudes.
Participation involves completing two brief questionnaires and a demographic survey. In all, your

participation should take no more than 15 minutes. Should you choose to participate, your information
will be anonymous and confidential.

PARTICIPATE:
Thank you for your participation.

DO NOT PARTICIPATE:
Thank you for your consideration.

| Okia. State Univ. |
; IRB Zi
| Approved Ce l[o !
}mras & /] i
|Irea £010F0 _ |
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APPENDIX G

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET
Title: The Effects of Place Attachment on Environmental Values in Oklahoma State Park Visitors

Principal Investigator: Kevin Fink, M.S., Graduate Student, Oklahoma State University

Purpose: The purpose o i
proenvironmental values in outdoor users. Previous studies have examined t
Rather than reexamining outdoor activity type in predicting environmental values, this study examines the

attachment visitors have for their outdoor places and attachment’s effect on proenvironmental values.

study is to examine the effect of place attachment in predicting
ities of outdoor users

Procedures: This study is designed to take approximately 15 minutes. You will be asked to complete three
questionnaires. The first questionnaire asks for demographic information such as your age, gender,
iace/ethnicity, and education ievei. The second questionnaire, the Place Attachment Scale, asks about your
feelings toward Lake Murray State Park. The third questionnaire, the New Ecological Paradigm Scaie, asks
about your environmentai views.

Risks of Participation: There are no known risks associated with this study greater than those ordinarily
encountered in daily life. If, however, you begin to experience discomfort or stress in this study, you may end
your participation at any time.

Benefits: Rescarchers and society may benefit from your participation by better understanding how
proenvironmental views are predicted in outdoor users through the psychological variable, place attachment.

Confidentiality: You will not be identified individually. Private information and individualized survey
responses will be kept private. The aggregated data recorded as a result of this research will be used for the
purposes of a doctoral dissertation, may be published in a scholarly journal, and/or used for presentation
purposes. Otherwise, the data will be kept confidential and will not be released. Data will be securely stored at
the OSU-Colvin Building, Room 117. The Oklahoma State University (OSU) Institutional Review Board
(IRB) has the authority to inspect consent records and data files. This information will be saved as long as it is
scientifically useful; typically, such information is kept for five years after publication of the results.

Participant Rights: Your participation in this research project is voluntary. You may withdraw at any time
without penalty or problem. Returning your completed survey packet indicates your willingness to participate
in this study.

Contacts: If you need to contact the researcher during or after the study is completed, please contact the
principal investigator or the dissertation adviser by email.
Dissertation adviser:

Principal investigator: Dr. Lowell Caneday

Kevin Fink, M.S., Graduate Student 184 Colvin Center

117 Colvin Center Oklahoma State University
Oklahoma State University Stillwater, OK 74078
Stillwater, OK 74078 lowell.caneday@okstate.edu

kevin.fink@okstate.edu

If you have questions about your rights as a research volunteer, you may contact the Oklahoma State

University Institutional Review Board (IRB) Chair, Dr. Shelia Kennison, 219 Cordell North, Stillwater, OK i

74078, 405-744-3377 or irb@okstate.edu. | Okla. State Univ.
IRB

|
!
hoprovd fsokio |
lm» @oly |

i
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APPENDIX H
DEMOGRAPHICS SURVEY
Please indicate your age (in yearsyé€lect ong
. 18-24  25-34 _ 35-44  45-54 _  55-64
____greater than 65
Gender (select ong
Male Female

Origins: Are you of Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin select ong?

____No, not Hisp., Latino, or Span. ____Yes, Puerto Rican

origin. ____Yes, Cuban

____Yes, Mexican, Mexican Am., ____Yes, other Hisp., Latino, or Span.
Chicano origin

Race 6elect all that apply

____White ___ Korean

____Black, African Am., or Negro ____Guamanian or Choamorro
_____American Indian/Alaska Native ____Filipino

____Asian Indian ____Vietnamese
____Japanese _____Samoan

____Native Hawaiian ____ Other Asian

____ Chinese ____ Other Pacific Islander

Please Indicate Your State of Current Residencégfined as the STATE of your

main home, where you are registered to vote, or hold a valid driver’s license
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Highest Level of Education éelect ong

_____ Less than High School ______ Master's

High School Equivalent ______ Professional Degree
__ Associate’s __ Doctorate
_______ Bachelors

Level of Your Income in the Past 12 monthssglect ong

Less than $25,000 $75,000 to $99,999
$25,000 to $49,999 $100,000 to $124,999
$50,000 to $74,999 More than $125,000

Political Affiliation ( select ong

Liberal Moderate-Liberal
Moderate
Moderate-Conservative Conservative

Type of Visitor (select ong

___ Day Visitor _______Overnight Visitor

Did You Visit Lake Murray State Park specifically for a Special Event (loliday,
festival)?

Yes No
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APPENDIX |
PLACE ATTACHMENT SCALE

Instructions: Please answer the questions below on a Likert scale of 1 (Strongly
Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).

() [}
3¢ ¢ 5 g B3
c o (@] O c et c ¥
o 8 g pza a (@)] (ol o))
5.9 9 < =<
n 0 a) o n
1. Lake Murray State Park means a 1 2 3 4 5
lot to me.
2. 1 am very attached to Lake 1 2 3 4 5

Murray State Park.

3. | identify strongly with Lake 1 2 3 4 5
Murray State Park.

4. | have a special connection to 1 2 3 4 5
Lake Murray State Park.

5. Visiting Lake Murray State Park 1 2 < 4 5
says a lot about who | am.

6. | feel like Lake Murray State 1 2 3 4 5
Park is a part of me.

7. Lake Murray State Park is the 1 2 < 4 5

best place for what I like to do.

8. No other place can compare to 1 2 3 4 5
Lake Murray State Park.

9. | get more satisfaction out of 1 2 < 4 5
Lake Murray State Park than from
visiting any other state park.

10. Doing what | do at Lake Murray 1 2 3 4 5
State Park is more important to me
than doing it in any other place.

11. I would not substitute any other 1 2 < 4 5
place for the type of recreation | do
at Lake Murray State Park.

12. The things | do at Lake Murray 1 2 3 4 5
State Park, | would enjoy doing just
as much at a similar site.
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APPENDIX J

NEW ECOLOGICAL PARADIGM SCALE

Instructions: Please answer the questions below on a scale of 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5

(Strongly Agree).
>3 o o >
bt > = = > ()
°§ 27 2 25 %5
ba =a > =< 7«
1. We are approaching the limit of the 1 2 4 5
number of people the earth can support.
2. Humans have the right to modify the 1 2 4 5
natural environment to suit their needs.
3. When humans interfere with nature it 1 2 4 5
often produces disastrous consequences.
4. Human ingenuity will insure that we do 1 2 4 5
NOT make the earth unlivable.
5. Humans are severely abusing the 1 2 4 5
environment.
6. The earth has plenty of natural 1 2 4 5
resources if we just learn how to develop
them.
7. Plants and animals have as much right 1 2 4 5
as humans to exist.
8. The balance of nature is strong enough 1 2 4 5
to cope with the impacts of modern
industrial nations.
9. Despite our special abilities, humans ar¢ 1 2 4 5
still subject to the laws of nature.
10. The so-called “ecological crisis” facing 1 2 4 5
humankind has been greatly exaggerated.
11. The earth is like a spaceship with very 1 2 4 5
limited room and resources.
12. Humans were meant to rule over the 1 2 4 5
rest of nature.
13. The balance of nature is very delicate 1 2 4 5
and easily upset.
14. Humans will eventually learn enough 1 2 4 5
about how nature works to be able to
control it.
15. If things continue on their present 1 2 3 4 5

course, we will soon experience a major
ecological catastrophe.
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APPENDIX K

CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS REGRESSION WEIGHTS

Estimate S.E. C.R. P
NEP 1 1.000 *ohk
NEP 2R .607 163 3.715 ok
NEP 3 915 153 5.997 el
NEP 4R 218 137 1.594 1111
NEP 5 1.102 172 6.406 ok
NEP 6R .265 122 2.176 .030
NEP 7 .546 126 4.324 Fkk
NEP 8R 726 158 4.589 ok
NEP 9 327 .088 3.717 rkk
NEP 10R 834 162 5.155
NEP 11 581 146 3.965 ok
NEP 12R 643 185 3.478 o
NEP 13 924 155 5.955 ok
NEP 14R .386 149 2.587 .010

NEP 15 1.235 181 6.833
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APPENDIX L

CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALSYSIS

1.03

NEP‘I

1.42

JEP2F
BT
1
NEP3

1.23
1.00 NEPAH 1 @
61

65

e NEPS
22 94

1

1.10 1 Epe @

27

N
1
g2 55 NEP?
NE
F1 EPSHat—. @
: 41

33

o NEPQ

58

1.
1
o EP10R-—-@
92
1
» NEP1 H—é)
12 1
EP12R¢—@
NEP1 ~1—@
EP14RI1—@

1
4EP1‘§4—@

186



APPENDIX M
NEP SCALE COMPONENTS AND ITEMS
Eco-Concern
1. We are approaching the limit of the number of people the earth can support.
3. When humans interfere with nature it often produces disastrous consequences.
5. Humans are severely abusing the environment.
13. The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset.

15. If things continue on their present course, we will soon experience a maja@icalolo
catastrophe.

Anti-Anthropocentrism
4. Human ingenuity will insure that we do NOT make the earth unliVable.
6. The earth has plenty of natural resources if we just learn how to develop them.

8. The balance of nature is strong enough to cope with the impacts of modern industrial
nations?

2 Indicates a reverse-scored item.
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