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'Kis study exmines recreation conflict at Mt. Evans, Colorario; a 
high visibility area that attracts hoth hunters and nun-hunters. 
Two types of conflict werc distinguishett: goitl interference and 
conflict in values. Data were c~htaincd firm a series r t i  on-site and 
maiied surveys. For hunring rt~lcitt~clc~r'cnrs (e.g.. seeing an animal 
being shot. hearing guns heing fireil), 70% or more of bath 
hunters mil non-hunters exprierrccd ni:, ctrnflict. Amr)r~g norr- 
hunters. ccirrnicts in values (hctween 216 anti 27%) were inore 
evident than goal i~~teaference prc!hlerns (1 to 5%1). For the 
hunters, less than 15% reptrrled either goal interference or 
cortflict in vatucc. For hrrrni t~s i ic i l i f i~  inreroction clrnts (e.g., 
people disturbing wiltliife, people feeding wiliilil'e), between 40 
and 6Kt% of :he plotl-hunters ex~hencec i  no conflict. compared to 
24 to 516% of the hunters. 'f'wenry--one t o  36% of both groups 
enpresseci a eoa~fiict in v;iIues. t lurltcrs werc Inore likely to report 
goal intesfen.nce conflicts f I 9  to 55%) than non-h~~ntcrs (6 to 
36%). 'lhe me~~agemcnt irn~~licalicrt~s of these filldings are 
discussed, 

Entrc~iucQfasrs. 
Mt. Evalls is :I 14,!?0' nr?a\urrt;tirt Btr.3Lc.d 70 ~nilc*; west of I)envor, 
roloriirtc~. 7hc rliorarttait~ is ur1icp.w in that it  lras tD;re highest paveil 
miid in North Arrrcrica, clitnlting alrriosi 7,lWX) fc:et lo the summit. 
?he mad r,ffers vi:;itors a variety of scenic 1:intfscirpcs. ranging 
from lakes I ~ L %  pirtc ftxests, to alpine tratrdra and snowcapped 
mouratainrr. Mr. livarrs also supyoa%s o w  of tht: rrtost iiccessitlle 
lnountairi goat and hiphorn sheep pip~?l:~tio~ts in North .I\rncrira. 
~>rc~vidC~bg exceflernf oliywrttlnitiez; for both wildlife vicwirrg i ~ ~ d  

hunting. 

Oeraur;r Mt. ?fvrtilr; acco~nmttciates a variety of user gmups, 
cotrflicts can occt~r. h%nrtager~?el~I stTiit~?~ies t o  trlifigate thc 
p'kntial for these ccrnfiicls requires ;!n grriiial understanding trf 
h e  causes of conflict. At Icast two silorces oicanflict are noted in 
the rwreaajnn literattlre. Corlflict anay occur. when the behavior or 
physical presence of an individual (or group) interferes with the 
recreation goals of another i!~ciivi(fual (or group). For example, m 
prson attempting to pbotogr;iph wildlife is likely to cxperier~ce 
conflict if the animal is scarmi awiiy by the arrival of other 
visiiors at the sitc. 'fhii: t y p  of conflict is labeled "goal 
interference" t.ta.ause the god of dxc rwreation activity is 
inhibited in same way (Jacob and Schreycr 1!?80). A second type 
uf conflict uecurs when people holding dispariile values ahout 
how ail area sllould be manageti stlare the s a c  resource. These 
situatiot,~ i ~ r e  lahe!ed "value ctrnflicis"' (Williams LCIY3). Such 
conflicts in values arc likely to result incfepndently of actual 
car~tact between8 the ~ I X I U ~ S " .  

lir~derstandisrg these sources cif colrflicr is imiwrrngrt for wildiik 
managers hwausc the snlutiorr tcl conflict depends o n  ihs cause of 

p~>kicrm. jP,onirmg. fur a x ~ n p l e ,  may reduce ce~x~fiicts 
sbmming from goal i~lterfcrei~ce because the user grou~ts we 

physicd!~ sepaated. C3c the other hand. zcning is likely to be 
i$;eCfeceive when coxlniiring vaiuus; are irivoived (Ivy et ai. 1992. 
Owens 1985). Because social umtact is riot necessary for this 
t y p  of conflict tci occur, ;)iiysjcaliy seprirrating users wiil ha= 
littlc irrfiuci~cc. i n  rhesc situations. eciucation ma?; be inore 
effective. 

Re;-ogtli~.ing the j~+.,teniiai il)r coriflict on Mt. Evans, the C:olorado 
i)ivisirtn of Wiiiilifc (((:IX)W) initiated a :;cries of actions to elicit 
puhlic opinion regudirlg axeptahie management strategies. ' h e  
f irst stcp was to ri:ci:g,ili7e that rhcre is ;lo single putblic. Rafher. 
the piihlic c m  he segregated i n t o  ;i number of g r ~ u p s  or publics; 
Ibr cxarr~pie.: 
(1)  i~ccrctloxiists Ic.g.. wildlife. viewers, wildlifc pphrttographers, 

carnprs. hikes, hiinters. aiiglersj. 
( 2 )  rcgional residcirts, 
(3 )  special interest groirps, ;arid 
( 4  ) agcr?cy persorirlcl. 

Separating rile gcnera? puhiic ink, hom:,genfi>us groups prc?rnotes 
a miwe systematic cvt~luarir)~ of the rnanageinent alternatives 
p iefend by different scprnents of socicty. i h e  fundmental 
cause of today's contcniious r~aturnl rcsource issues is the clash 
uxiortg incompatibic vali:cs held hy cfifferent publics (Vaske et a). 
fr1 prc"i% M~axtf~cik) ct at. In press). 

Cltlcc the publics werc ider~tilied, rnccharrism?; which Iltcilitated 
input froni ciivcrsr: interests were established. Just as there is no 
single public, no  single public invcilvcrnent format can reach all 
potentially affected irrtiiviiluals. C:c.nserguet~tly. a range c)f 
riltcrn:rtive techniques was used, including open lmuses in a 
variety of Bitcatior~s. stakehiticier meetings, and letters k t )  interested 
intlividuals soiiciting their ii~p:rt. lndividt~ais who attend public 
hearings a x  rcsprlci to ~tircct mailings. however, may nor be 
r.epexi&e"tlve. 'L, incr.e;ksc the range of'cont;icl with other 
ic~tcrrcstetl p;utics. a series ttf scientific s~rrveys were con~ductcd: 
I )  ;in on-sitc ?;t~i-vey airri 2 )  thrcr: mailttii si.lrveys. Clne of the goals 
of tttcsc survcys was i:, sy.;tern:itic:illy cxarnit~c thc frequency and 
rn:tpnitude of rhe occuncncc ot' tile two types of cuflflict on Mt. 
Evans. 'this p a p r  sutimarizcs findings froln this investigation. 

MethwIs 
The lbsr-Site Surreys 
l'ite c>hjecrivc of the 011--site survey was tcr gather inforination 
frctn? intlivitir1:11~ who ctrrrcrltly use Mt. kiv;ins. ' lhe one-page 
survcy ir>cluilcd qucslicrclh r j n  the rcasor~s for visiting, prccplions 
irf pridrlctr~ cor~tlidotrs. if any. iillti reacl.ions tv alternative 
rr;arl;igcment sccnarii,.;. Data wcrc collecled on I 1 rancloirtly 
selcctecl dskys hctwee~t Jtrlic 2nd Septerniler. 1'193. 'Ihc sarnpilng 
st~;ttegy irrciurlcif 3 rlays tiucirtg hunting season to allow 
e~aini:?alion of potential goal irtterferencc conflicts. 

Surveys were distrihtitccl by a team of interviewers to visitors at 
I:cho i.ake, Mt. dii)linih Kcsearch Natural Area, and Summit 
I.;iKt:. At1 ifttempt wits rrr;tde lo survey :dill visitors in the area 
ctcaritrg the riala crrllection p r i a I s .  Ninety-six percent of the 
visitrrrs contacted ( r i  - 986) cctmj.rlettxl the survey. Individuals 
who were willii~g lo p;irlicipate further wcrc ~x~ailcd a follow-up 
survey, 

The Mailed Surveys 
h 12-page questionnaire was rnaiicd to all 600 Mt. Evans visitors 
wlrcr had provided rheir names and addresses on the on-site 
survey. 'Ihree separate rnaiiings were used. with a reminder 
ptsrcad after the first mailing. Of the GOO surveys in the initial 
mailing, 13 were undeliverable due to incorrect address 
information. h total of 401 compleied surveys were returned 
(response rate: 40lf587 = 68%). 

S W V C ~ S  W C ~ C  aiso rnailed rr, Mr. Evans hunters and individurtls 
who reside in the MI. tivans regioil. 'llle sample of hunters 
iricluiieci ? t l i ) ~ t :  iildiviiillajs who hilif iipplied for a I993 pernit to 
hunt clk an Mt. Evans and those who had applied for s sheep, 
goat or pni~rriigaia kaunting permit iretween !988-1993. The range 
of years was tijied t~ ensure a sufficient sarnple of the different 
nyps tc?f hunters. hiailing procdures paralleled those for the 



visibr s m p i a .  f t f  the hCHj hixiitcr surveys initially iniaiicii. 560 
wcre deiiverabic anrl 3S9 wcrc rctminrii (xcspnsr: i:oie :. I,e(;/i). 
The siunple of"rcgioi.rai iasideiats (I; = 6 0 0 )   wit^ iilen!ific~i t h r ~ ~ l p h  
Iocai telephone directories. Of the 542 ilclivcra1:le x.::git>noi 
surveys, 199 were rcrririicd (,rc:;pritse rate :: 375 ), 

Combiiring the co~11pieic.d i.elu!.ns h ~ i i r i  at1 tl!xcr ~31i lpl t '~:  ;-c$illtr:d 
in a tcttal sample of 089 ii~ilivic'iuals, 01' the;;c. !75 s.csjk,:?iiei?ts 
had never visited Mt. Evans. 13ccau::e !his p a p i  i.s conccrncd with 
confiict ~)&~rcep!ioilh rcpo1.tc~1 by Mt. E V ~ X I R  visitors, the 135 rii)n- 
visiliirs werc cxcludei.l fro!ri the a11;5!yses prcse~lt*:il hcre. 

Ir~dependerrt Varrhstt?Ha: 
Resp>nticrlrs ti, :ill ei~rec surveys were clausificd ;is ellher ilunrcr,s 
(n -. 434) or non-tiurlieis (rl = 420). !fu~lter.s incli:dcci those who 
cunentiy hus:t: rinn-hunter.; uerz jntiiviituais whci have never 
hunted s r  who no longer hunt. 

1)eyencBent VarlabBm 
Rcspnrrdents were itskc4 to arlswci two sols of ijtieslicin?; regard- 
ing 5 events. In the first set of questions. indivitluals iiliiica!ed 
how frequently each cvent t~acl  l~iiptrcned tri tfrerr~ personally 
during all of thi:ir vi.;i& tc) @It. !?vans. l"ne evcrrtr includc~l thrce 
nrm-hunting situaeio~~s (seeing people f e d  wildtifc. p o p i c  
dislurhitlg I harassir~g wildlife, altti dogs ctiasing wildlife), aitcl 
three huntlrig assoe:iuted ii~cidents isecing Itunters, ttciiring gutls 
being fird, and sceilrg ail animal I.kcing shot). Rcsjrorise 
categories were "never," "orzcc," "lwicc." "3-5 liines." aald '9 5 
times". For the purfxrscs of this analysis. rcs~h-mses were rt:cotled 

r ,  
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as either ~'ohservcd" nr "d id  ;I(>! iihserve" !he went .  In the second 
set of quesrions resp>ridcnts itvoluatctl tfrc extcrlt tn which they 
prccived cach of' tile f l  CYC;I?X f ~ )  I ~ c  ;L prot't~111 at Mt. E i i i n s .  
Kesporlsss werc irilti;tity cocied on a 4 - p i n t  scale, ranging frum 
-\not a pr ihlcm" to  " C X ~ X C I ~ C  ~n'cihlern." ?Ime?;es vrviahies werc 
nccocied into 1~~1.r ciiiegorics (.'nii probtcrn" and "pprclbicrn'"). 
i7r'oblern sirurniions inc:udcd 'ksligtlt" "mtdcrate." ar:iI "exRemc" 
pro blcms. 

C'omhit~ing itie iieyu~*rrcy ofuccurrenca {observed versus not 
obse~ved) vnriahlei; with !he conespnding  p r c e i v e d  pptoitlefn 
(no ~wohlcirr versus pi.;,hlem) varjab!es for cach individrlal 
prnduceci a series irf riow v:rdahlcs; cnch wrth ,brxrr possible 
attributes. Ynciiviiiuals who had eitller ohsentxi or did not rsbserve 
a given cve~it, ye! tiid rivr perceive i: to he a pitblcrn were 
corlriicicrctf a nci cctnflict group (either in values us goais). '%hose 
who had ncver seeil ;I j>;trticu!;~r event at Mt. ~ ~ V R H I S ,  hut believed 
a r~u'lrleili existei? ltx that event wcrc exprcssix~g a cunfiict in 
values. C'c?nvcrsc.iy. itlofir who had witnessed a padicukar 
~ltuiltic)i> and iitiicvcrl thzit !he event hatf caused a prchletn were 
irrtiiuatirag a go;il ia,tcrfercnci: corrllict. 

C':t>li~mrls 1 arrtl 2 of71':ibic ! rcprescni a "no u>nflicf" grsup for 
huniirlg sssoclateti activities. 'lhesc imdividr.lals, indepntlent of 
whether they c~l>sca.vccl crr did riot observe an event, dicl not feel a 
p"hlcm rxisicd. At !east 70%: of the 13nn-hurnters and 85% of the 
hirntcrs wcre ir~ci:rilcti in [iris ino conflict category. 

Non .irt~rrtcri; 7 0  3 24 3 

Ilearing guns hciiig fired 

1 f~la~tcrs 23 59 3 10 

No corlnict groups ' Prohiern cvtldiiion = slight, modcratc. or exkcme 
~or:flici iii v;xities 
Goal it>tcrl'erericc ci>i~!'iicts 

Columns 3 and 4 of Tabic 1 il!ustratc thc two types oftor-iflict, 
Responses in co!ulln 3 represent llroee iridividtrals who did riot 
observe the event but evaluated hi~e situatior? as a pn)hlerar (i.e.. 
mraflic't in va!tics). Ahour oi;e quarter 124 to 27%)) o!'tt~e eon- 
hunters cxpesseit this Cy,w of cunflicr fix the three hunting 
a5sociated vwia!ilcs. Clnly between i ard 7% uf ihe 11uiirci.i: 
indicated a crlnlliot in v:tlucn. Rcsprrdents in coliiia~il 4 i~i'ahit: I 1 
r,bxrved the evcilt and thirraght ii was n ptohtern f%ew gi!>i! 

Interferenccr conflicb rarely ;.ccurr,ed clri Mt, IIvans. i'ive jlcrie!>? 
cjr less or the nim-buriii'rs experiemeii these r y p s  :)f goal 
interference, while 6 ro 1.4% (if the hunters iaohed these psoblerns. 

'IBhle 2 exairajnes the same types of conflict for non-hun~ng 
hunaaniwildlii;: in~ernctionn. In gerierat, the nun-hunters were 
  no re likely to I1:nve nhservcd tijcse everlts as oppsed  to hlnniing 
relatwl sitz~aiitl~is. 'I'wtilfy-one prce:it had seen gwc?pic disturbing 
wlldlifi: anii 37% E~;i!i se;.r? !~ikie:s i'ce~ii;.ig wildiiii: tcolttn~ns 2 and 
4). Fur thew v;irini>ies, brchvi.i:n 40 and  f i R %  of the nix-hunhcrs 
Fall i r ~ i o  iiie nu c:ird?ic:t catqirry Ici)iurnns 1 and 2 ) .  Bciwccsi 54 
nxld 57%. of !he hr:ntcn wcrc scpxeser~tcd in !his nc: jrtohiern 
group. 



Table 2. ISuman/wildEfe interaction conflicts on Mt. Evans. 

Not at aU a ~ r o b i e m ~  ~roblem' 

Did not Did not 
Observe Observed 0bserve4 0bsen.ed5 

Dogs chasing wildlife 

Non-hunters 

People disturbing&wassing wildlife 

Non-hunters 

Hunters 28 2 35 35 

People feeding wildlife 

Hunters 17 7 2 1 55 

"o conflict gmups 
h b l e m  condition = slight, moderate. or extreme 
Conflict in values 
Goal interference conflicts 

With respect to conflict in values (column 3, Table 2). about a 
quarter of the ntrn-hunters fell that dogs chasing wildlife and 
people feeding wildlife were problct~~s even though they did not 
observe the events. Thirty-six prcent of the non-hunters 
expressed a value cc!nfiict with people disturbil~g or harassing 
wildlife. Among the huntcrs expressing conflict in values, the 
corrtparable percentages wore 21% (feeding wildlife), 24% (dogs 
chasing witdiiifc) and 35% (pople  disturbing / harassing 
wildlife). 

Frrr ncrrr-hurlting truma~dwildlife iintclraclions. goal interference 
cc~ntlicts werc more pmnouncai for hunters ahm non-ttrmters 
(ct~lucnn 4, '1'ablc 2). Ipctwet?n I9  a1163 55% of the hunters, 
compamci to between 6 and 3<1%1 oh the non-hunters relx,rted goal 
interferei~m prohletns. For both groups. people f ed i t~g  wildlife 
presented b e  most ser io~~s problerri, 

Discnssks~ 
For hunting related evcnb, conflicts in values were more evident 
for non.~hunters than huntcrs. C i ~ d  interference for Obese events 
was n o t 4  by fewer than 15% of either group. For ~~ummfwildlife 
iaterxtictrz events. hetwcerl21 and 36% of bath gmups 
experiencctf cc):r,tlfticts in values. Goal interfcrei~ce for these nnn- 
iiuntir~g sit~~ations wcrc more likely b be judgcd problems by the 
hrlatcrs ihan the ~lcln-hunters. 

Twt) general strategies have heen recognizd for dealing with 
conflict: zoning and education. When the conflict stems from 
differences in values, zoning is not Likely to be very effective. For 
hlilntirrg cvents at Mt. Evans, physically scpaaa~ng hunters from 
non-hunters will not resolve the conflict in values express& by the 
non-hunting group. Just knowing that people hunt in the area 
results In the prception of conflict. In this situation, education 
efforts designed to in~fonn non-hunters about wildlife population 
managemetxt, may be rnore effective. 

Most rcscach un goal itt&rkrcl~ce conflicts has focused on the 
asynrnnc'\tical relarii)r~stji~>s between different activity groups, 
particimiarly hctwcer~ pa~~icipanls usitrg motorizxd versus non- 
motctrbect equipment. Several studies curlduct& in the Boundary 
Waters C a l t ) ~  Acca, for cxmple,  have documen&d Lhe presence 
of a one-way conflict between paddfing canoeists and 
m o b r b a b r s  (Ltlcas 1964, t.,ime 1975, Adelman ek al. 1982). 
PaddEng caitoeists disliked mnobfia~d visitors, but ahe p a p l e  

using motor-powerect craft werc not bothered by the other group. 
Schreyer and Nielsen (1978) found similar results among western 
river floaters. Asymmetrical alltipathy has been shown between 
hikers and trailhikers (I,ucas 1964). oar-pweretf and motor- 
powered whitewater rafters (Shelby 1986)), cross-counky skiers 
and snowmobilers (Knopp and Tyger 1973:). and backpackers and 
horsemen (Stankey 1973, Watson el  aX. 1993). In these situations, 
zoning is Ckeiy to be effective. 

'I'he non-hunting goal interference conflicts noteti in this study 
represent reactions to inappropriate Itchaviors (e.g., feeding or 
harassing wildlife) as opposed to differences in types of use. 
Because these behaviors we not ntanageriaily acceptable, zoriirrg 
is not a viabte option. Resolution of these conflicts will require a 
cavnbinatiot~ of efforts, iilcluding: increased law enforcement, 
expanded education pmgrams and the posting of signs. 

'I& Mt. Evans puhtic invoivernet~t process represented one factor 
which must be weighed in the decision inalcing process, Ttae goal 
of this public involvement was tn reach better decisions by 
making the manager aware of the range of alternatives. Better 
decisions can be made by not leaving out or aiiellating groups 
who, if ignored, will resort to traciitional political and legal 
mechanisms to make their wishes known. 'l%e procedures 
followed here allowed input from a wide range of publics uskg 6 
different techniques (direct mailings, public meetings, an ope11 
house, stakeholder meetings, an on-site survey. and three mailed 
surveys). Also evident here, however. is the fact that public 
involvement does nut make the decision erzsier. V anythinn, 
successful public involvement makes decisions morediffiiuicult 
because it alerts managers to the complexities of working with 
more than one constituent group. 

It must be remembered that public involvement is more than 
public ~ l a t i o n s  (IIeherlein 1976). Puh!Ic involvement is not 
selling the public on a particular program or plan. It is honesd y 
and openly soliciting public help in thc deveiopmcilt and 
selection of alternatives. l%"ubfc i!>volverneiat i s  nut ii rncsns of 
xhievint; a consensus among differcrai groups, hut r:tlher a set af  
prcxedwes to deteminre what the vwious preferences ajre and 
who holds those prefcrenes. 



The data r e p s &  here provide a systematic view of the types of 
conflict existing on Mt.  Evans. Resolution of these conflicts in 
values can orlfy occtrr thmugh cantinual discussions with the 
different interest group. I-kriodic contact must be made with 
these individuais and gutups even if there is little new infoma- 
tion to communicate. Regularly established meetings and 1 or 
newsfcxcrs show the relevant publics [heir ideas are not being 
disxnissetl. 1171i.s feedback to the pariicipant.5 is vital for the 
success of any pubiic Invulvenient effort. 
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