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Surveys show relatively little support for use restrictions to protect wilderness expe-
riences. However, such conclusions based on aggregate data could hide important
differences among visitors. Visitors with more wilderness-dependent trip motives were
hypothesized to be more supportive of use restrictions. Using survey data from visitors to
13 wildernesses, cluster analysis of motivations and wilderness involvement generated
three clusters that differed in sensitivity to social conditions and support for use restric-
tions. The group with motives most aligned with the Wilderness Act was slightly more
adversely affected by social conditions and more supportive of regulations. However,
none of the groups supported use restrictions to protect opportunities for solitude.
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The Wilderness Act of 1964 mandates the protection of wilderness character (Landres
et al., 2005). In addition to protecting biophysical resources, opportunities for certain types
of experiences are included, namely “outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive
and unconfined type of recreation” (Wilderness Act, 1964, Section 2c¢). Over time, the
management community has converged on approaches to mitigate some of the biophysical
impacts caused by recreational use (Cole, Petersen, & Lucas, 1987). However, considerable
debate remains about how best to protect high quality wilderness experiences, particularly
where use is increasing (Cole, 2004; Cole, Watson, Hall, & Spildie, 1997). Although most
visitors report that increased visitation reduces the opportunities for solitude (Hall, 2001a;
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Hammitt & Rutlin, 1995), little consensus exists about when use levels become so high that
something restrictive should be done. Wilderness managers have approached the problem
quite differently. Some have argued that people who seek solitude can find it at times and
in places that make restrictions unnecessary, while others have implemented entry quotas
(Hall, 2001b).

The controversy over management of recreational use levels in wilderness is fueled
by studies of visitors’ reactions to high levels of use. Representative studies of visitors
suggest that as use levels increase, there is a negative but often small effect on solitude and
overall experience quality (Stewart & Cole, 2001). However, the research also shows low
levels of support for restrictive management actions such as use limits that would protect
opportunities for solitude (Manfredo, Driver, & Brown, 1983; Manning & Valliere, 1996;
Virden & Schreyer, 1988a). This finding creates a dilemma for managers who want to
provide optimum wilderness experiences but also want to avoid upsetting or displacing
visitors through heavy-handed restrictions.

In considering how to interpret and use survey responses from wilderness visitors,
most analyses are based on aggregate data (Cole, 2004). Although using aggregate data
conforms to democratic principles (Manning & Lawson, 2002), average responses may
mask important types of variability within the population (Kliskey, 1998; Shafer, 1969;
Virden & Schreyer, 1988a). Wildernesses likely attract people with diverse motivations. If
the majority of visitors are seeking experiences that are not dependent on isolation (e.g.,
exercise), their views could overshadow the views of others who are highly involved with
wilderness and seek experiences that align more with the Wilderness Act. As evidence,
Stankey (1973) employed a Wilderness Purism Scale to categorize wilderness visitors and
found that people with higher purism scores tended to say they would be more satisfied
in areas with fewer visitors. Similarly, Virden and Schreyer (1988b) found that highly
specialized wilderness hikers, who rated hiking as central to their lives and had more
experience, were slightly less tolerant of trail encounters and somewhat more supportive
of use quotas. Likewise, Williams, Patterson, Roggenbuck, and Watson (1992) found that
people who expressed greater attachment to wilderness were more sensitive to ecological
impacts and encounters with other visitors.

Thus, segments of wilderness visitors may have their experiences compromised in
areas receiving heavy visitation and may be more supportive of restrictions on use. If clear
segments exist, managers may need to consider whether and how to meet the needs of the
different user types (Hall, 2001b; Hall & Cole, 2000; Virden & Schreyer, 1988a). A case
could be made based on the Wilderness Act to attend preferentially to the views of people
who most seek solitude and freedom in wilderness (Hendee, Stankey, & Lucas, 1990; Shin
& Jaakson, 1997).

Since the 1980s, studies have provided evidence that degree of involvement in an
activity plays a role in understanding recreationists’ motivations, preferences, and evalua-
tions of settings or management (Young, Williams, & Roggenbuck, 1990). It is commonly
believed that people who are strongly attached to wilderness are more inclined to support
management actions that protect the values enshrined in the Wilderness Act. Therefore,
we expect that people who take wilderness trips to obtain wilderness-dependent types of
experiences, such as solitude, would be more likely than others to be adversely affected by
encounters and more likely to support restrictions on use. Similarly, we expect people who
are more highly involved with wilderness to be more likely to seek the kinds of experiences
described in the Wilderness Act. They should also be more sensitive to the environmental
conditions they encounter, reacting more negatively to high levels of use (e.g., Badger,
1975; Williams et al., 1992).

Early researchers demonstrated that there were distinct motive segments among wilder-
ness visitors. For example, Brown and Haas (1980) identified clear motive groups that
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differed in orientation to risk taking and desire to be away from people. However, since
those early studies, segmentation research in wilderness has been rare. Hence, the size
of today’s purist segment, if there is one, is unknown. Moreover, most segmentation re-
search has stopped at examining motives and perceptions and has rarely explored whether
segments differ in terms of management preferences. For example, Williams et al. (1992)
found that visitors with stronger levels of attachment to wilderness were the most sensitive
to ecological impacts and encounters with hikers or stock users. However, their study did
not assess people’s views on the appropriateness of different management practices. In one
of the few studies to examine management preferences, Shafer and Hammitt (1995) di-
vided Cohutta Wilderness visitors according to an index of purism. Although strong purists
cared more about environmental impacts and solitude, they were not more supportive of
management restrictions. However, evidence gathered to date is insufficient to draw firm
conclusions.

Given the lack of research to understand how different segments of wilderness visitors
react to social conditions and potential management actions, the purposes of our study
were a) to determine if different segments of wilderness visitors exist based on their
motivations to visit wilderness and personal involvement with wilderness, b) to examine
whether segments react differently to social conditions they encounter in wilderness, and
¢) to determine whether the segments differ in their views about appropriate management
of recreational use in wilderness.

Hypotheses

We hypothesized that visitors seeking more traditional wilderness experiences would have a
greater attachment to wilderness (i.e., higher wilderness involvement) than visitors seeking
less wilderness-oriented experiences and, therefore, that involvement would cluster mean-
ingfully with motives. We further hypothesized that managerially meaningful segments
would emerge when visitors were clustered on their motives and wilderness involvement.
Third, we hypothesized that the most purist segment(s) would be more likely to say that
crowded conditions adversely affect them and would be more supportive of management
policies aimed to protect wilderness experiences (e.g., use limits in crowded places). Fi-
nally, we reasoned that people seeking certain outcomes (i.e., with certain motives) would
desire settings they think will provide those outcomes and should support management
actions that provide optimum setting characteristics (Brown & Haas, 1980). As Virden and
Schreyer (1988a,) noted, “users with different reasons for participation should differ in
their preferences for management actions” (p. 49). Therefore, we hypothesized that more
purist clusters would be more likely than others to support management restrictions on use.
We recognize, however, that some prior research (e.g., Shafer & Hammitt, 1995) has not
supported this hypothesis.

Methods
Study Area and Sampling

Many studies of wilderness visitors are confined to a single wilderness area. However,
wildernesses vary in characteristics and use levels, and people’s motivations to visit might
differ (Virden & Schreyer, 1988a). Therefore, this study was conducted at 36 trailheads
in 13 Forest Service wildernesses in Oregon and Washington. Three types of trailheads
were selected based on visitation levels: nine were classified as very high use, used by an
average of more than 20 groups per day during the summer; nine were classified as high
use with 10-20 groups per day; and 18 were classified as moderate use trails with fewer
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than 10 groups per day but at least 500 groups per year. Trails with lower levels of use were
not sampled because the intensity of sampling that would have been required to generate
adequately large samples for analysis would have been prohibitive.

For logistical reasons, trails were divided into sets of three with each set scheduled for
two randomly selected nine-day blocks of time. During each block, assignment of sampling
days to trails was random with the stipulation that each trail would be sampled on two to
three weekend days or holidays and three to four weekdays. On sample days, researchers
were present between six and eight hours, timed to match the hours when most visitors
would be exiting the trailhead. They attempted to contact all visitors 16 years of age and
older and asked them to complete a self-administered written questionnaire.

To maximize participation and avoid recall problems associated with mail surveys,
the brief questionnaire was completed on site with two different versions. One focused on
trip characteristics and what people experienced, and the other focused on management
opinions. Both questionnaire versions shared questions about trip motives and wilderness
involvement as well as respondent characteristics.

Segmentation Measures

Motivations for wilderness trips. We segmented wilderness visitors according to the
types of experiences they were seeking on their wilderness visit and their level of wilderness
involvement. For motives, we drew on the Recreation Experience Preference (REP) scales.
Manfredo, Driver, and Tarrant’s (1996) meta-analysis of REP studies identified 15 general
recreation motive domains such as achievement, being with similar people, enjoying nature,
introspection, social escape, and physical escape. The REP scales provide a well tested,
reliable set of measures that encompass the types of experiences offered in wilderness.
Researchers using REP items have found that wilderness visitors are highly motivated
by experiencing nature, solitude, and escape (Love & Watson, 1992; Tarrant, Haas, &
Manfredo, 1995; Virden & Schreyer, 1988a).

Other researchers have explored the phenomenological dimensions of wilderness expe-
riences in considerable depth (Johnson, Hall, & Cole, 2005; Kaye, 2000; Patterson, Watson,
Williams, & Roggenbuck, 1998). These studies confirmed that people associate feelings
of solitude, challenge, remoteness, connection to nature, and escape from modernity with
the wilderness environment. The studies suggested that such motives or experiences are
likely to be important to wilderness visitors and would be useful dimensions upon which
to segment the user population.

We drew on the findings of phenomenological research and REP research to identify
13 motives mostly associated with wilderness experiences. Some motives (e.g., learning),
however, were not specific to wilderness. For each item, respondents indicated how much
they had been seeking that experience on their present trip (1 = not at all, 7 = very much).
They also reported on a 7-point scale how much they actually experienced each aspect.

Wilderness involvement. “Involvement” has been conceptualized to have several di-
mensions such as importance, pleasure, and self-expression (Mclntyre, 1989; Selin &
Howard, 1988). Conceptually, it shares features with purism and specialization (McIntyre
& Pigram, 1992). All three constructs stress the centrality of an activity to one’s life and
a high level of personal interest and knowledge. However, specialization entails a devel-
opmental progression over time within specific activities (Virden & Schreyer, 1988b). In
the wilderness context, purism has tended to be based on agreement about the physical
attributes of wilderness as specified in the Wilderness Act (Shafer & Hammitt, 1995; Shin
& Jaakson, 1997). Therefore, for our purposes, involvement seemed the most appropri-
ate construct. Involvement is analogous to “wilderness attachment” as conceptualized by
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Williams et al. (1992), and we selected three items used in past studies (Williams et al.,
1992; Young et al., 1990). Respondents indicated how much they agreed with each item on
a Likert-type scale from strongly agree (4-3) to strongly disagree (—3).

Dependent Variables

Reactions to social conditions experienced during the trip were assessed in two ways. First,
people indicated how many other groups they had seen in the wilderness on the day they were
surveyed. They then indicated how much effect (added a lot = +-3; detracted alot = —3) the
number of encounters had on four aspects of experience quality (enjoyment, sense of being
in wilderness, solitude, and freedom). Correlational analysis was used to determine the
impact of encounters on experience quality. Second, we computed the difference between
the extent to which people said they had attained each of the 13 experiences and the extent to
which they had been seeking it. These difference scores indicated whether the actual experi-
ence exceeded (i.e., positive values) or failed to meet people’s desires (i.e., negative values).

Several measures of attitudes toward management were operationalized with 7-point
Likert-type items. One of the questionnaire versions provided six statements regarding ways
that urban-proximate and urban-distant wilderness might be managed and asked respon-
dents the extent to which they agreed or disagreed. We included nine reasons that wilderness
managers might restrict use and asked for reactions using the same agree/disagree response
categories. The other questionnaire version asked respondents to indicate their support for
five other wilderness management policies. We also asked people outright whether they felt
a need for use to be limited in the wilderness where they were contacted.

To describe the respondents, we asked about gender and included three measures of
wilderness experience: the annual frequency of wilderness trips, the number of wildernesses
visited over the lifetime, and the percentage of total wilderness trips that consisted of day
versus overnight trips.

Segmentation Analysis

Segmentation analyses have roots in market research but have been widely applied in recre-
ation and tourism. Segmentation enables researchers to identify smaller, more homogeneous
groups within a large heterogeneous population (Clatworthy, Buick, Hankins, Weinman, &
Horne, 2005; Hair & Black, 2000). A common multivariate technique is cluster analysis
performed on a set of variables such as activities (Sarigollu & Huang, 2005) or values (Noe,
Hammitt, & Bixler, 1997). Cluster analyses are frequently performed on motivations (Beh
& Bruyere, 2007; Brown & Haas, 1980; McCool & Reilly, 1993).

Because interpreting cluster analysis is necessarily subject to researchers’ judgments,
comparing the results of two different clustering algorithms on separate samples of the
same population increases the reliability of the cluster solutions (Clatworthy et al., 2005;
Hair & Black, 2000). This approach begins with hierarchical cluster analysis to identify
the optimal number of clusters and the cluster centers. Then nonhierarchical, or K-means,
cluster analysis can be applied to the second sample with the number of clusters specified
from the hierarchical run and the hierarchical cluster centers used as the seed starts. Once
the number of clusters and cluster membership are determined by the hierarchical analysis
and confirmed by the K-means analysis, clusters are inspected for patterns and labeled
accordingly. The clusters can be compared for differences among the dependent variables.
In our case, this step involved comparing segments on their reactions to social conditions
and their views on appropriate wilderness management policies.

We followed the suggested analytical sequence by analyzing one random 50% subsam-
ple with hierarchical clustering and using those results to specify the number of clusters
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and seed starts in a K-means analysis of the remaining subsample. We applied Ward’s
method as the agglomerative algorithm and squared Euclidean distance as the distance
measure in our hierarchical cluster analysis to identify the number of clusters. Analyses
were performed with SPSS, using the 13 motive and three wilderness involvement items
as clustering variables.

Because of the number of dependent variables and statistical tests, we first compared
the clusters using multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) where we had batteries of
attitudinal variables (i.e., difference scores for experiences and attitudes toward manage-
ment). Where significant results were obtained (Hotelling’s Trace, « = .05), we conducted
posthoc Bonferroni comparisons. For nominal data (e.g., past experience), we conducted
chi-square tests. To determine if clusters differed in sensitivity to encounters, we compared
the correlations between encounters and ratings of experience quality across clusters.

Results
Sample Characteristics

The two questionnaires used in this study were administered in conjunction with two other
instruments with systematic rotating distribution. The response rate, which was recorded for
all four instruments together, was 72%. The two versions of the questionnaire used in this
analysis each provided approximately 1,450 surveys, although only those who answered
all the questions included in segmentation analysis were used (n = 2,085). Only 2% of
respondents were stock users and the rest were hikers (90%) or mountain climbers (8%).
Two-thirds of participants were on day trips. Just over half (58%) were male, and the
median age was approximately 35 years.

Visitor Segments

Examination of the agglomeration schedule from the hierarchical clustering indicated that
a three-cluster solution was optimal since the distance coefficients dramatically increased
between a three- and two-cluster solution. The means of the three clusters for motives
and wilderness involvement were imported into the second analysis (K-means) as the seed
starts. Convergence was reached after 13 iterations. The means of the initial cluster from
the hierarchical analysis and the final clusters from the K-means analysis are shown in
Figures 1 (motives) and 2 (wilderness involvement).

Although a few cluster means differed in the two runs, the overall patterns were the
same. Cluster 1 had the lowest scores on all motive and involvement items, cluster 2 had
intermediate scores, and cluster 3 had the highest scores. Though all clusters rated being
close to nature as a highly important motive, many of the motives differed considerably
among clusters. Cluster 3 was notably different from clusters 1 and 2 for several motives,
although clusters 2 and 3 were more similar (with lower ratings) for motives relating to
spiritual values and introspection.

Members of cluster 1 (n = 561; 27%) were overall neutral with respect to the centrality
of wilderness. They were unlikely to be seeking opportunities for introspection. Even
solitude and being away from crowds were only moderately important to this group. From
these results, it appeared that visitors in this segment sought recreational experiences that
were dependent on being close to nature but not dependent on wilderness character. That
is, they sought general nature-based recreational experiences. Therefore, we labeled this
segment “Access-oriented Generalists.” Although cluster 1 scored lower on all the motives
we measured, this group possibly was more highly motivated by factors such as exercise
or socialization, which were not included in our instrument. Fifty-nine percent of the
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Mean Motives for Clusters Derived from Hierarchical (H) and K-Means (K) Clustering
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FIGURE 1 Mean motives for clusters derived from hierarchical (H) and K-means (K)
clustering.

Generalists were contacted at very high use trails, with only 16% using the moderate use
trails and 25% the high use trails.

Cluster 2 (n = 1,064, 51%) was moderately motivated by wilderness qualities. This
group seemed especially to desire being away from crowds in a natural environment free
of impacts. The major difference between this group and the Generalists was the higher
priority on being away from the sights, sounds, and impacts of civilization. Because of their
relative disinterest in reflection and learning, we labeled them “Nature-based Escapists.”

Mean Levels of Wilderness Involvement Based on Hierarchical (H) and K-Means (K)
Clustering
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FIGURE 2 Mean levels of wilderness involvement based on hierarchical (H) and K-means
(K) clustering.
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TABLE 1 Cluster Differences on Wilderness Use

Generalists Escapists Enthusiasts

n 546 1057 456 x2 p
Percent
Frequency of wilderness trips 34.97 <0.0005
< Once/2 years 6.2 3.5 3.5
< Oncelyear 6.2 2.9 24
Once/year 8.2 9.9 6.8
2-5 times/year 36.8 36.0 32.2
6-10 times/year 18.9 19.2 23.0
>10 times/year 23.6 28.4 32.0
Number of other wildernesses visited 15.48 0.12
None 0.9 1.0 1.8
1-5 30.3 23.9 24.3
6-10 25.4 26.4 21.7
11-15 10.8 12.5 13.4
16-20 7.9 8.8 8.8
>20 24.7 27.4 30.0

While 44% of the Escapists were contacted at very high use trails, 30% were contacted at
high use trails, and 26% had accessed wilderness via moderate use trails.

Cluster 3 (n = 460, 22%) scored highly on all motives and valued wilderness op-
portunities, solitude, and freedom more than a full point higher than either of the other
two clusters. The emphasis on using the wilderness trip to reflect on values and personal
thoughts was a sharp distinction between this group and the other two. We labeled this
group “Wilderness Enthusiasts.” Nearly one-quarter (24%) of Enthusiasts were contacted
at moderate use trails, 35% at high use trails, and 42% at very high use trails.

The clusters differed significantly in the frequency of their wilderness trips with En-
thusiasts and Escapists both being somewhat more experienced than Generalists but not
different from each other (Table 1). The clusters did not differ in the number of other wilder-
ness areas they had visited. In all groups a large percentage of people had visited at least
10 different wildernesses. The percentage of women in each cluster differed significantly
(x? =8.37,df =2, p = 0.015), with Generalists the least likely to be women (36% versus
42% of Escapists and 45% of Enthusiasts). The mean age ranged from 37.8 to 39.2 years
and did not differ among clusters (F = 1.76, df = 2, 1989, p = 0.17). When asked about
the percentage of their wilderness trips that were overnight versus day trips, Generalists
were less likely to camp with 26% of trips being overnight compared to 32% for Escapists
and 33% for Enthusiasts (F = 8.24, df = 2, 2042, p = .0003).

Sensitivity to Social Conditions

To determine whether clusters reacted differently to social conditions in wilderness, we
correlated the number of encounters visitors reported with their evaluations of the impact
encounters had on four aspects of trip quality. Large negative correlation coefficients would
suggest high sensitivity to encounters. For Generalists, correlations between encounters and
experience quality were not statistically significant (Table 2). For the other two clusters,
increasing numbers of encounters adversely affected experience quality and particularly
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TABLE 2 Pearson’s Correlation (r) between the Number of Groups Encountered in
Wilderness and Impact of Encounters on Aspects of Experience Quality

Cluster

Aspect of experience quality Generalists Escapists Enthusiasts
Enjoyment —0.03 —0.09 —0.14*
Sense of being in wilderness —0.08 —0.14** —0.24**
Solitude —0.06 —0.10* —0.14*
Freedom —0.02 —0.09 —0.16*

*p < .05.

*p < .01.

the sense of being in wilderness. As expected, Enthusiasts exhibited the strongest and most
consistently negative reactions to increasing encounters. Even among Enthusiasts, however,
the effect of encounters on trip quality was weak.

A MANOVA on experience difference scores (i.e., scores for experiences achieved mi-
nus scores for experiences sought) produced a statistically significant main effect
(Hotelling’s T2 = 0.15, Wilk’s lambda = 0.86, equivalent multivariate F(28, 3686) =
10.16, p < 0.0005). Positive numbers indicate that people experienced a condition to a
greater extent than they had been seeking to do, while negative numbers indicate that
the experience did not fulfill desires. For all experiences, Generalists’ goals were met or
exceeded while virtually all of the experiences sought by the Enthusiasts were somewhat
compromised (Table 3). Specifically, in this group, experiences related to introspective
motives were slightly compromised, while those related to solitude and remoteness were
substantially compromised (i.e., more than a 0.50 mean difference score). Both Escapists
and Enthusiasts placed the most importance (Figure 1) on motives related to escape and

TABLE 3 Extent to Which Experiences Sought Were Attained

Generalists Escapists Enthusiasts F p

To be near others who could help 0.47 0.48 0.63 2.14 0.12

To think about who I am 0.41, 0.26, —0.03. 19.66 <0.0005
A sense of freedom 0.39, 006, —023. 3647 <0.0005
To be my own boss 0.39, 0.33, 0.06, 11.14 <0.0005
To learn about this place 0.36, 0.18 0.00c 14.92 <0.0005
A sense that surroundings haven’t 0.32, —-0.57, —091. 88.13 <0.0005

been impacted by people

Being away from the modern world 0.30, —0.16, —0.35. 47.73 <0.0005
A feeling of remoteness 0.27 , —048, —0.58, 72.65 <0.0005
Wilderness opportunities 0.23 , —0.05, —0.17, 26.63 <0.0005
A sense of challenge 0.20, —0.04, —-0.29. 25.50 <0.0005
To develop personal, spiritual values 0.19, 0.09, —0.10, 13.48 <0.0005
Closeness to nature 0.15, —-0.11, —0.174 21.77 <0.0005
Solitude 0.14 , —049, —-0.69, 43.70 <0.0005

Being away from crowds of people 0.06 , —-0.73, —0.82, 55.84 <0.0005

Note: Scores computed as “How much did you experience it?” — “How much were you seeking
it?” (7-point scales). Numbers with different subscripts within the same row differ at @ =.05.
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TABLE 4 Differences among Clusters in Support for Use Limits in Wilderness

Generalists  Escapists  Enthusiasts

Percent

There should never be a limit 40.5 36.9 314

No limit is needed now, but impose limits if 46.2 49.7 42.3
overuse occurs

Yes, a limit is needed now to hold use at the 10.3 12.6 22.6
current level

Yes, a limit is needed to lower the current level 3.0 4.8 3.6
of use

Note: Response to the question, “Do you feel a limit is needed on the number of people using this
wilderness, recognizing that if a limit is enforced your own opportunity to visit may be reduced in
the future?”

x2=15.44,p = .02.

solitude (e.g., being away from crowds of other people, having a feeling of remoteness, and
sensing that the area had not been affected by people), and these were compromised to the
greatest degree.

Management Preferences

A general question asked whether respondents believed that use limits are needed in the
wilderness they visited (Table 4). Enthusiasts were more likely to say yes, although only
26% of this segment supported one of the two types of limits. Several questions about
specific management actions and reasons to limit use appeared in three separate batteries
of questions. Three MANOVAs were performed with one for each battery of questions.
All analyses revealed statistically significant differences among the clusters (for the items
about restrictive wilderness management policies, T2 = .054, F =2.63, p < .0005; for the
items about reasons to limit use, 72 = .065, F = 2.78, p < .0005; and for the items about
whether urban proximate and urban-distant wildernesses should be managed differently,
T? =.049, F =4.02, p < .0005). Given these findings, ANOVAs were performed for each
item individually (Table 5). The primary differences in management preferences occurred
between Generalists and the other two clusters. Where differences did occur, they followed
the predicted pattern of Enthusiasts more supportive of restrictions and Generalists more
tolerant of use.

No differences were found among clusters in opinions about specific restrictive policies
that might be adopted to protect wilderness. All three groups opposed limits on day use
(with only 23-34% support). Views on limiting overnight use were more neutral (39—
42% support). The higher level of support for requiring camping at designated sites and
prohibiting campfires (nearly 50% of each cluster supported each of these measures) may
have reflected the preponderance of day users in the sample.

Differences between clusters were more pronounced for the nine reasons that use might
be limited in wilderness, with the primary pattern being that the Generalists were distinct
from the other two clusters. Enthusiasts were the only group that, on average, accepted
limits fo avoid seeing other people or to avoid having to deal with inconsiderate people.
However, even within this group, support for those measures was not strong. Generalists
did not accept avoiding encounters with other people as a reason to limit use. Conversely,
all groups endorsed limits to avoid impacts to biophysical resources.
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TABLE 5 Differences between Clusters in Mean Agreement with Wilderness
Management Policies Related to Recreational Use

Cluster

Gen. Esc. Enth. F p

To protect the wilderness, the Forest Service should. . .

Limit the number of day users —-0.85, —0.35, -0.35, 6.37 0.03
Limit the number of overnight users —0.14 0.06 0.05 0.63 0.53
Prohibit campfires 0.61 0.56 0.91 2.18 0.11
Prohibit dogs —-0.28 —045 —-0.21 1.53 0.22
Require camping at designated sites 0.55 0.58 0.61 0.14 0.87

Use limits should be imposed in wilderness to . . .

Avoid seeing lots of other people —-0.71, —0.20, 0.19. 18.24 <0.0005
Avoid the need for frequent, intensive ~ —0.03, 0.23.4p 048, 5.90 0.003
maintenance of trails and campsites

Avoid the need to think about how -0.84, -0.76, —-0.35, 5.00 0.007
your behavior affects other people

Avoid impact on wildlife 1.15, 1.44, 1.53, 5.02 0.007

Avoid having to worry about what -0.66, -0.39, -0.11, 7.21 0.001
other people are doing

Avoid having to deal with —-0.59, —0.04 0.31, 18.99 <0.0005
inconsiderate people

Avoid lots of evidence of previous 0.27, 0.63;, 0.79, 6.81 0.001
visitors

Maintain the freedom to go and stop -0.16, 0.10, 048, 7.22 0.001
anywhere you want

Avoid impacts to soil and vegetation 1.11, 1.45;, 148, 6.21 0.002

Compared to remote wildernesses, in wildernesses close to cities. . .

It is OK to see more people 1.60, 1.464, 1.25, 3.34 0.04

Access should be unrestricted to allow 1.15 0.98 1.09 1.10 0.33
for relief from the city

It is OK to have more impact on 021, -0.24, -—-044, 9.51 <0.0005
vegetation from recreational use

Visitors’ behaviors should be more 0.47 0.87 0.83, 6.16 0.002
restricted

It is more acceptable to manipulate the ~ 0.43 0.42 0.15 1.24 0.29
environment to withstand
recreational use

Use limits are more likely to be needed 0.67, 1.00, 1.32, 7.42 0.001

Note: Scale 43 (strongly agree) to —3 (strongly disagree)
*Bonferroni test; Numbers with different subscripts within the same row differ at o« =.05.

Overall, the three clusters agreed that it is acceptable for wildernesses close to cities,
where use is high and access is easy, should have different policies from more remote areas.
Where differences did occur, they tended to be small (i.e., <10%). Visitors agreed that it is
acceptable to see more people in urban proximate wildernesses and that people should be
allowed to visit these wildernesses whenever they want. At the same time, all three groups
said that use limits are more likely to be needed in these areas.
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Discussion and Implications

We hypothesized that wilderness involvement and trip motives would be related and that
clustering on these variables would result in segments of wilderness visitors that differ
in ways that are meaningful to wilderness managers. The results showed that the three
clusters differed to a substantial degree in terms of several motives, although all scored
positively on measures of wilderness involvement. Like Brown and Haas’s (1980) study of
Rawah Wilderness hikers, we found that one cluster ranked all motives as highly important,
and one ranked all of them substantially lower. Unlike the Rawah study, though, where the
primary differences were in orientation to risk taking and meeting other people, the primary
differentiators in our study appeared to be introspective motives with differences of more
than three points (>40%) on the 7-point scale.

The group we labeled Generalists (approximately one-quarter of the sample) placed
relatively little emphasis on traditional wilderness experiences and seemed to be motivated
by other experiences that we did not include in our study. Enthusiasts (22% of the sample)
rated wilderness experiences especially highly and were notably different from the other
two clusters in their desire for personal reflection. Escapists (51% of the sample) were
intermediate in their motives. Escapists were like Generalists in their relative disinterest in
reflection and spiritual values and like Enthusiasts in their desire to be away from crowds
in a remote, undisturbed environment.

Differences among the clusters in their sensitivity to social conditions were generally
as predicted. Generalists were unaffected by encounters with other groups, and Enthusi-
asts were negatively affected by encounters and somewhat less able to have the types of
experiences they sought. These findings are similar to those reported in other studies of
wilderness visitors (Virden & Schreyer, 1988b; Williams et al., 1992). The groups also
differed in management opinions. Enthusiasts differed most markedly from Generalists
and were more supportive of use limits for all the reasons we asked about. Enthusiasts also
differed from Escapists in being more supportive of use limits if needed to avoid seeing lots
of people, to maintain the freedom to go and stop wherever one wants, and to avoid having
to think about the effects of one’s own behavior on others. Escapists differed from Gener-
alists in being more supportive of use limits to avoid a variety of environmental impacts, as
well as several types of social impact. Escapists and Enthusiasts were similar in their high
level for support for limiting use to avoid environmental impacts, while Generalists were
less supportive of any type of restriction.

Management Implications

In high use wilderness areas today, a primary management concern is increasing day use
and crowding at popular destinations (Cole & Hall, 2007). In some of the locations we
studied, it was not uncommon to encounter more than 200 other hikers on a pleasant
summer weekend. Managers worry that they are not protecting outstanding opportunities
for solitude in these locations, and the only realistic way to solve this problem is to bring
use levels down (Hall, 2001b). In some locations, only limits on use would achieve this
end.

In this context, wilderness managers might be heartened to learn that three-quarters of
the wilderness visitors surveyed were seeking solitude, freedom, remoteness, and wilderness
opportunities to a high degree (above 5.0 on the 7-point scale). These motives are quite
consistent with the types of experiences described in the Wilderness Act. In addition, most
people reported achieving these experiences to a high degree. However, the results also
indicated that, on average, two segments of wilderness visitors were not completely able
to have the experiences they most desired in wilderness related to remoteness and solitude.
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This inability to be away from other people and their impacts, or to be able to experience
solitude and a sense of remoteness, suggests that wilderness opportunities are currently
being compromised to maintain access for visitors who are not motivated to experience
wilderness as defined in the Wilderness Act and who may be just as satisfied recreating in
a nonwilderness setting.

How managers should use these findings is not clear. Researchers have argued that the
views of those seeking experiences most attuned to the purposes of wilderness should be
given special attention (Hendee et al., 1990; Shin & Jaakson, 1997). However, this group
(purists) did not make up a majority of our sample. By not including very low use trails in
our sample we may have missed some purists, but by definition this group is probably only
a small percentage of all wilderness users. If managers focus on protecting the experiences
sought by this minority, they risk being challenged by the majority who do not support
restrictions to protect experience quality, deeming them undemocratic or unfair.

Perhaps more problematic, though, is the relatively low level of endorsement for re-
strictions designed to protect opportunities for solitude and related experiences even among
the most purist segment of visitors. The most commonly accepted wilderness management
frameworks are premised on identifying experience indicators (e.g., encounters), setting
standards, and monitoring conditions (Manning & Lawson, 2002). When standards are
exceeded, management actions are required. This approach rests on an assumption that
effective management actions are acceptable to the public. In our study, the majority of
wilderness visitors in all clusters said they would accept some restrictions on campers’
behavior, such as requiring camping in designated sites (54-56% support), and use limits
if needed to avoid lots of evidence of previous visitors (52—67% support) or avoid impact
on wildlife (74-81% support). However, such actions do not address the issue of protect-
ing outstanding opportunities for solitude. Moreover, even Enthusiasts did not on average
support limits on day use (i.e., the primary source of encounters), and they were neutral
toward limits on overnight use. Even if managers were to attend differentially to the desired
experiences of this group, they would not find support for the restrictions on use that might
be required to provide desired experiences.

Managers may find it troubling to learn that visitors desire certain experiences such as
solitude but do not endorse the actions that would be required to provide them. Although
our study is more comprehensive than others in investigating the links between motives
and support for management, it is not the first to show this pattern. For instance, Shafer
and Hammitt (1995) found that wilderness purists cared more about the environment and
solitude than other segments but were not more supportive of use restrictions. Another study
by Manning and Valliere (1996) found that Breadloaf Wilderness visitors, even those with
highly purist orientations, generally opposed use limits. When forced to choose, wilderness
visitors including the most purist segment appeared to prioritize freedom and control over
solitude. This conclusion emerging from contemporary research runs counter to assertions
based on early wilderness studies that wilderness visitors are generally accepting of use
restrictions (Hendee et al., 1990).

Our study focused on solitude, but the Wilderness Act also specifies unconfined recre-
ation as a type of opportunity that should be protected in wilderness. The argument could
be made that visitors’ objections to use limits are founded on a strong value for lack of
confinement, including the confinement created by regulations. Hall (2001b) called for a
more open discussion of ways managers can and should protect both solitude and freedom
in wilderness, and our study reaffirms that these values may be in conflict. An approach long
advocated for wilderness, zoning, seems appropriate in this situation, and researchers have
suggested that visitors support different management goals within and among wildernesses
(Cole & Hall, 2005). Most of the current zoning practices, however, are based on the notion
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that the same indicators should still apply in all zones, even though standards vary. For
instance, many wilderness management plans have standards for the acceptable number of
daily encounters, which vary from zero to around 20, depending on the zone. Our research
suggests that zoning might need to be rethought to more explicitly value freedom from
restrictions in some zones and opportunities for solitude in others.

Conclusion

This research was motivated by the questions of whether a segment of the visiting public, in
contrast to the majority, is composed of people who seek wilderness-dependent experiences,
have trouble achieving their goals in high use places, and are substantially more supportive
of restrictions on use. Some researchers have argued that managers should limit use to
protect opportunities for this user type, and we wanted to test the underlying assumptions.
Our results revealed a segment that is more enthusiastic about wilderness-related types of
experiences, although this was more a matter of degree than of having altogether different
motives. Experiences for these people are compromised, but generally not to a great extent,
as they still experience high degrees of solitude and other wilderness experiences even
in very high use places. Moreover, this group is not generally supportive of restrictions
to protect solitude. Overall, our findings challenge conventional wisdom regarding the
management preferences of wilderness purists.
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