
 

 

ABSTRACT 

THOMPSON, ERIC AUSTIN. Connecting Outdoor Recreation Providers with Urban and 

Diverse Populations. (Under the direction of Dr. Myron F. Floyd). 

 

The U.S. population continues to urbanize and become more racially and ethnically 

diverse. Within this pattern, non-White populations are more concentrated in metropolitan 

areas, encounter more constraints to outdoor recreation, and participate in outdoor recreation 

at lower rates than non-minorities. These disparities can have important consequences for 

individuals, economies, and outdoor recreation management agencies such as the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The purpose of this research was to explore factors that 

constrain or promote connection between urban and diverse populations and outdoor 

recreation opportunities. Two specific objectives addressed in this thesis were (1) to review 

and synthesize existing social science literature regarding participation in wildlife-dependent 

recreation among racial and ethnic minorities and urban populations and (2) to assess the 

perceptions of constraints to participation in outdoor recreation and strategies to overcome 

those constraints among diverse urban residents. 

This thesis follows a two article format. The first manuscript presents an integrative 

review and synthesis of the literature to identify trends in research themes and methods, as 

well as synthesize findings and make recommendations to guide future research and to help 

outdoor recreation agencies engage with diverse populations. Fifty-six relevant articles were 

identified for analysis using keyword searches of online databases. Findings showed that 

fishing was the most frequently studied type of wildlife-dependent recreation, followed by 

hunting and trapping, and then non-consumptive recreation. The most common groups 

sampled were general populations, hunting and fishing license holders, and on-site 

recreationists. Hispanic populations were the most commonly emphasized racial or ethnic 



 

 

group. More than half of the studies did not emphasize any particular racial or ethnic group. 

Most studies used quantitative mail or telephone surveys for data collection. Content analysis 

revealed that the most common research themes were participation in recreation activities; 

socio-demographic comparisons; and studies of values, attitudes, preferences, and 

perceptions. The most common management recommendations were the targeting of specific 

sociodemographic subpopulations, partnerships with other organizations, developing 

amenities and facilities, and providing group-oriented opportunities. The most common 

research recommendations were to examine specific racial/ethnic groups, perform 

longitudinal studies, and examine other socio-demographic variables besides race/ethnicity. 

This was the first systematic review and synthesis of research on race, ethnicity, and urban 

populations in relation to wildlife-dependent recreation. The assessment of types and relative 

frequency of management recommendations can serve to generate particular strategies and 

tools that recreation agencies, such as the USFWS, can use to expand their outreach to urban 

and diverse populations. 

The second manuscript reports findings from 14 focus groups with 97 community 

residents conducted at seven different urban wildlife refuges in different geographic regions 

of the United States. Focus groups were used to investigate constraints to outdoor recreation 

within communities near urban wildlife refuges and to identify strategies for overcoming 

those constraints. Thematic analysis of the near-verbatim transcripts identified six salient 

constraints: lack of awareness of opportunities, fear and discomfort of environmental and 

social settings, cultural disconnect with nature, limited socio-economic resources, inadequate 

visitor services and recreation staff, and institutional constraints. The most emphasized 

strategies to engage communities in outdoor recreation were community partnerships and 



 

 

outreach, marketing and advertising, recruitment or training of people for visitor services, 

welcoming and comforting visitors, and targeting children and youth. Finally, the 

implications of these two papers suggest that recreation agencies such as the USFWS should 

seek partnerships with other organizations in order to expand engagement with urban 

populations in wildlife-dependent recreation and outdoor recreation generally. Future 

research should examine the success of outreach, partnerships, and related management 

efforts over time. Further implications are also discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction 

Problem Statement 

The United States population continues to increase, with most of that growth 

happening in urban areas. Over 80% of the American population lives in cities or towns with 

populations of 50,000 or more (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011). Simultaneously, the U.S. 

population is becoming more racially and ethnically diverse; by 2043, for the first time in the 

Nation’s history, no single ethnic group will comprise a majority of the U.S. population (U.S. 

Census Bureau, 2012). Within these patterns, non-White populations in the United States are 

more concentrated in large metropolitan areas than the overall population. In 2008, the 100 

largest metro areas contained 66% of the total U.S. population, of which 77% were of non-

White populations (Berube et al., 2010). 

The country’s increasing urbanization and ethnic diversification will challenge land 

management agencies to provide opportunities for outdoor recreation to more urban and 

diverse populations than it has served in the past. Historically, African Americans, Hispanic 

Americans, and other non-White population subgroups are less frequent users of national 

parks, forests, and wildlife refuges (Floyd 2007) and encounter more constraints to outdoor 

recreation than non-minorities (Shores, Scott, & Floyd, 2007). 

These disparities in outdoor recreation can have important consequences for 

individuals and recreation management agencies. As a result of differential patterns of 

participation, benefits associated with participating in outdoor recreation may not accrue 
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equally across subgroups (Gramann, 1996). Individual benefits from outdoor recreation visits 

include social cohesion, improved mental and physical health, learning and skill 

development, and overall psychological well-being (Chavez & Olson, 2009; Gobster, 2005; 

Manning & More, 2002; Williams, 2006). Additionally, limited provision of equitable 

programs, desired experiences, and services for changing ethnic populations may impact 

legislative backing of natural resources agencies in terms of future appropriations and 

regulatory initiatives (Hunt, Floyd & Ditton, 2007). 

The importance placed on connecting Americans to nature and the outdoors is 

reflected in agendas, initiatives, and policy at varying agencies and levels of government. 

The National Park Service has implemented research initiatives focused on diverse audiences 

(McCown, Laven, Manning, & Mitchell, 2012) including its Urban Agenda, which focuses 

on metropolitan areas. Similarly, the US Forest Service has launched the Urban Connections 

outreach program (Dwyer, 2003). Furthermore, in 2011 President Obama launched the 

America’s Great Outdoor Initiative, a national effort to engage the American people in 

conservation and recreation. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is one of many natural resource 

agencies that have increased efforts to address the opportunities and challenges agencies face 

to adapt to the country’s changing demographics. The USFWS manages the National 

Wildlife Refuge System. It administers the country’s largest network of protected areas for 
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the conservation of fish, wildlife, and plants. It also provides opportunities for outdoor 

recreation and wildlife-dependent recreation. 

Response to these issues by the USFWS inlcudes the implementation of the Urban 

Wildlife Refuge Initiative, a national-level program that aims to increase the USFWS’s 

relevancy to urban citizens and contribute to the goal of diversifying and expanding the 

agency’s conservation constituency over the next decade. An underlying need for this 

initiative is a better understanding of factors that facilitate or inhibit connecting urban 

audiences with wildlife and outdoor recreation. This study is positioned to inform the efforts 

of the USFWS and other land managers and outdoor recreation providers that seek to engage 

urban and diverse populations 

Study Objectives 

The purpose of this research was to explore the factors that constrain or promote 

connection between urban and diverse populations and outdoor recreation opportunities. The 

two specific objectives for this thesis were (1) to review and synthesize existing social 

science literature regarding participation in wildlife-dependent recreation among racial and 

ethnic minorities and urban populations and (2) to assess constraints to participation in 

outdoor recreation experienced by urban residents and identify strategies to overcome those 

constraints. 
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Thesis Outline 

This thesis is comprised of two separate manuscripts. The first manuscript presents an 

integrative review of existing social science literature regarding participation in wildlife-

dependent recreation among racial and ethnic minorities and urban populations. The 

literature is described in terms of (a) trends in research themes and topics addressed in past 

research, (b) methods used in the research, (c) recommendations for management and future 

research reported in the articles, and (d) gaps in the research and opportunities for future 

studies focused on diversity in wildlife-dependent recreation.  

The second manuscript examines constraints to participation in outdoor recreation for 

urban and diverse audiences, as well as strategies that land managers can utilize in order to 

overcome those constraints. Findings from 14 focus groups are reported to provide insights 

into the perceived constraints experienced by diverse urban audiences living near U.S. 

national wildlife refuges. 

The last chapter provides a summary of the research findings and general conclusions 

from this study. Corresponding implications for management decisions and future research 

are presented. 
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CHAPTER 2. Race, Ethnicity, Urban Populations, and Wildlife-Dependent Recreation:  

A Review and Synthesis of the Literature 

Abstract 

The U.S. population continues to urbanize and become more racially and ethnically 

diverse. Within this pattern, non-White populations are more concentrated in metropolitan 

areas, encounter more constraints to outdoor recreation, and participate at lower rates than 

non-minorities. These disparities can have important consequences for individuals, 

economies, and outdoor recreation management agencies such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service. However, peer-reviewed research on race, ethnicity, and urban diversity related 

specifically to wildlife-dependent recreation is limited. The objective of this study was to 

review and synthesize existing social science literature regarding participation in wildlife-

dependent recreation among racial and ethnic minorities and urban populations. Fifty-six 

relevant papers were identified for analysis using keyword searches of online databases. 

Findings showed that fishing was the most frequently studied type of wildlife-dependent 

recreation, followed by hunting and trapping, and then non-consumptive recreation. The most 

common groups sampled were general populations, hunting and fishing license holders, and 

on-site recreationists. Hispanic populations were the focus of most of the research. More than 

half of the studies did not emphasize any particular racial or ethnic group. Most studies used 

quantitative methods and mail or telephone surveys for data collection. Furthermore, content 

analysis indicated that the three most common themes of research topics studied in the last 15 
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years were participation in recreation activities; socio-demographic comparisons; and values, 

attitudes, preferences, and perceptions. The most common management recommendations 

were to develop facilities and amenities, target specific racial and ethnic groups, and provide 

group or social-oriented recreation opportunities. Frequent emphasis was placed on the need 

to tailor outreach and understanding to the local communities and subpopulations of interest. 

Future research recommendations from the literature included suggestions to continue 

research on specific ethnic groups (especially Hispanic populations), conduct longitudinal 

research, and conduct evaluation studies of programs designed to increase involvement 

among urban and diverse audiences. Further research and management implications are 

discussed. 

Keywords 

literature review, race, ethnicity, wildlife-dependent recreation, urban populations 

Introduction 

Increasing urbanization and ethnic diversity of the United States will challenge land 

management agencies and outdoor recreation providers to provide opportunities to more 

urban and diverse populations than they have served in the past. Adapting to this 

demographic change is important to ensure equitable provision of opportunities and benefits 

across subgroups and to build an engaged constituency. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is one of many natural resource 

agencies that has increased efforts to connect with urban and diverse populations. The 
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USFWS manages the National Wildlife Refuge System. It administers the country’s largest 

network of protected areas for the conservation of fish, wildlife, and plants. It also provides 

opportunities for wildlife-dependent recreation that is compatible with its wildlife-first 

mission. The USFWS defines wildlife-dependent recreation as hunting, fishing, wildlife 

observation and photography, or environmental education and interpretation (H. Rep. No. 

105-106, 1997). The USFWS has a significant urban presence. There are over 100 urban 

wildlife refuges, which are defined as having a population of 250,000 people within 25 miles 

of the refuge (USFWS, 2014). 

According to the 2011 National Survey of Hunting, Fishing and Wildlife-Associated 

Recreation, racial and ethnic minorities engage in wildlife-dependent recreation at rates that 

are approximately one-quarter to one-half those of non-Hispanic Whites, as shown in Table 1 

(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service & U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). Furthermore, a national 

wildlife refuge visitor survey conducted in 2010 and 2011 revealed refuge visitors are 

predominantly U.S. citizens with above-average income and education and are principally 

white (96%) and non-Hispanic (96%) (Sexton et al., 2012). 
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Table 1. Percentage of U.S. population and sub-populations participating in fishing or hunting, 

and wildlife watching (2010-2011). 

Population % Fishing or Hunting % Wildlife Watching 

Total U.S. population 16 30 

Metropolitan residents 15 29 

Non-metropolitan residents 30 40 

White, non-Hispanic 18 36 

African American 10 11 

Asian American 6 9 

Other race 8 13 

Hispanic ethnicity 6 11 

Non-Hispanic ethnicity 17 33 

 

In addition to individual benefits of outdoor recreation, wildlife-dependent recreation 

has significant impact on both local economies and the national economy. The 2011 National 

Survey of Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife-Associated Recreation estimated that Americans 

spent $145 billion on related expenses, which represents about 1% of the U.S. gross domestic 

product. Therefore, the lack of racial and ethnic diversity among participants in hunting, 

fishing, and wildlife viewing has direct economic implications for wildlife and fisheries 

management. Each state’s fish and wildlife management agency receives federal funding 

from excise taxes placed on the sale of certain equipment related to hunting and fishing as 

determined by the Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration Programs Improvement Act of 2000. 

The lack of participation in these activities by growing segments of the population equates to 

lost opportunities for wildlife management revenue (Floyd & Lee, 2002), as well as lost 
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opportunities for political support of wildlife conservation and wildlife dependent recreation. 

As non-White populations increase in share of the U.S. population, land management 

agencies will be challenged to understand and address the underlying factors that limit 

minorities’ recreation use. 

Existing research can inform efforts to provide outdoor recreation opportunities for 

urban and diverse populations. Although race and ethnicity in outdoor recreation has 

historically received limited scholarly attention, attention to these demographic 

characteristics has been increasing significantly in recent years (Floyd, 2007). Floyd, 

Bocarro, and Thompson (2008) performed an integrative review of five major leisure 

journals to assess the state of research and ethnicity in leisure studies. They found that 

conceptual discussions, activity and participation studies, and outdoor recreation/forest-based 

recreation studies occurred most frequently. They observed an increasing diversity of topics 

and found that race and ethnicity are being studied in relation to other leisure constructs. 

However, their findings indicated that the literature has not gone far beyond examining 

differences and variation in leisure participation, park use, and visitation. They noted a lack 

of significant progress in explaining processes that result in these racial/ethnic variations. 

Their recommendations included subsequent integrative reviews to provide directions for 

future research on race and ethnicity in leisure studies. 

Given the topic addressed in this thesis, it should be noted that Floyd et al. (2008) 

limited their study to five primary leisure journals and did not include journals such as 
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Human Dimensions of Wildlife, North American Journal of Fisheries Management, and other 

broader sources. Furthermore, they did not make the distinction between wildlife-dependent 

recreation and other forms of outdoor recreation.  

Another study by Rodriguez and Roberts (2002) included a literature review and 

synthesis for the National Park Service on the association of ethnicity, gender, and social 

class in relation to outdoor recreation participation. Their findings indicate a lack of 

knowledge regarding preferences for park and outdoor recreation opportunities among 

minority communities and a lack of adequate evaluation of interpretive programs and 

outreach efforts to minority communities. 

In contrast to the Floyd et al. (2008) study, Rodriguez and Roberts (2002) offered a 

broader synthesis from multiple sources. However, like Floyd et al. (2008), Rodriguez and 

Roberts (2002) did not make a distinction between wildlife-dependent recreation and other 

forms of outdoor recreation. This distinction is less important for the National Park Service, 

but it is a critical distinction for the USFWS. Furthermore, the study by Rodriguez and 

Roberts is limited to studies published prior to 1999. Also, neither of the two studies focused 

specifically on urban populations in relation to outdoor recreation. 

To date, no studies have been found that examine the state of knowledge about the 

collective relationship of race, ethnicity and urban setting on wildlife-dependent outdoor 

recreation. However, numerous studies have been published that inform aspects of that 

relationship. For example, Sasidharan, Willits and Godbey (2005) conducted a study of inter 
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and intra-cultural differences in urban park usage in Atlanta, GA and Philadelphia, PA. 

Similar to other researchers, they found differences between subgroups in park visitation 

rates, group sizes, and activity patterns. In a national study, Lee and Scott (2011) examined 

the extent to which various sociodemographic variables relate to Americans’ participation in 

wildlife watching. They found that race/ethnicity was the best predictor of wildlife watching 

in comparison to gender, age, level of education, level of income, and urban/rural residence. 

A few studies have looked beyond differences in participation patterns into factors that 

influence participation. Examples include motivations influencing fishing participation 

(Kuehn, 2006), preferences and perceived benefits of urban park visitation (Ching-hua et al., 

2005), values towards wildlife (Manfredo, Teel, & Bright, 2003), and constraints to deer 

hunting (Weddell, Anderson, Rodgers, & Wright, 2007). 

Following up on these related literature reviews and empirical studies, a systematic 

integrative review of the literature on race, ethnicity and urban populations in wildlife-

dependent recreation from a broad set of scholarly sources can serve to identify trends in use 

patterns, synthesize findings with relevance to human dimensions of wildlife, and set 

directions for future research (Jackson, 2004). Additionally, it can inform the efforts of 

outdoor recreation providers by identifying trends in management recommendations. 

Ultimately, a greater understanding of the roles of race, ethnicity and urban populations in 

relation to wildlife-dependent recreation will help public lands management organizations 
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develop programs and policies that promote participation and satisfaction among a more 

diverse population. 

Study Purpose and Objectives 

The purpose of this study was to review existing social science literature regarding 

participation in wildlife-dependent recreation among racial and ethnic minorities and urban 

populations. The specific objectives were to identify (a) trends in research themes and topics 

addressed in past research, (b) methods used in the research, (c) recommendations for 

management and future research that were stated in the papers, and (d) gaps in the research 

and opportunities for future studies focused on diversity in wildlife-dependent recreation.  

Methods 

This study followed established methods for conducting integrative reviews (e.g., 

Bocarro, Greenwood, & Henderson, 2008; Edwards & Matarrita-Cascante, 2011; Floyd et 

al., 2008). Studies included in the literature review were located using keyword searches of 

the complete texts (i.e., not limited to titles and abstracts) of all papers in EBSCOHost, 

Google Scholar, and other online databases. Primary search keywords were hunt, fish, 

wildlife-watch, race, ethnicity, urban, metro, Latino, Hispanic, African American, Asian 

American, and other related descriptors. A broad initial search was conducted that identified 

potentially relevant papers that met all or most of the systematic inclusion criteria listed 

below. References from these publications were reviewed to identify additional publications 

for the integrative review. Additional database searches were informed by the results of the 
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secondary search (e.g., new keywords were found). These procedures generated 506 potential 

publications. These potential publications were further examined and were included in the 

systematic analysis of this literature review if they met the following four criteria: 

1. The publication examined wildlife-dependent recreation. To maintain a manageable 

scope for this review, “wildlife-dependent recreation” was defined as hunting, 

fishing, wildlife watching, or wildlife photography. Note that wildlife-dependent 

recreation did not have to be the central focus of the publication; it required explicit 

mention in the study in some form. 

2. The publication included examinations of racial/ethnic minorities, urban populations, 

or both. This included studies that compared racial or ethnic groups, or studies that 

examined a single racial or ethnic group, or studies that compared urban and rural 

populations, or studies that examined only urban populations. 

3. An empirical analysis was reported. 

4. The study was published in the fifteen-year period from 1999 to 2014. 

Because research on racial/ethnic and urban diversity related to wildlife-dependent 

recreation in the literature is limited, this review included peer-reviewed journal articles, 

book chapters, conference proceedings, and conference abstracts. However, the goal of this 

literature review was not to conduct an exhaustive search for every publication in existence 

that relates the topics of race, ethnicity, or urban populations to wildlife-dependent 

recreation. Instead, the process was exploratory and sought to characterize how scholars have 
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framed the issues, how the issues have been studied, and what recommendations have been 

made (Floyd et al., 2008; Edwards & Matarrita-Cascante, 2011). The 15-year time period 

(1999-2014) provided a snapshot of the topics and progression of research in recent years and 

allowed for exploration of outdoor recreation literature related to wildlife-dependent 

recreation and diverse populations. The time-frame is similar to several previous periodic 

empirical assessments of recreation literature (e.g., Bocarro, Greenwood, & Henderson, 

2008; Samdahl & Kelly, 1999). 

The content of each publication was assessed and coded using the following 

variables: 

 The type of wildlife-dependent recreation examined (fishing, hunting and trapping, or 

nonconsumptive recreation, such as wildlife watching or photography) 

 Whether wildlife-dependent recreation was the primary topic of the paper 

 The method of data collection (mail survey, telephone survey, on-site survey, semi-

structured interview, focus group, or other) 

 The study population (general population, license/permit holders, recreation 

participants, urban residents, rural residents, youth, elderly, immigrants, or non-

specified) 

 The specific racial/ethnic groups sampled or compared 

 The presence of an urban-rural comparison 

 The geographic location of the study 
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In addition, content analysis was used to examine three aspects of each paper: (a) the 

main topic, (b) management recommendations stated in the paper, and (c) research 

recommendations stated in the paper. These aspects are most important for informing future 

research and management practices. Content analysis was performed using a coding process 

similar to grounded theory, following the method of Strauss and Corbin (1990) and Berg 

(1998). Open coding was performed by two researchers to independently identify themes 

within the research topics and management recommendations based upon keywords and 

content. Initial lists were compared between researchers and then discussed and refined into a 

final list of non-exclusive themes. Each researcher then conducted another independent 

content analysis and publications were placed into non-exclusive thematic categories. Percent 

agreement for coding of research topics and management recommendations was calculated 

using Cohen’s kappa (Hallgren, 2012; Geertzen, 2012). Landis and Koch (1977) provide 

guidelines for interpreting kappa values, with values from 0.0 to 0.2 indicating slight 

agreement, 0.21 to 0.40 indicating fair agreement, 0.41 to 0.60 indicating moderate 

agreement, 0.61 to 0.80 indicating substantial agreement, and 0.81 to 1.0 indicating almost 

perfect or perfect agreement. A single researcher conducted the content analysis for research 

recommendations. 

During the process of identifying publications for this review, hundreds of empirical 

studies from within the 15-year period examined some aspect of urban or minority 

participation in outdoor recreation were identified. However, most of those studies did not 
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specifically mention wildlife-dependent recreation (i.e., they did not meet the first of the four 

criteria for inclusion, but they did meet the last three). Such papers were not included in the 

systematic analysis of the literature. Relevant information from those additional papers, 

however, is referenced in the discussion of findings. 

Results 

Of the 506 publications examined, 56 were identified that met all four of the 

systematic inclusion criteria for this review. The dates of publications ranged from 1999 to 

2014, with a peak frequency in 2008 (Figure 1). The majority of studies were published in 

peer-reviewed journals and most appeared in Human Dimensions of Wildlife (n=11; Figure 

2). Nineteen papers were identified from non-journal sources, such as conference 

proceedings, government reports, and graduate student theses. Fourteen of the non-journal 

papers were from the annual Proceedings of the Northeastern Recreation Research 

Symposium. 

Figure 1. Number of papers published per year. 

 

0

2

4

6

8

10

1999 2004 2009 2014

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
p

a
p

er
s 



19 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Number of papers per publication source 

 

Every paper examined some aspect of wildlife-dependent recreation, but only 31 

(55%) included wildlife-dependent recreation as the primary focus of investigation. Fishing 

was the most frequently studied activity, mentioned in 46 of the 56 publications; hunting or 

trapping were studied in 43% (n=24); and nonconsumptive recreation was studied in 54% 

(n=30). Papers commonly included wildlife-dependent recreation as a secondary focus by 

examining a wider variety of outdoor recreation activity preferences and including wildlife 

watching as one activity. Other studies examined people’s values or attitudes towards 

wildlife as a focal topic. For example, Cronan, Shinew, and Stodolska (2008) examined trail 
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use among Hispanics, and one of the 14 activities included in their survey was 

watching/feeding birds or animals as a trail activity (p. 73). 

Studies in this review included participants from a wide range of study populations 

and recreation participants (Table 2). The most common groups sampled were general 

populations of a geographic study area (n=14, 25%), hunting or fishing license holders 

(n=12, 21%), and on-site recreationists (n=12, 21%). Fourteen publications (25%) included 

samples with multiple racial/ethnic minority groups (Table 3). Hispanic populations were the 

focus of five studies (9%). African Americans were the focus of three studies (5%), two 

studies focused on Asian Americans (4%), and one study concentrated on Native Americans 

(2%). Thirty-one publications (55%) did not feature racial/ethnic content in their findings but 

were still included in the systematic analysis because they conducted studies of urban 

populations (Table 3). 
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Table 2. Number and percent of studies that focused on specific population segments 

Population Category n % 

General population 14 25 

Hunting or fishing license holders 12 21 

On-site recreationists 12 21 

Subject experts 3 5 

Urban residents 5 9 

Youth 3 5 

Immigrants 1 2 

Rural residents 1 2 

Vehicle license purchasers 1 2 

Multiple categories (e.g., urban youth) 3 5 

Not-specified 1 2 

Total 56 99
*
 

*
Error due to rounding 

 

Table 3. Number and percent of studies that focused on specific racial/ethnic groups. 

Group n % 

Hispanic 5 9 

African-American 3 5 

Asian-American 2 4 

Native American 1 2 

Multiple minority group 14 25 

No minority focus* 31 55 

Total 56 100 

*Race or ethnicity was secondary to the main focus of the study or was not mentioned. 
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Surveys were the primary method of data collection used in the studies. Mail surveys 

were used most frequently (n=20, 36%), followed by telephone (n=15, 27%), and on-site 

surveys (n=10, 18%). As would be expected, given the predominant use of surveys, 

quantitative methods were used in the vast majority of the studies (n=46, 82%). Qualitative 

methods (e.g., in-depth interviews and focus groups) were used less frequently (n=9, 16%), 

and one study used both methods. 

Studies were conducted in multiple regions of the United States. The distribution of 

study locations across the eight USFWS management regions and beyond is shown in Figure 

3 and Table 4. Ten studies (19%) were conducted on-site at a recreational area, of which five 

(9%) were federally managed (e.g., U.S. Forest Service), two (4%) were managed by a city, 

and three (6%) were under multiple jurisdictions. No studies were identified that were 

conducted on a National Wildlife Refuge. 
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Figure 3. Studies conducted in U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service management regions 
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Table 4. Geographic locations where studies were conducted. 

Geographic location N % 

USFWS Region 1 1 2 

USFWS Region 2 10 18 

USFWS Region 3 10 18 

USFWS Region 4 3 5 

USFWS Region 5 8 14 

USFWS Region 6 1 2 

USFWS Region 7 0 0 

USFWS Region 8 6 11 

Multiple Regions 9 16 

Nationwide 5 9 

International 3 5 

Total 56 100 

 

Research themes related to diversity and wildlife-dependent recreation. 

Content analysis of the main topics of each paper produced twelve research themes 

(Table 5). The goal of the analysis was to describe the range of topics in research on wildlife-

dependent recreation related to diverse and urban populations. The themes were non-

exclusive, meaning that a paper could be associated with more than one theme. 
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Table 5. Non-exclusive research themes identified in literature.  

Topical Theme N* % k 

Participation in recreation activities 48 86 0.36 

Socio-demographic comparisons 45 80 0.67 

Values, attitudes, preferences, and perceptions 33 59 0.64 

Urban context 21 38 0.80 

Motivations and benefits 18 32 0.51 

Land use planning 13 23 0.93 

Constraints to participation 12 21 0.56 

Environmental/social justice 7 13 0.70 

Partnerships and outreach 6 11 0.64 

Risk management of subsistence fishing 5 9 0.84 

Immigration and acculturation 4 7 0.65 

Children and youth 3 5 0.54 

*
Papers could contain more than one theme; sum of N>56. 

 

Participation in recreation activities. 

This theme emerged from studies that focused on activity participation and use 

patterns. Such studies focused on hunting, fishing, wildlife viewing, camping, park use, and 

national forest visitation among other activities and behaviors. They examined topics such as 

the identification of user groups participating in different recreation activities (e.g., Hunt & 

Ditton, 2002), the manner in which people participated (e.g., McAvoy, Shirilla, & Flood, 

2005), or factors influencing participation (e.g., Sali & Kuehn, 2008). 



26 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Socio-demographic comparisons. 

A large number of studies compared individuals or groups based on demographic 

characteristics such as age (e.g., Lee & Scott, 2011), gender (e.g., Sali & Kuehn, 2008), 

race/ethnicity (e.g., Hunt, Floyd, & Ditton, 2007), and place of residence or urban/rural 

residence (e.g., Ford, 2008; Mankin, Warner, & Anderson, 1999). Studies that examined just 

a single socio-demographic group were not included in this theme. Within this theme, studies 

examining the influence of socioeconomic variables such as income and education on 

participation in wildlife recreation were also found (Floyd, Nicholas, Lee, Lee, & Scott, 

2006; Lee & Scott, 2011). 

Values, attitudes, preferences and perceptions. 

Studies in this category focused on the values of participants related to outdoor 

recreation (e.g., Manfredo et al., 2003), their attitudes (e.g., Mankin et al., 1999), their 

preferences for the characteristics of recreation areas, or their perceptions of recreation-

linked subjects (e.g., Dwyer, 2003). For example Hutt and Neal (2010) found that urban 

anglers, who were more likely to be African American, placed high importance on waters to 

fish close to home, and also preferred site attributes such as stocked fish, restrooms, and 

clean facilities. 

Urban context. 

The urban context theme included studies that focused on urban residents or 

recreation in urban or urban-proximate natural settings (e.g., Burger, Pflugh, Lurig, Von 
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Hagen & Von Hagen, 1999; Burger, Stephens et al., 1999; Chavez & Olson, 2009; Dwyer, 

2003). For example, a study of urban park visitation using surveys of Philadelphia and 

Atlanta residents included questions about wildlife recreation (Ching-hua et al., 2005). The 

researchers found that the perceived importance of wildlife as a preferable attribute of parks 

differed by an individual’s race/ethnicity. 

Motivations and benefits. 

Papers within this theme emphasized why people participate in outdoor recreation 

activities and the benefits gained from such participation (e.g., Fedler & Ditton, 2001; 

Schuett, Lu, Ditton, & Tseng, 2010). Investigations of motivation were focused on actual 

participants or consumers, either hunting or fishing license holders (Zwick, Glass, Royar, & 

Decker, 2002) or on-site participants (McAvoy et al., 2005). For example, Winter, Jeong, & 

Godbey (2004) compared three motive domains associated with visiting natural areas—

specifically, consumption, experiencing nature, and social interaction—among Chinese, 

Japanese, Korean, and Filipino residents in the San Francisco area. Consumptive reasons and 

social interaction motivations were rated higher among Chinese and Filipino respondents. 

Chinese respondents placed the highest ratings on nature related motivations. An important 

contribution of this study was its comparison of four different Asian origin groups and its 

demonstration of significant heterogeneity within this population. 
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Land use planning. 

This theme included studies that were focused on informing land use decisions. 

Examples include studies of public preferences for future modification or development of 

recreation lands, facilities, and amenities. For example, Chavez and Olson (2008) reported 

surveyed participants’ preferences for future land use at four different US Department of 

Energy sites. They found remarkable agreement about future land uses despite demographic 

and recreational rate differences. The highest rated uses were maintaining the land as a 

research park and using them for nonconsumptive recreation. The lowest-rated land uses 

were nuclear storage and building of homes and factories. 

Constraints to participation. 

Papers in this category examined factors that limit people’s participation in leisure 

activities, people’s use of leisure services (e.g., parks and programs), or people’s enjoyment 

of current activities. (e.g., Larson, Green, & Cordell, 2011; Wolch & Zhang, 2004). Zwick, 

Flaherty, Solan, Tisa, and Langlois (2006) examined parents’ and youths’ perceived 

opportunities and constraints to participation in a Massachusetts youth hunt. Parents and 

youth differed in their perceptions of opportunities and activities important in a youth hunt. 

There were few social barriers to youth participation in hunting, but time constraints related 

to school, work, and sports most often prevented youth from hunting as much as they would 

like. Similarly, non-participation in youth hunting was related to lack of time and opportunity 

rather than social constraints. 
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Environmental/social justice. 

This group includes studies that explicitly focused on environmental justice or social 

justice for a single sociodemographic group or across multiple sociodemographic groups. 

Examples include investigations of disparities in recreation opportunities or environmental 

risks (e.g., Lovelock, Lovelock, Jellum, & Thompson, 2011; McAvoy et al., 2005). Roberts 

and Chitewere (2011) used focus group data from ethnic minority visitors and nonvisitors to 

the Golden Gate national Recreation Area. They provide results of narratives from those who 

experience constraints and the desire to participate. The authors suggest a need to mitigate 

silent exclusion and offer suggestions for proactive inclusion strategies. 

Partnerships and outreach. 

Studies within this theme had a focus on promoting or improving partnerships or two-

way communication between land management agencies and other organizations or 

communities (e.g., Bengston, Schermann, Hawj, & Moua, 2012; McAvoy et al., 2005). Baur, 

DiPrizio, Fernandes, Fried, and Sellers (2007) conducted interviews with staff from the 

National Park Service and community-based organizations in the Los Angeles metropolitan 

area in order to determine the challenges and benefits to partnerships. All interviewees were 

interested in building partnerships and saw common benefits. The report recommends that 

the National Park Service improve information exchange, strengthen logistical support, and 

enhance cultural awareness and staff diversity. 
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Risk management of subsistence fishing. 

Studies in this distinct theme were related to the risks of eating fish or crabs from 

waters under consumption advisories due to polluted conditions. Topics included 

consumption patterns and motivations (e.g., Burger, 2002) and processing of information 

sources (e.g., Burger, Pflugh et al., 1999). Burger, Pflugh, et al. (1999) interviewed people 

who were fishing or crabbing in the Newark, New Jersey Bay Complex about fish 

consumption behaviors. Fisher, Westphal, and Longini (2010) conducted a similar study in 

the Calumet Region of northwest Indiana and southeast Chicago. Fisher et al. (2010) 

determined that two-thirds of their sample reported eating the fish that they caught. 

Compared to whites, African Americans and Hispanics were more likely to eat their catch 

and to fish regularly for fish to eat. Similarly, the Burger, Pflugh, et al. (1999) study found 

ethnic differences in fish consumption. Differences in the information sources used by 

different racial/ethnic groups about fishing and knowledge of advisories and health risks 

associated with eating contaminated fish were also found. African Americans and Hispanics 

were more likely to consume more of their catch and were less aware of the health risks 

associated with eating their catch. In a study conducted in South Carolina, Burger, Stephens, 

et al. (1999) obtained similar results. They found that African Americans consumed more 

caught fish than whites and also consumed larger portion sizes. 
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Immigration and acculturation. 

Papers in this theme included an emphasis on recreation experiences of immigrant 

groups as well as papers whose primary study population was composed of immigrants. 

Examples of topics include examination of assimilation and acculturation (e.g., Johnson, 

Bowker, & Cordell, 2005) and general descriptions of immigrants’ experiences of outdoor 

recreation settings (Lovelock et al., 2011). Johnson, Bowker, and Cordell (2005) examined 

how participation in nature-based outdoor recreation activities may indicate acculturation to 

American society by Mexican and Chinese groups in the United States. They found that 

Chinese immigrants acculturate more quickly and are more likely than Mexican immigrants 

to participate in nature-based outdoor activities. 

Children and youth. 

This theme includes papers whose primary focus or study population consisted of 

children, youth or adolescents (e.g., Larson et al., 2011; Zwick et al., 2006). For example, 

Van Velsor and Nilon (2006) used grounded theory research to identify conditions important 

in shaping processes that describe the differing wildlife experiences of urban African-

American and Hispanic adolescents. They found that appreciation for wildlife could be 

fostered by childhood access to wild places, supporting mentoring from adults, and positive 

encounters with a variety of wildlife species. 
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Management recommendations from the literature 

Given that the scope of the 56 papers varied from nationwide studies of the general 

population to site-specific studies of particular subpopulations, it is difficult to synthesize 

overall recommendations into summaries that could be applied to any time or place. The 

literature frequently emphasized the need to tailor outreach and understanding to the local 

communities and subpopulations of interest (Bengston, et al. 2012; Burger, Stephens et al., 

1999; Lu, Schuett, Wolber, & Ditton, 2010). 

The thirteen categories of management recommendations that emerged from 

systematically reviewing the literature are listed in Table 9. These categories are non-

exclusive, meaning that a paper could be associated with multiple recommendations. The 

following section provides a detailed description of each of the sixteen recommendation 

categories along with excerpts that highlight specific strategies. 
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Table 6. Management recommendations from the literature 
 

Recommendation Theme n* % k 

Target specific sociodemographic subpopulations 28 50 0.48 

Partner with other organizations 16 29 0.50 

Amenities and facilities 13 23 0.64 

Group-oriented opportunities 13 23 0.36 

Public education 11 20 0.56 

Outreach into communities 9 16 0.56 

Provide proximate recreation opportunities 9 16 0.39 

Increase staff diversity and cultural awareness 8 14 0.39 

Advertisement and marketing 7 13 0.52 

Promote and communicate equitable management 7 13 0.44 

Multiple languages 5 9 0.78 

Transportation provision 2 4 0.66 

Increase technology use in youth recreation activities 2 4 0.48 

No recommendations 19 34  

*
A paper could contain more than one recommendation; sum of n>56. 

 

 

 

Target specific sociodemographic subpopulations. 

A prominent theme identified in the literature review was the recommendation to 

target particular sociodemographic groups based on race, ethnicity, age, gender, income, etc. 

Examples include targeting the groups for outreach, for marketing, or other management 

purposes. Either the paper identified a subgroup that should be targeted, or it offered 



34 

 

 

 

 

 

 

strategies on how to target a specific subgroup. Racial and ethnic groups discussed in the 

literature were typically categorized as white, African American, Hispanic, Asian American, 

and Native American or American Indian. For example, Hutt and Neal (2010) made the 

following recommendation: 

Fisheries agencies managing urban fisheries should continue to target African-

American anglers as they appear to be more dependent on urban fisheries resources; 

and have been shown to have catch-related attitudes, preferences, and angling 

motivations that are different from those of their white counterparts. (pp. 99-101) 

Partner with other organizations.  

This theme included recommendations to partner with other organizations to 

accomplish management goals. Partnerships could include sharing resources or information. 

Examples of organizations involved in partnerships could come from local, state, regional, or 

national scales; and they could be non-profit, private, government, or any other type. 

Bengston et al. (2012) provided an example of a partnership with the Hmong 

community in California, Minnesota, and Wisconsin that identified the need for partnership 

to be viewed as a long-term effort and the need to incorporate cultural values of the 

community. They concluded that successful partnerships must rely on strong relationships 

with local cultures: 

Environmental educators and researchers from the mainstream culture cannot 

succeed in developing culturally appropriate environmental education approaches 



35 

 

 

 

 

 

 

without fully partnering with the target community. The community of interest must 

be centrally involved every step of the way in designing effective approaches to 

ensure that the most important messages are identified and that they are 

communicated in ways that are both memorable and culturally harmonious. (p. 7) 

Amenities and facilities. 

 One theme of management recommendations was to develop or maintain amenities 

or facilities that provide outdoor recreation opportunities. Examples of related topics include 

providing equipment rental services, tables and seating, interpretive programs, or stocking 

preferred species of fish. This theme also includes site management to promote a perception 

of safety and cleanliness by increasing lighting, trash removal, and vegetation management 

(e.g., maintaining open sight lines). Increased law enforcement was also mentioned. Such 

recommendations stem from findings showing that developed facilities, social interactions, 

and catch opportunities (related to fishing) were important site attributes among minority 

groups (e.g., Hutt & Neal, 2010; Gobster, 2002). 

For example, Gobster (2002) makes the following recommendations: 

“Management that facilitates racially/ethnically based social use patterns might 

include table and seating arrangements that accommodate larger groups; a 

simplified information/permitting system for obtaining picnic areas for organized 

group festivals; and location and maintenance of restroom facilities throughout the 

park that provide safe and clean access.” (p. 155) 
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Group-oriented opportunities. 

The literature contained many recommendations focused on providing opportunities 

that cater to families or organized groups. It also included recommendations to provide 

opportunities for recreationists to socialize, such as youth groups. 

One example comes from Tseng and Ditton (2007), who stated that 

because of Hispanics’ strong family attachment to the nuclear and extended kinship 

network, a secure and supportive social space for shared experiences with family and 

extended family is a more important management goal than focusing on the size and 

nature of the fish and the sporting experiences provided. (p. 238) 

Kuehn (2006) focused attention on parental involvement as a key to attracting children to 

fishing and suggested creating family fishing events. Furthermore, to target teens she 

emphasized the importance of social interaction by stating: 

programs designed to increase fishing participation should provide social interaction 

as well as increased fishing opportunities....Efforts to organize outdoor activity 

groups and social events such as fishing derbies and teen retreat weekends may help 

maintain female fishing involvement during this life stage and may be equally 

effective for males. (p. 417) 

Additionally, in light of the increased number of female-headed households, Johnson and 

Bowker (1999) discussed how signs and brochures advertising national forest recreation 

could show one adult and children, rather than the traditional “mother, father, two kids” 

activities. In response to the preference for group participation among African Americans 
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visiting a southern national forest, these authors also recommend that “managers could 

emphasize that the forest provides opportunities for group-related activities for social and 

civic clubs and religious groups” (Johnson & Bowker 1999, p. 34).  

Public Education.  

Among the various themes that relate to the communication of information between 

managers and the public, this theme of recommendations refer to one-way communication 

efforts from management that are related to environmental education or risk management. 

For example, Chavez (2008) recommended that 

managers of these natural areas in southern California might want to consider 

communication and educational programs focusing on describing the benefits to 

Latinos from natural areas, especially emphasizing regulating and cultural services. 

It might be an opportunity to increase knowledge levels about what natural areas do 

for people. Awareness can lead to an informed public and protected natural areas. (p. 

162) 

A major sub-theme within this category recognized that low income and racial and 

ethnic minority groups often experience disproportionately greater risk of exposure to 

environmental hazards (Floyd & Johnson, 2002). This theme considered ethnic differences in 

fish consumption, potential exposure to contaminants, and dissemination of risk information. 

For example, Burger, Pflugh et al. (1999) found that the dissemination of information about 

the risks of eating fish and crabs in the Newark Bay area has not worked as well as 
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authorities believed, and risks were greater for Hispanics and African Americans than whites 

due to differences in consumption patterns. The researchers concluded that 

strategies must be developed to inform the public about the risks of consuming blue 

crabs and particular species of fish...a campaign that included hiring students, 

interns, or local residents to talk to fishermen about the hazards from fish and crab 

consumption might be effective. Further, such people should be fluent in Spanish in 

the Newark Bay Complex, and comfortable with the Hispanic culture. (p. 227) 

 

Outreach into communities. 

Several authors recommended that land managers go into the communities of interest 

to perform outreach efforts. Examples of such efforts include relationship-building through 

attending local festivals and providing programming beyond the borders of the land they 

manage. For example, Baur et al. (2007) recommended that national park staff and local 

community organizations identify and visit locations within communities to conduct 

educational programs for national parks. They state that  

Youth Organizations found lack of awareness among youth as a barrier to park 

visitation. To counter this limitation the NPS could market national parks to young 

people….The NPS could also address this barrier by doing more outreach 

through visiting CBO facilities, participating in career fairs, or setting up booths at 

community gatherings. (p.40) 
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Provide proximate recreation opportunities. 

Providing recreation opportunities close to where people live was commonly 

suggested by researchers as a strategy to overcome constraints to recreation participation, 

especially income and financial constraints. For example, Floyd et al. (2006) reported that 

“fishing can be targeted to a range of socioeconomic groups provided that fishing 

opportunities are available close to home. The findings are consistent with the 

opportunity theory that suggests that people will participate in activities and use 

leisure services if they exist within close proximity to home and are relatively 

affordable (Lindsay & Ogle, 1972). Urban fishing programs clearly have a role in 

making such opportunities accessible.” (p. 363) 

 

Increase staff diversity and cultural awareness. 

To better provide recreation opportunities for urban and minority populations, authors 

recommended that agencies should provide cultural awareness training for staff, hire staff 

from diverse ethnic groups, and hire student interns from racial/ethnic minority groups from 

local communities when possible. For example Gobster (2002) stated that 

Awareness and sensitivity training could help minimize discrimination, but sometimes 

a stronger commitment is needed. In parks like Lincoln with large concentrations of 

certain minority groups, staff of the same race/ethnicity, and in some cases those who 
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speak the same language, could go far in serving clientele and lessening 

discrimination, real and/or perceived. This might require new hiring, but in large 

park districts this might be handled through employee relocation. (p. 156) 

Advertisement and marketing.  

One-way communication from managers with the purpose of increasing participation 

in outdoor recreation or awareness of recreation opportunities emerged as a theme. For 

example, Fedler and Ditton (2001) stated 

There are several implications here for fisheries management agencies. First, they 

need staff with full-time marketing capabilities for identifying and prioritizing angler 

segments and targeting effective messages to particular angler groups like those 

identified in this paper. (p. 290) 

Promote and communicate equitable management. 

 Recommendations in this category were tied to providing greater equality of 

recreation opportunities across subpopulations as well as increasing recreationists' 

perceptions of equitable treatment by staff at recreation areas. These were often made in 

response to issues of mistrust, experiences of discrimination, or unequal opportunity. Gobster 

(2002) offered the following two suggestions: 

Park managers should investigate the quantity and quality of facilities, services, 

programs, and staff throughout the park, paying particular attention to areas that 

serve minority clientele. (p. 156) 
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Police and park supervisors should make their staffs more sensitive to the 

possibilities that their language and actions can discriminate against certain groups, 

or be perceived as such. (p. 156) 

Multiple languages. 

Several recommendations from the literature included providing signs and services in 

multiple languages. Contexts included awareness of recreation benefits to the public (e.g., 

Cronan et al., 2008), interpretive displays and brochures (e.g., Johnson, Bowker & Cordell, 

2005), and risk management of subsistence fishing (e.g., Burger, Pflugh et al., 1999).  Fisher, 

Westphal, and Longoni (2010) suggest that 

Written and verbal communication efforts in Calumet – as in many urban areas – 

need to be in multiple languages and message crafters need to be sensitive to cultural 

issues for all local cultures. (p. 55) 

Transportation provision. 

The literature included recommendations to provide or promote transportation. 

Examples include identifying funding to promote on-site visits or increasing availability of 

public transportation (e.g., Johnson, et al., 2005). Baur et al. (2007) recommend that 

Transportation issues can be addressed through many mechanisms. [Community-

based organizations] and the [National Park Service] could seek cooperative 

solutions involving low or no-cost public transportation to NPS sites. Alternatively, a 

regional transit program could be organized to serve such needs. (p.34) 
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Increase technology use in youth recreation activities. 

Recommendations in the literature included utilizing electronics in outdoor 

programming such as geocaching or providing wireless internet access in covered areas or 

public pavilions (e.g., Baur et al., 2007). Larson et al. (2011) suggest that 

Perhaps park and recreation professionals could integrate children’s passion for 

electronic media with their affinity for the outdoors through technology-centered 

activities in outdoor settings. Geocaching, for example, has become a popular family-

oriented activity that promotes children’s interaction with nature (Flett, Moore, 

Pfeiffer, Belonga, & Navarre, 2010). (p. 16) 

 

Research recommendations from the literature 

Thematic analysis of the research recommendations stated within the papers produced 

five main themes, as shown in Table 7. These categories are non-exclusive, meaning that a 

paper could be associated with multiple recommendations. Only five future research themes 

emerged, which is in contrast to twelve or thirteen themes for research topics and 

management recommendations. Therefore, an inter-rater reliability assessment was not 

conducted for future research themes.  



43 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 7. Recommendations for future research from the literature. 

Future Research Themes n
*
 % 

Examine specific race/ethnic groups 14 25 

Longitudinal studies 14 25 

Examine other socio-demographic variables 13 23 

Regional studies 8 14 

Qualitative studies 6 11 

Other 12 21 

No recommendations 22 39 

*
A paper could contain more than one recommendation; n>56   

 

Examine specific race/ethnic groups. 

The examine specific race/ethnic groups theme included recommendations to study 

ethnically or culturally diverse populations, including targeted studies of one specific 

racial/ethnic group (e.g., Chavez & Olson, 2009); comparisons of multiple racial/ethnic 

groups (e.g., Dwyer, 2000); or using stratified sampling to over-represent particular 

racial/ethnic groups in samples of the general population (e.g., Anderson & Ditton, 2004). 

Such studies were recommended to allow for more in-depth investigation to examine patterns 

across and within racial and ethnic groups. For example, Winter, Jeong, and Godbey (2004) 

used a large sample that facilitated a multiple group comparison of motivations between 

different Asian ancestry groups. Studying specific racial/ethnic groups also allows for the 

study of various sub-populations within groups, such as gender, income, and age groups 

(Anderson & Ditton, 2004; Floyd et al., 2006). 
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Longitudinal studies. 

Longitudinal studies included recommendations to monitor participation, correlates of 

participation, and other variables over time (e.g., Tseng & Ditton, 2007). The use of 

consistent methods and common measures to allow for temporal comparisons and 

comparisons between studies was also emphasized (e.g., Marsinko & Dwyer, 2005). Long-

term studies may provide different perspectives than what might be observed in a single 

study. According to Tseng and Ditton (2007, p. 238), “researchers or managers can scrutinize 

the changing directions in resource use and satisfaction magnitude over time with a 

longitudinal perspective and perhaps reach different conclusions from time series research 

results.” Longitudinal studies are also critical in assessing change in wildlife recreation 

participation or attitudes following new programs or promotion efforts. 

Examine other socio-demographic variables. 

As previously stated, several studies recommended studying racial and ethnic 

subgroups. This theme included recommendations to study subgroups categorized by another 

socio-demographic variable such as age (e.g., Zinn, Manfredo & Barro, 2002), region (e.g., 

Li, Zinn, Barro, & Manfredo, 2003), or gender (e.g., Tseng & Ditton, 2007). Researchers also 

suggest further exploration of how a combination or the interaction of multiple socio-

demographic variables affects participation patterns and constraints in wildlife-dependent 

recreation (e.g., Lee & Scott, 2011). The inclusion of multiple socio-demographic variables 

would help researchers and managers understand the relative contribution of each variable 
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and how participation can be shaped by the combined impact of multiple variables. For 

example, Floyd et al. (2006) found that race/ethnicity was the single best predictor of fishing, 

relative to age, gender, and income. However, their analysis showed that minority status, 

being under age 65, being female, and having a low income reduced the probability of ever 

having a fishing experience by more than 50%. As Li et al. (2003) concluded, “It will be 

increasingly important for researchers to design studies that can illuminate relationships 

among aging, leisure constraints, and recreation disengagement, in subpopulations and in the 

population as a whole” (p. 12). 

Regional studies. 

Several studies mentioned the importance of understanding local context or state-

level and national trends. Some of the larger and more comprehensive studies were 

conducted with national and statewide samples (e.g., Hunt & Ditton, 2002; Floyd, et al., 

2006; Larson, et al., 2011; Lee & Scott, 2011). Local area and regional studies more 

effectively capture concerns related to management of specific resources. For example, this 

theme included recommendations to compare geographic regions (e.g., Ford, 2008) or 

different areas within regions (e.g., Lu et al., 2010). Lu et al. (2010) warned that “managers 

using generalized results from national surveys may encounter local resistance to proposed 

statewide regulations” (p. 133). Ford (2008) and Li et al. (2003) discussed how participation 

in wildlife dependent recreation can differ across regions because of differences in 
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opportunities available for participation and different policies. Thus, these researchers 

highlighted the need for more studies that would help managers in their specific regions.  

Qualitative studies. 

The qualitative studies theme included recommendations to utilize qualitative 

methods of research. Few studies recommended specific techniques, but potential methods 

include focus groups, semi-structured in-depth interviews, and case studies. The primary 

benefit of qualitative approaches is providing a means for exploring cultural values and 

meanings associated with wildlife-dependent recreation and components of the experience 

(Wolch & Zhang, 2004). The components include wildlife and the natural environment, 

activities, motivations and satisfactions, and other related variables. Qualitative methods 

offer tools (e.g., focus groups, interviews) for more in-depth understanding of recreation 

experiences of different ethnic groups compared to conventional questionnaires (Allison, 

1988) 

Discussion 

This review was undertaken to inform strategies for engaging an increasingly urban 

and racially and ethnically diverse population in wildlife-dependent recreation. Fifty-six 

empirical studies published between 1999 and 2014 were identified and examined to describe 

existing research on race, ethnicity, and urban residence in relation to participation in 

wildlife-dependent recreation. The number of publications that were identified on this topic 

peaked in 2008 and was followed by a marked decline in subsequent years. Most relevant 



47 

 

 

 

 

 

 

studies were published in Human Dimensions of Wildlife, Leisure Sciences, the Journal of 

Park and Recreation Administration, and Proceedings of the Northeastern Recreation 

Research Symposium. Survey methods were the predominant form of research design and 

data collection. Fishing was by far the most studied form of wildlife-dependent recreation, 

followed by nonconsumptive activities, and then hunting. In terms of research topics, the 

most frequent of the six non-exclusive themes examined patterns of participation in 

recreation activities. The next most frequent theme was socio-demographic comparisons 

followed by the theme of values, attitudes, preferences, and perceptions. 

One unique component of this review was the examination of management 

recommendations found in the literature. Previous integrative reviews of the recreation 

literature (e.g., Bocarro et al., 2008; Edwards & Matarrita-Cascante, 2011; Floyd et al., 2008) 

did not report on recommendations emerging from study findings. In the present review, 

targeting specific sociodemographic subpopulations and partnering with other organizations 

were the most frequent types of recommendations offered to reach urban and racial/ethnic 

minority audiences. The management recommendations from the literature are specific to the 

populations and activities under study. A central theme throughout the literature was frequent 

emphasis on the need to tailor outreach and understanding to the local communities and 

subpopulations of interest (e.g., Bengston et al., 2012; Burger, Stephens et al., 1999; Lu et 

al., 2010; Shores, Scott, & Floyd, 2007). The findings and recommendations presented in this 

literature review can provide managers with ideas and reference points as they expand their 
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own outreach efforts with their local urban communities. Several key opportunities for 

connecting with diverse groups include utilizing partnerships with community-based 

organizations such as schools and local recreation centers, targeting specific 

sociodemographic subpopulations for outreach, and providing amenities and facilities for 

group-based recreation. 

 Regarding the implications for practice as stated in the papers, it is interesting to note 

that 34% of the publications included no recommendations for management, and 39% of the 

papers included no recommendations for future research. This observation indicates that a 

significant portion of studies are making recommendations for only practice or research 

without addressing both. 

The results of this review also reveal directions for further research. Overall, the 

limited number of studies in the literature that deal specifically with race/ethnicity and urban 

populations in the context of wildlife-dependent recreation is justification for greater 

investment in research by fisheries and wildlife agencies. In light of ongoing changes in the 

racial/ethnic composition of the U.S. population, more research on the fastest growing 

populations, Hispanics and Asians, is needed. Constraints to participation in wildlife-

dependent recreation are another important area of needed research. To engage diverse 

audiences in wildlife-dependent recreation, land management agencies must understand the 

motivations of the individuals they wish to engage as well as the constraints to participation 

that they face.  This understanding is needed to help agencies tailor their programs and 
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resources to reduce constraints to participation, not just to change the perceptions of non-

users. Examples of constraints studied in the literature include time (Zwick et al., 2006), 

family and work commitments (Fedler & Ditton, 2001), finances (Tierney, Dahl, & Chavez, 

1998), lack of awareness (Johnson, Bowker, Green & Cordell, 2007), transportation (Scott & 

Munson, 1994), and discrimination (Flood & McAvoy, 2007; Gobster, 2002).  

Further studies of ethnic patterns in catch-related motivations (e.g., Toth & Brown, 

1997; Hunt et al., 2007) and fish consumption (e.g., Burger, Pflugh et al., 1999; Burger, 

Stephens et al., 1999) would provide additional responses to the federal imperative to address 

environmental justice and differential environmental risks to minority and low income 

populations and populations that rely on hunting and fishing for subsistence (Exec. Order No. 

12898, 1994). Hunt et al. (2007) reported results showing that African American anglers 

were more oriented toward catching and keeping fish than white anglers. Burger and 

associates found that ethnic minority anglers were more likely to eat their catch and to be less 

aware of risks associated with consuming fish from contaminated waters (Burger, Pflugh et 

al., 1999; Burger, Stephens et al., 1999). Future studies should seek to determine how 

ethnicity affects perceptions and beliefs related to risk communications. The most effective 

communication channels for disseminating risk information should also be identified. 

Although much of the literature addresses differences in racial, ethnic, or urban 

subpopulations, the findings were sometimes similar across groups (Gobster, 2002; Ching-

hua et al., 2005). Many of the management recommendations, such as providing a safe and 
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clean environment, may be universally successful among subpopulations (Gobster, 2002; 

Hutt & Neal, 2010). 

Wildlife and fisheries managers would be well served by research that evaluates the 

effectiveness of management actions. Although this literature review identified fourteen 

categories of recommendations of ways agencies and managers could proceed in order to 

increase diversity in wildlife-dependent recreation, these strategies have not been rigorously 

evaluated. In fact, this review found no studies that evaluated the success of management 

actions to increase diversity in wildlife-dependent recreation. While few strategies are likely 

to be universally effective across different regions or racial/ethnic groups, evaluation 

research could help managers identify some “best practices” that may work in a variety of 

settings with diverse populations.  

Longitudinal studies focused on long-term trends related to race/ethnicity and urban 

factors are needed to monitor participation over time. They would be particularly useful in 

evaluation studies designed to assess effectiveness of programs to increase participation in 

wildlife-dependent recreation. As changes in the population continue to unfold, monitoring 

participation patterns, motivations, and constraints should be a high priority (Lu et al., 2010). 

The finding that most studies of wildlife-dependent recreation utilized quantitative 

surveys is consistent with previous findings (Floyd et al., 2008). Surveys of a broad 

population can be used to quantify findings and test theories, but qualitative methods, such as 

in-depth interviews or focus groups, can be utilized for developing new theories and 
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understanding the unique perspective of groups and individuals (Peterson et. al, 1994). For 

example, in-depth interviews and focus groups allow research participants to express their 

views in their own words, which is not usually possible with conventional questionnaires. 

Qualitative studies can also be used in conjunction with other methods to increase their 

credibility through triangulation (Peterson & Rodriguez, 2012). In seeking insight to cultural 

meanings, motivations, and constraints to participation, qualitative research may prove 

fruitful for identifying unique perspectives of diverse communities.  

On-site surveys were utilized by ten (18%) of the studies. Although such methods are 

very useful for understanding people who already participate in wildlife-dependent 

recreation, on-site techniques are not very informative for agencies whose goal is to reach 

populations that are not currently participating. Because mail and phone surveys of the 

general population may not give detailed information about minority subgroups, efforts to 

target research towards subgroups based on race/ethnicity or specific neighborhoods could be 

most useful for efforts to increase engagement in wildlife-dependent recreation by non-

traditional groups. 

Part of what makes the study of cultural values and behaviors challenging is the 

complex and changing nature of race and ethnicity in the United States. The diversification 

of the country towards a majority-minority nation is resulting in a new racial and social 

structure (Shinew et al., 2006). Moving beyond the historic black-white dichotomy, studies 

are incorporating other racial and ethnic groups, especially Hispanics, as well as the 
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increasing number of people who identify as multi-racial/multi-ethnic (Shinew et al., 2006). 

Also, the definitions that have been used to categorize people by race, ethnicity, and culture 

must be examined to see if they retain applicability in the future. As differing values develop 

between people within historical social groupings, the categories may need to become more 

specific (Li et al., 2007). 

The breadth of the literature reviewed for this research represents a limitation of the 

study. Although an extensive search of peer-reviewed publications, conference proceedings 

and abstracts, and book chapters was conducted; studies prior to 1999 were not included and 

other literature sources may have been missed. Examining a longer time period could help to 

better identify long-term trends in research (Bocarro et al. 2008; Edwards & Matarrita-

Cascante, 2011; Floyd et al., 2008). In addition, many of the studies in this review were not 

primarily focused on wildlife-dependent recreation, even though every study included at least 

some explicit analysis of wildlife-dependent recreation, no matter how small. Another 

limitation of this study was inconsistent values in inter-rater reliability kappa values, which 

ranged from 0.36 to 0.84. Landis and Koch (1977) suggest that these values represent fair to 

substantial agreement. 

This study does, however, have a number of strengths and contributions. This is the 

first systematic review of literature on wildlife-dependent recreation in the academic 

literature. It identifies the range of activities under study, showing that fishing has received a 

heavy emphasis, but a research gap exists on activities such as hunting and non-consumptive 
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wildlife-dependent recreation. The study identifies another large research gap, which is a 

complete lack of evaluation of management strategies to increase engagement in wildlife-

dependent recreation. A third research gap exists regarding risk communication about 

consumption of recreationally caught fish and other animals among urban and diverse 

populations.  

Another strength of the study is the inclusion of a review and analysis of management 

recommendations related to engaging diverse recreation groups. The assessment of types and 

relative frequency of management recommendations can serve to generate particular 

strategies and tools that recreation agencies can use to expand their outreach with urban and 

diverse populations. These strategies include partnerships with other organizations, targeting 

specific sociodemographic subpopulations for outreach and understanding, and providing 

amenities and facilities for group-oriented recreation opportunities. 
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CHAPTER 3. Overcoming Constraints to Outdoor Recreation for Urban Communities 

Abstract 

The U.S. population continues to urbanize and become more racially and ethnically 

diverse. Within this pattern, non-White populations are more concentrated in metropolitan 

areas, encounter more constraints to outdoor recreation, and participate at lower rates than 

non-minorities. These disparities can have important consequences for individuals, 

economies, and outdoor recreation management agencies such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service. This study explored the perceptions of constraints to outdoor recreation by 

community residents near urban wildlife refuges and how to overcome those constraints. 

Focus groups of community residents were conducted at seven geographically and culturally 

varied urban wildlife refuges across the United States. Thematic analysis of near-verbatim 

transcripts identified the most salient constraints as a lack of awareness, fear and discomfort, 

cultural disconnect with nature, limited socio-economic resources, inadequate visitor services 

and staff, and institutional constraints. The most emphasized strategies to engage 

communities in outdoor recreation were community partnerships and outreach, marketing 

and advertising, recruitment or training of people for visitor services, providing a welcoming 

atmosphere, and targeting children and youth. The implications of these findings for future 

research and management strategies related to wildlife-dependent recreation for urban 

populations are discussed.  
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Introduction 

 As the United State population continues to urbanize and become more racially and 

ethnically diverse, it will become even more important for urban service agencies and 

recreation providers to reassess how they manage for a diverse population. Historically, 

African Americans, Hispanic Americans, and other non-White population subgroups have 

been less frequent users of national parks, forests, and wildlife refuges (Floyd, 2007); and 

they encounter more constraints to outdoor recreation than non-minorities (Shores, Scott, & 

Floyd, 2007). Outdoor recreation managers must consider that urban and diverse 

communities may have different outdoor recreation preferences, constraints, and information 

needs as compared to the traditional outdoor recreation participant (Burns, Covelli, & Graefe, 

2008). Adapting to these social and demographic trends is important to ensure equal 

provision of opportunities and benefits and to promote continued support of natural 

resources. 

Enduring disparities in outdoor recreation and wildlife-dependent recreation can have 

important consequences for individuals and recreation management agencies. As a result of 

differential patterns of participation, benefits associated with participating in outdoor 

recreation may not accrue equally across subgroups (Gramann, 1996). Individual benefits 
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from outdoor recreation visits include social cohesion, improved mental and physical health, 

learning and skill development, and overall psychological well-being (Chavez & Olson, 

2009; Gobster, 2005; Manning & More, 2002; Williams, 2006). 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is one of many natural resource 

agencies that have increased efforts to connect with urban and diverse populations. The 

USFWS manages the National Wildlife Refuge System, which administers the country’s 

largest network of protected areas for the conservation of fish, wildlife, and plants. It also 

provides opportunities for wildlife-dependent recreation and other outdoor recreation that is 

compatible with its wildlife-first mission. The USFWS defines wildlife-dependent recreation 

as hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, or environmental education and 

interpretation (H. Rep. No. 105-106, 1997). 

In addition to individual benefits, outdoor recreation in general and specifically 

wildlife-dependent recreation have a significant impact on both local economies and the 

national economy. The 2011 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife-Associated 

Recreation estimated that Americans spent $145 billion on related expenses, which 

represents about 1% of the U.S. gross domestic product (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service & 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). Therefore, the lack of diversity and recruitment among 

participants in hunting, fishing, and wildlife viewing has direct economic implications for 

wildlife and fisheries management. Each state’s fish and wildlife management agency 

receives federal funding from excise taxes placed on the sale of certain equipment related to 
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hunting and fishing as determined by the Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration Programs 

Improvement Act of 2000. This money is distributed by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service in 

proportion to the number of fishing and hunting license sales from that state and is used for 

land acquisition and wildlife research/management programs. The lack of participation in 

these activities by growing segments of the population equates to lost opportunities for 

wildlife management revenue (Floyd & Lee, 2002) as well as lost opportunities for political 

support of wildlife conservation and wildlife dependent recreation. 

In the context of wildlife-dependent recreation, executive Order 12862, titled Setting 

Customer Service Standards (1993), has directed executive level agencies and departments 

that provide significant services to the public to “identify customers who are, or should be 

served by the agency” and to “survey customers to determine the kind and quality of services 

they want and their level of satisfaction with existing services.” 

Response to these issues by the USFWS has been the implementation of the Urban 

Wildlife Conservation Program, which is a national-level program that aims to increase the 

USFWS’s relevancy to urban citizens and contribute to the goal of diversifying and 

expanding the agency’s conservation constituency over the next decade. The USFWS has a 

significant urban presence; there are over 100 urban wildlife refuges, which are defined as 

having a population of 250,000 people within 25 miles of the refuge. An underlying need for 

this program is a better understanding of constraints that inhibit connecting urban audiences 
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with wildlife and outdoor recreation, as well as a better understanding of what USFWS and 

other outdoor recreation providers can do to further help with overcoming these constraints. 

Study Purpose and Research Questions 

The purpose of this study was to explore the range of constraints to outdoor recreation 

experienced by communities near urban wildlife refuges and how to overcome those 

constraints. This information can be used by USFWS staff and other outdoor recreation 

providers who seek to understand diverse urban audiences and connect them with recreation 

opportunities. This study can also inform future research. Research questions guiding this 

study were: 

1. What constraints to outdoor recreation are experienced by diverse local communities 

living near urban wildlife refuges? 

2. What strategies do community residents suggest in order to overcome the constraints? 

By addressing these questions, this study can possibly identify perceptions within 

local communities that differ from those held by resource managers. By knowing the range 

of constraints that are experienced, resource managers should be able to develop strategic 

responses to the recreation needs of nearby communities. Furthermore, this study can 

possibly identify commonalities across study populations that should be worthy of 

consideration by all outdoor recreation providers seeking to better serve diverse urban 

residents. 
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Literature Review 

This study explored the range of constraints to participation in outdoor recreation for 

populations near urban wildlife refuges.  The study also sought to identify effective strategies 

to overcome these constraints.   

Research on constraints and barriers in outdoor recreation has a long history. One of 

the earliest studies of leisure constraints was conducted by the Outdoor Recreation Resources 

Review Commission (ORRRC) (Ferris, 1962; Mueller, Gurin & Wood, 1962).  At that time 

researchers focused on identifying “barriers” to outdoor recreation participation.  In the 

1980’s research interest expanded to include barriers related to withdrawal from sports 

activities (e.g., Boothby, Tungatt, & Townsend, 1981), non-participation (Searle & Jackson, 

1985), and non-use of parks (e.g., Howard & Crompton, 1984). However, most formal 

research on constraints to recreation has occurred since the 1980’s (Anderson, Loomis, & 

Salz, 2004).  In addition, several changes occurred in the way constraints were 

conceptualized. In the earlier studies, researchers generally conceived of constraints as 

external factors and barriers that inhibit participation (e.g., time, money, lack of facilities, 

etc.). Barriers were viewed as factors that intervened between recreation preferences or 

aspirations and actual participation (e.g., Mueller, et al., 1962).  However, by the late 1980s 

and early 1990’s constraints became the preferred terminology. At this time, researchers 

began to understand that constraints were not only external, but could also be internal (e.g., 

psychological) and social (e.g., associated with family or other relationships) (Jackson & 
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Scott, 1999). As a result, researchers recognized that internal constraints (e.g., fear of the 

outdoors, lack of knowledge or skills) can influence preferences for activities as well as 

actual participation (Scott & Mowen, 2010). A third notable development was recognition 

that constraints often do not prevent activity participation or park use. Research evidence 

along with new conceptual models showed that people can find ways to negotiate or adapt to 

constraints they experience (Jackson & Scott, 1999).  

The dominant theory of constraints is based on concepts developed by Crawford and 

Godbey (1987) and Crawford, Jackson, and Godbey (1991). As noted, constraints has been 

used to refer to factors that limit and shape the development of recreation interests and 

preferences as well as the ability to participate in them (Henderson & Walker, 2014). 

According to Crawford and Godbey, three major types of constraints are intrapersonal, 

interpersonal and structural. First, intrapersonal constraints influence a person’s preferences 

and are themselves influenced by personal characteristics and self-perceptions (e.g., fear of 

the outdoors). Second, interpersonal constraints relate to social coordination and interaction 

influences such as lack of partners or companions to engage in recreation. Third, structural 

constraints refer to economic and environmental factors such as time available, cost of 

activities, or distance to facilities. Crawford et al. (1991) viewed these constraints as 

hierarchical in order of importance with intrapersonal as the most proximate and structural as 

the most distal. 
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In general, studies have identified several constraints to outdoor recreation including 

time (Zwick, Flaherty, Solan, Tisa, & Langlois, 2006), family and work commitments 

(Fedler & Ditton, 2001), finances (Tierney, Dahl, & Chavez, 1998), lack of awareness 

(Johnson, Bowker, Green, & Cordell, 2007), transportation (Scott & Munson, 1994), and 

discrimination (Flood & McAvoy, 2007; Gobster, 2002). Several studies have applied 

constraints theory to explain participation patterns among demographic subgroups. The 

research evidence consistently shows that individuals from racial and ethnic minority groups 

(Burns et al., 2008; Payne, Mowen & Orsego-Smith, 2002), lower income (Mowen, Payne & 

Scott, 2005) and less educated groups (Lee, Scott, & Floyd, 2001), and older age groups 

(Payne et al., 2002) experience greater constraints to park use. 

Research on constraints related to wildlife-dependent recreation has focused on 

hunting and fishing. For example, Weddell, Anderson, Rodgers, and Wright (2007) found 

that hunters with high participation rates perceived fewer barriers and fewer family and work 

commitments than low intensity hunters, although they found no significant differences 

between the various categories of constraints.  These results suggested that the hunters 

successfully negotiated constraints they might have encountered. Similarly, a study of female 

hunters, reported that most constraints items were not rated highly with the exception of lack 

of time (Metcalf, Graefe, Trauntvein & Burns, 2015). Because the respondents had purchased 

a hunting license it was clear that they found ways to negotiate constraints to hunting. Zwick 

et al. (2006) examined youths’ perceived opportunities and constraints to participation in a 
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Massachusetts youth hunt. There were few social barriers to youth participation in hunting, 

but time constraints related to school, work, and sports most often prevented youth from 

hunting as much as they would like. Similarly, non-participation in youth hunting was related 

to lack of time and opportunity rather than social constraints. In a longitudinal study, Fedler 

and Ditton (2001) studied constraints related to recreational fishing participation. They found 

that time related to work and family obligations was the most common constraint. Having 

access was a more important problem for recent dropouts. While interpersonal constraints did 

not appear to be a significant problem, the researchers observed that lack of time was rated 

high among recent dropouts and active anglers.  

 Research focused specifically on wildlife-dependent recreation suggests that 

different ethnic and racial groups may have different outdoor recreation preferences and 

constraints (Burns et al., 2008). Results from meta-analysis of constraints on park visitation 

conducted by Zanon, Doucouliagos, Hall, and Lockstone-Binney (2013) support this view. 

Their analysis covered studies published between 1978 and 2012. It included 22 studies 

overall and 16 that included race or ethnicity as a socio-demographic subgroup. Several 

findings are noteworthy. First, African Americans were the most frequently studied minority 

group followed by Hispanic and Asian ancestry groups. Second, among Caucasians park 

visitation was constrained more by time (a structural constraint). On the other hand, among 

non-Caucasians, cost, transportation, health, and knowledge were the most salient constraints 

related to visiting parks and outdoor recreation. Third, the effect of race was described as 
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“moderate” in terms of influence on constraint differences. Zanon et al. (2013) stated that a 

“complex set of factors” involving gender, income, place of residence and other factors are 

related to park visitation and outdoor recreation. This point was also made by Anderson, 

Loomis, and Salz (2004) who encouraged researchers to look beyond traditional constraints 

items to think about how income, place of residence, and social structure (e.g., variation in 

family structure related to culture) shape opportunities for outdoor recreation among under-

represented groups. Shores, Scott, and Floyd (2007) demonstrated that individuals with 

membership in multiple disadvantaged subgroups (e.g., poor, female, and minority) are more 

likely to report greater constraints than individuals in a single category. 

Organizational Factors as Constraints 

The majority of past research on constraints on recreation participation focused on 

individual perceptions and behaviors. Although this body of research has increased 

understanding of factors related to low participation and non-participation, less is known 

about the role of organizational factors, especially with regards to issues of race and ethnicity 

(Floyd, Bocarro, & Thompson, 2008; Santucci, Floyd, Bocarro, & Henderson, 2014).  

Organizational barriers fostered by recreation agencies (e.g., policies and procedures), often 

unwittingly or unknowingly, inhibit or prevent participation (Allison & Hibbler, 2004; Scott, 

2000). Walker and Virden (2005) called such factors “institutional structural constraints.” 

They identified two types: intentional and unintentional. Intentional institutional constraints, 

as the term suggests, are management actions implemented to carry out a set objective (e.g., 
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trail closures, bans on restricted activities). Unintentional institutional constraints are the 

“more subtle and unacknowledged form of constraint” (p. 212). For example, interpretive 

services at national parks that do not reflect themes that are relevant to ethnically diverse 

audiences could be a form of institutional discrimination and a type of institutional constraint 

(Floyd, 1999). Thus, one highly relevant issue is the extent that perspectives of management 

agencies and organizations align with the communities they seek to serve. Floyd, Walker, 

Stodolska, and Shinew stated that “The philosophy, values, and ideologies underlying leisure 

service provision reflect mainstream and dominant groups” (2014, p. 298). Research that 

examines organizational or institutional constraints complements what is known generally 

about individual level constraints. In collaboration with resource managers, such studies can 

help identify ways “seemingly benign practices are exclusionary” (Floyd, 2007, p. 250). 

Previous studies have found consistent differences between visitors and managers with 

regards to the meanings and motivations of outdoor recreation (Clark, Hendee, & Campbell, 

1971; Wellman, Dawson, & Roggenbuck, 1982). A few studies have used an institutional 

approach to understand forms of leisure constraints. For example, based on interviews with 

recreation professionals who are people of color, Allison (1999) identified “institutional 

inertia” as a reason organizations are not responsive to diversity initiatives. She noted that the 

inertia arises as leaders deal with other competing management priorities. Allison and 

Hibbler (2004) identified five categories of organizational barriers that influence ability of 

recreation agencies to serve diverse users: (1) lack of recognition of demographic change 
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among users; (2) ineffective staffing decisions (e.g., tokenism); (3) lack of culturally relevant 

programming; (4) lack of bilingual communications and influence of dominant voices; and 

(5) staff biases. In interviews of National Park Service visitor services staff at two urban 

national parks, Santucci et al. (2014) found that programs designed to encourage diversity 

were not sustainable.  For example, their informants described “one off” youth programs that 

did not promote lifelong connections to national parks. Some park staff also perceived 

traditional National Park Service culture as a barrier to increasing visitor diversity. The belief 

that interpretation should be conducted in the parks rather than through programs conducted 

in nearby neighborhoods is an example. Santucci et al. (2014) also found that visitor services 

staff perceived that upper management did not provide enough resources (e.g., training and 

funding) to make diversity initiatives successful. 

Co-cultural theory is a framework that offers researchers a way of examining the 

interpersonal and structural constraints and negotiations that emerge when different cultures 

interact with each other (Orbe & Roberts, 2012). It operates on the assumption that power 

rests in the upper levels of a hierarchy. In the context of this study, the US Fish and Wildlife 

Service is a land managing agency and recreation provider, which controls access and 

activities on the lands they manage. In addition, historically and by law it embodies the 

dominant mainstream culture that shares the values, motivations, and perceptions of outdoor 

recreation and the natural environment (Finney, 2014; Martin, 2004). Co-cultural theory 

examines the ways in which dominant and marginal cultures interact and is grounded in the 
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lived experiences of those who have been traditionally marginalized in society (Orbe & 

Roberts, 2012). In their examination of institutional barriers to participation in recreation, 

Allison and Hibbler (2004) used co-cultural theory to demonstrate how “those historically 

situated on the margins can provide insights into dominant and non-dominant relations that 

are often invisible to those in dominant positions” (p. 265). Co-cultural theory has been 

applied across a range of underrepresented groups in different contexts; but few, if any, other 

studies have applied this framework to outdoor recreation (Orbe & Roberts, 2012). 

Co-cultural theory as a concept can be a helpful approach to build on the research and 

recommendations of other scholars and practitioners as they seek to understand constraints of 

urban and diverse populations and strategies to facilitate their negotiation. Floyd et al. (2014) 

have suggested that “practitioners need to reflect on whether programs and policies serve to 

increase access and promote freedom of choice or continue to maintain and reproduce 

inequalities and stereotypes” (p. 298). 

Some examples of research that examined constraints at the organizational level are 

studies of organizational barriers to work-force diversity (Allison, 1999), organizational 

barriers to inclusion (Allison & Hibbler, 2004) and perceptions of National Park Service staff 

regarding strategies to increase visitor diversity (Santucci, 2013). Allison and Hibbler (2004) 

call for an investigation of how these strategies are perceived by the diverse constituents, and 

“what recreation programs do well to meet their needs and what barriers are created that 

make their community based programs less accessible, desirable, or responsive” (p. 277). 
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Toward this end, and taking an organizational perspective, this study sought to identify the 

range of constraints to outdoor recreation that are experienced by diverse local communities 

living near urban wildlife refuges. Further, it sought to identify strategies community 

residents recommend to overcome the constraints to outdoor recreation. 

 

Methods 

This study employed qualitative data collection and analysis using a focus group 

methodology. In focus groups, data are collected through group interaction on a topic 

determined by the researcher (Morgan, 1996). Focus groups are appropriate when researchers 

are looking for a range of ideas or feelings that people have about something (Krueger & 

Casey, 2009), as is the case in this study. They are also well-suited to determine the 

perceptions of consumers about services and opportunities (Krueger & Casey, 2009), provide 

insights into the sources of complex behaviors and motivations (Morgan & Krueger, 1993), 

and promote the emergence of ideas from a group that may not emerge from isolated 

individuals (Krueger & Casey, 2009).  Furthermore, they are useful in applied settings where 

a difference in perspective exists between the researchers and those with whom they need to 

work. They allow participants to exercise a fair degree of control over their own interactions 

and have the ability to “give a voice” to marginalized groups (Morgan, 1996). A 

comprehensive review of race, ethnicity, and leisure studies in five major journals found that 

the vast majority of existing studies in this area use quantitative methods (Floyd et al., 2008).  
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Byrne, Wolch and Zhang (2009) suggested that focus groups and other qualitative research 

techniques could be used to investigate the perceptions of people of color and better discover 

the thoughts, feelings, beliefs, values and attitudes of people who do not visit outdoor 

recreation areas. Allison and Hibler (2004) describe how qualitative research “allows the 

understanding of ‘difference’ to move beyond particularistic group characteristics toward a 

more comprehensive understanding of how agencies respond to those differences (e.g., 

ethnicity, age, social class, gender, sexual identity, ability)” (p. 278). Thus, a focus group 

approach is appropriate for this study. 

In this study, fourteen focus groups were conducted with local community leaders at 

seven geographically and culturally varied national wildlife refuges in urban locations across 

the United States.  

Study Settings 

Seven urban national wildlife refuge locations were selected for this study as shown 

in Table 8. Potential refuges were identified based on having a population of 250,000 people 

within a 25-mile radius of the refuge, which is the average distance that a visitor traveled to 

reach a national wildlife refuge in 2010 and 2011 (Sexton et al., 2012). Furthermore, each 

refuge had to have at least one urban area as defined by the U.S. Census within that same 

radius; had to have public access; and had to have a 2012 annual visitation larger than 

22,000. Seventy one refuges met this criteria. 
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Within the 71 refuges that met the minimum criteria for inclusion, seven refuges were 

selected by using a purposive sampling method that promoted maximum variability based on 

geographic location, cultural diversity, surrounding population size, visitation rates, and 

current outreach efforts. Maximum variation sampling is appropriate when the sample size is 

very small (List, 2004) and when researchers want to understand how a phenomenon is seen 

and understood among different people, in different settings, and at different times (Cohen, 

2006). 

 

Table 8. National Wildlife Refuge locations for focus groups. 

Refuge 
Urban Area(s) 

within 25 miles 

Population 

within 25 

miles 

Visitations 
2013 

Tualatin River NWR Portland, OR-WA 1,727,100 131,709 

Don Edwards San Francisco Bay NWR San Francisco-Oakland, CA 

San Jose, CA 

Concord, CA 

5,021,028 685,400 

Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR Denver-Aurora, CO 2,277,371 180,000 

Minnesota Valley NWR Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI 2,610,793 230,000 

John Heinz NWR at Tinicum Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE-MD 3,949,328 140,000 

Potomac River NWR Complex    

       Featherstone NWR Washington, DC-VA-MD 2,479,129 20 

       Mason Neck NWR Washington, DC-VA-MD 2,832,706 38,210 

       Occoquan Bay NWR Washington, DC-VA-MD 2,774,276 38,210 

Arthur R Marshall Loxahatchee NWR Miami, FL 2,586,378 276,680 
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Participants 

Participants were selected for focus groups if they were recognized community 

leaders or organization representatives with extensive ties to the local communities 

surrounding urban refuges. These individuals were chosen because they were assumed to 

have a high level of interaction, familiarity, and knowledge of the local community that is 

greater than the average community resident. This fit with the study goal of identifying a 

broad range of perceived constraints and suggested strategies, as well as being able to 

prioritize key concepts that emerge as the most prevalent. 

 Similar to refuge selection, a maximum variation sampling approach was utilized 

based upon the type of organization that the individual represented or their role in a 

community. Focus group participants included representatives from more than 80 different 

organizations from the fields of local parks and recreation, community development, faith-

based organizations, education and childcare, food justice, wetland preservation, YMCAs, 

local radio and television, Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, Boys and Girls Clubs, Friends of the 

Refuge, youth service, zoos, museums, and others. Demographic data or other personal 

information about participants was not collected. 

To recruit focus group participants, a list of potential key contacts was created by the 

refuge staff and research team. Next, using the list, a snowball sampling technique was used 

to identify individuals and organizations to participate in the focus groups. Furthermore, an 

extensive internet search was conducted to find recreation, conservation, environmental 
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education, or other community-based organizations (e.g., environmental justice, libraries) 

within communities near the refuges to identify potential focus group participants. A set 

protocol was used for initiating contacts, sending invitations and follow up reminders the 

planning of each focus group (Appendix B).  

Data Collection 

Each focus group was facilitated by one member of the research team with assistance 

from two note takers. Participant comments were recorded on flip charts that could be 

viewed throughout the discussion to ensure accurate capture of key points. Participants had 

multiple opportunities to review and, clarify their statements, and fill in any information they 

felt might be missing. One note taker recorded near verbatim notes on a laptop, identifying 

individual speakers with an anonymous coding system. Notes were edited for clarity 

immediately following the focus group. No audio or visual recording was used. The note 

taker recording near-verbatim notes was the same researcher at every focus group, although 

the chart note-taker and facilitator varied. 

Two focus groups were held in each of the seven refuge locations. One was held in 

the morning and one in the evening of the same day to accommodate participants’ work 

schedules.  The exceptions were Minnesota Valley NWR and Rocky Mountain Arsenal 

NWR, where the focus groups were held on different days in order to gain greater 

participation.  Focus groups lasted approximately two hours. All participation was voluntary. 

No money or other incentives were provided to the participants. Light refreshments were 
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served. The mean number of participants at each focus group was 6.9. Eleven of the focus 

groups contained five to eight participants, which Krueger and Casey (2009) suggest is 

usually the ideal size of a focus group. The exceptions were one focus group at each of the 

following refuges: Don Edwards San Francisco Bay NWR (2 participants), Potomac NWR 

Complex (3 participants), and Loxahatchee NWR (16 participants). 

To begin each session, participants were welcomed by the facilitator and refuge staff 

and were then asked to introduce themselves and indicate the organization or community 

they represented. Before the discussion began, refuge staff exited the room in order to 

encourage greater expression of opinions about the refuge and the USFWS. Once refuge staff 

left the room, the facilitator reviewed the goal and guidelines for the session and began the 

discussion.  All focus groups were held in a conference room or meeting space provided the 

refuge.  

Focus groups were guided by the following questions: 

 Speaking on behalf of local community residents, what comes to mind when they 

hear outdoor recreation? 

 What motivates people in this community to participate in outdoor recreation? 

 What barriers prevent greater access or enjoyment of outdoor recreation opportunities 

by people in this community? 

 What can be done to promote greater participation in outdoor recreation and use of 

the refuge by people in your community? 
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Data Analysis 

Data were analyzed and explored using the constant comparative method of thematic 

analysis described by Benaquisto (2008) and Silverman and Patterson (2015). The goal of the 

thematic analysis was to explore the range of themes through use of explicit criteria and 

evidence from the data.  Data analysis was systematic, verifiable, sequential, and continuous, 

as described below (Krueger & Casey, 2009). 

NVivo qualitative data analysis software was used to facilitate open coding and 

focused coding. Open coding (Krueger & Casey, 2009) involved reading the focus group 

notes, focus group charts, and interview transcripts line-by-line and assigning codes to 

discrete excerpts in the data. Those codes could be in vivo terms drawn directly from the text 

or could be researcher generated. A single phrase could have multiple codes assigned to it. 

An initial coding frame or “start list” (Riddick & Russell, 2008) was utilized as a starting 

point using the categories compiled by Walker and Virden (2005). 

 The analysis then transitioned to include focused coding (Krueger & Casey, 2009), in 

which the open codes were synthesized and organized into overarching categories or refined 

into more distinct variations. These focused codes were conceptual in nature and process-

oriented. Open and focused coding were repeated in an iterative and overlapping fashion. 

Coding schemes were adjusted and the coding frame refined throughout in order to inform 

the research questions, while also staying alert to other possible concepts that may emerge as 
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important. (Krueger & Casey, 2009). The product of thematic analysis includes a description 

of the patterns of experience and the overarching design that unites those patterns (Ayres, 

2008). As a final note on content analysis methods, the process of memoing involved the 

researcher keeping notes on insights, ideas, and patterns that occurred to him during the 

content analysis.  

Results 

Constraints to outdoor recreation. 

Thematic analysis of data from the focus groups reveal six main themes as discussed 

by focus group participants across all seven refuges. Those themes are described in detail 

below, and their relationships are summarized in Figure 4. The presence or absence of each 

theme at each refuge is shown in Table 9. Relevant non-verbatim quotes are included to 

illustrate examples of comments from the focus groups. 
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Figure 4. Themes regarding constraints to outdoor recreation in context of wildlife refuges 

 



88 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 9. Presence of themes regarding constraints at each refuge 

Refuge name 
Lack of 

awareness 
Fear and 

discomfort 

Cultural 
disconnect with 

nature 

Limited 
socio-

economic 

resources 

Inadequate 
visitor 

services 

and staff 

Institutional 
constraints 

of USFWS 

Don 

Edwards 
      

John Heinz       

Loxahatchee       

MN Valley       

Potomac       

RM Arsenal       

Tualatin       

 

Lack of awareness 

Lack of awareness was typically seen as the most salient constraint to participation in 

outdoor recreation, especially in the context of wildlife refuges. Focus group discussions 

frequently mentioned how people are not aware of the existence of the wildlife refuge. Other 

people may see the space, but not understand what it is or that recreation is allowed there. 

Even people who know recreation is allowed may not know what sorts of opportunities are 

available. Conversation frequently revolved around a lack of advertisement and signage for 

the refuges. The lack of quality advertising was mentioned in addition to the general lack of 

advertising.  In contrast to organizations like the National Park Service, the USFWS was 

perceived as being much less well-known or understood by the general public. People 
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expressed that information about recreation opportunities on the refuge or other places was 

either scarce or difficult to find amidst other advertising for other opportunities. 

People who come here already know about the refuge. People from my community 

don’t know. They think it’s the Army and that they can’t go on it. We’re right there 

and don’t use it. It’s right smack in the neighborhood, but outreach is really lacking. 

(Tualatin River NWR) 

They don’t know there’s a nature center. There’s something comforting about having 

a building and bathrooms. There is a perception that wetlands are wastelands. They 

need a certain amount of understanding. (John Heinz NWR) 

There was a bit more discussion from this theme outside of the context of wildlife 

refuges. It was mentioned that other outdoor recreation spaces or outdoor recreation 

opportunities in general may be unknown or misunderstood by people. This was often 

mentioned in the context of immigrants who are not familiar with the existence or structure 

of public outdoor recreation space. Also, people may have just grown up without exposure to 

outdoor recreation, and are not aware of the opportunities, or are not aware of how to 

approach them due to lack of experience or guidance. 

“The concept of public land is unfamiliar… In the U.S. you can go to all these places. 

I think it’s a barrier that people don’t know about the concept of national forests or 

wildlife preserves; it’s so foreign to other cultures and even low-income communities 

in this country.” (Tualatin River NWR) 
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Lastly, there were comments mentioned at least once in almost every focus group 

about how the lack of awareness and lack of utilization were seen positively by current user 

groups and managers, because it limited visitor crowding or impacts to the natural resources. 

Lots of people make a wrong turn and find the park. Regulars that come out don’t tell 

anyone else because it’s all theirs. (Minnesota Valley NWR) 

Fear and discomfort 

Participants discussed that urban residents may view outdoor recreation areas as 

scary, dangerous, or uncomfortable places for a variety of reasons. It was mentioned that 

some of these perceptions are based in fact and some are misperceptions. Less specifically, 

some concerns relate to a more general fear of the unknown and a perception of outdoor 

recreation spaces as uncontrolled areas. When specified, the sources of fear and discomfort 

that emerged can be generally categorized as environmental or inter-personal. Cultural 

stigmas also emerged as being linked with this theme. These three subthemes are discussed 

below. 

Environmental fear and discomfort. 

Outdoor spaces, particularly undeveloped and wooded spaces, were sometimes 

associated with fear of injury from wild animals such as snakes, bears, and ticks or just non-

descript dangerous animals that may or may not actually exist at the areas in question. Apart 

from actual injury, it was discussed how environmental discomforts could be a constraint, 

such as getting dirty or experiencing weather extremes of hot or cold. Particular to several 



91 

 

 

 

 

 

 

refuges, smell and perceptions of toxicity from previous human impacts in the area promoted 

a negative view of certain outdoor recreation environments. 

We've had busloads of kids come out from inner city Denver. Some of the kids refuse 

to get off the bus because they're actually scared they're going to be eaten by 

something. A lot of the folks, regardless of what race they're from, who have never 

been exposed to natural resources, fear it. The same way as a lot of people, 

regardless of race, who have been raised in totally rural areas fear walking through 

a city. (Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR) 

Inter-personal fear and discomfort 

Many sources of fear, discomfort, and negative perceptions of outdoor recreation and 

outdoor recreation spaces were the result of negative interactions with other people or the 

potential for negative interactions. For example, fear of crime and assault was mentioned, 

although it was not necessarily localized to outdoor recreation areas. Participants mentioned 

that certain nearby communities had high crime rates, and just being in any sort of unfamiliar 

territory was perceived as dangerous by residents. 

Participant 1: The urban experience: there are children that don’t come outside to 

play. They look at the world through window. Fighting, shooting – their parents keep 

them inside. They are on guard about safety early on. The wildlife refuge has a sense 

of vulnerability. 

Participant 2: They may have never been outside of their neighborhood--not outside 

of 3 blocks. 

Participant 3: I might think those 3 blocks are the most dangerous, but they think the 

woods are. 
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Participant 4: But they know their 3 blocks. 

A generalized fear of authority was also mentioned in many of the focus groups, 

especially as it related to immigrants. Wildlife officers in uniform may not be distinguished 

from police officers or immigration officers. The presence of fences, gates, and signage 

regarding regulations and law enforcement may further promote an intimidating, 

authoritarian, or unwelcoming image. 

The USFWS a regulatory agency. The signs tell you all the things you’re not 

supposed to do. It’s not exactly inviting. (Potomac River NWR Complex) 

Conversations from the focus groups included mention of how certain interactions 

with refuge staff or other visitors can make visitors from non-mainstream cultures feel 

uncomfortable or offended. This included behaviors seen as unfriendly or unwelcoming, 

especially if visitors felt prejudged because of their race or ethnicity. Participants discussed 

how even well-meaning efforts by culturally insensitive staff can be perceived as offensive. 

More subtly, at several focus groups, the idea of “otherness” emerged. This relates to 

the idea that non-traditional user groups, especially racial and ethnic minorities, may feel 

uncomfortable if there are no other users or staff who look like them at the recreation areas. 

They don’t want to be the only black people out there, out in the woods by themselves. 

This is a huge thing, a HUGE barrier [emphasis from participant]. (Rocky Mountain 

Arsenal NWR) 
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Cultural stigma 

This third sub-theme of fear and discomfort relates to how past experiences or events 

can impact cultural memory into the present day. Outdoor spaces and wooded spaces can 

hold negative stigmas for some populations in question, particularly African-Americans. 

They are places where past incidents of discrimination including violent crimes had been 

perpetrated, and are places that people were warned not to visit growing up. 

Another aspect of negative stigmas involves social mobility. Participants discussed 

the idea that people or families or groups were forced to live or work outside in the past due 

to harsh socioeconomic circumstances or discrimination. They have worked hard to better 

themselves, and spending time in outdoor settings represents a sort of socioeconomic 

backslide. 

There are bears and ticks. You can’t control what’s out in woods. From my 

perspective, my parents were telling me don’t go into woods. You might see a friend 

hanging from a tree. Trying to escape slavery. Trying to get out of woods, away from 

those threats. Going back to the woods is a step back. There is a certain social 

history. People don’t like to have that discussion. It just hits that nail on the head. 

For urban people, people of color, it’s a challenge and I don’t know how you 

overcome that. (John Heinz NWR) 

Cultural disconnect with nature 

One theme that emerged from the focus group discussion was that of a general lack of 

connection to nature or outdoor recreation that is prevalent across many cultures. In some 

cases this may tie to the theme that describes a lack of awareness, but in many cases it is a 
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general disinterest, lack of tradition, lack of preference, or lack of value for outdoor 

recreation. Competition from other recreational activities such as sports, electronics, or 

indoor recreation was discussed. 

The biggest barrier is the lack of connection to nature. There’s a disconnect to 

nature.  All ethnic groups, all socioeconomic groups; there’s a disconnect. (John 

Heinz NWR) 

Limited socio-economic resources. 

Several constraints emerged that are grouped under this theme. Lack of transportation 

was mentioned as a constraint in nearly every focus group, and was tied closely to lack of 

financial resources. Discussion included lack of personal cars, inadequate public 

transportation, and lack of funding for school buses. The cost of entrance fees to refuges or 

the cost of certain activities or programs such as fishing were mentioned multiple times. 

Local people were perceived as being unable or just unwilling to pay those fees. 

Furthermore, a lack of recreational equipment was perceived as a constraint. Many 

community members were perceived as spending lots of time working to “put food on the 

table,” so much that their leisure time was limited and they did not want to spend it on 

transportation. 

For some of the lower income, it may be they have multiple jobs, so there’s not time 

for this type of activity. I talked with people from El Salvador who said we don’t have 

time, and when we do get together it’s a family gathering. (Potomac River NWR 

Complex) 



95 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Inadequate visitor services and staff 

Participants discussed how the opportunities being offered by the refuge or other 

outdoor recreation providers were insufficient or otherwise unsuited for local communities. 

These inadequacies included a lack of organized activities as well as a lack of staff for 

guidance, education and outreach. In addition, staff were sometimes perceived as being 

unequipped to interact with local community members, or being culturally insensitive. 

No camping is allowed at the refuge. Bloomington is a huge area, and no camping is 

available. Only one area in all of Bloomington offers camping. (Minnesota Valley 

NWR) 

You can get an annual pass, but you’d be lucky if you’d be able to buy one here. Staff 

offices aren’t located on site and they are rarely there. You have to go somewhere 

else for the pass and it’s during business hours. Staffing and the gates are geared 

towards business hours, when most people are working. (Potomac River NWR 

Complex) 

“The refuge has one of the greatest volunteer programs there is. But, the average age 

is about 70 years old. We’re not replenishing with younger volunteers. Volunteers are 

working more and more with less and less. And, at a certain point, they just aren’t 

there anymore.” (Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR) 

I’m leading [a local parks event] every first Saturday of the month. We had to do a 

flyer in Spanish and English, but I had to take my phone number off it because I don’t 

speak Spanish. It’s a big barrier. We have a really big Hispanic population. (Don 

Edwards San Francisco Bay NWR) 

Staff and volunteers don’t look like visitors. They’re all people wearing badges, 

volunteer shirts, etc. – all white people (John Heinz NWR) 
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Institutional constraints of USFWS 

Given that many participants were already familiar with their refuge, some were able 

to speak to constraints that are affected or effected by institutional policies and practices. 

This theme emerged less as a grouping of types of constraints, and more in terms of explicit 

recognition that it was the institution that was creating or exacerbating the constraints. 

Tied closely to the previous theme of insufficient visitor services and resources, 

participants mentioned how many desired activities are restricted at refuges due to the 

wildlife-first mission of the USFWS. They also discussed how limited budgeting prevents the 

hiring of additional visitor services staff. 

The overt rules are a barrier. No dogs--that’s a barrier. Even walking in here, there’s 

a big sign, ‘No Food or Drink’ – the first thing the refuge says is ‘no’. (Tualatin River 

NWR) 

The staff is overwhelmed with just staff stuff. 3 to 8 people doing all the extra jobs like 

making reports. Why isn’t it working? Because there is nobody here. (Rocky 

Mountain Arsenal NWR) 

This is a different kind of a refuge. This is all fake. The usual strategy is to take a 

piece of natural land and cordon it off as refuge. Here is a stage set where they are 

trying to create prairie in an urban site that was a super fund site. I think the unique 

aspects of the refuge should be run differently. There are cultural barriers within the 

Fish and Wildlife Service that make it difficult, and Fish and Wildlife Service doesn’t 

understand that it is different here. (Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR) 
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Strategies to engage communities in outdoor recreation. 

In order to overcome the constraints mentioned above, focus group participants 

offered many suggestions of how the refuge and other recreation providers have had success 

engaging with local communities as well as opportunities for greater engagement. Five main 

themes emerged as detailed below. Within these themes many elements were overlapping 

and intertwined. The most prominent of these relationships are depicted in Figure 5. 

Figure 5. Strategies to overcome constraints to outdoor recreation 
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Table 10. Presence of themes regarding strategies to engage at each refuge 

Refuge name 
Community 
partnerships 
and outreach 

Marketing and 
advertising 

Recruit or train 
people for 

visitor services 

Welcome and 
comfort 
visitors 

Children and 
youth 

Don 
Edwards 

     

John Heinz      

Loxahatchee      

MN Valley      

Potomac      

RM Arsenal      

Tualatin      

 

Community partnerships and outreach 

This was by far the most heavily emphasized theme throughout all of the focus 

groups. Many of the other themes are related to this one or underpinned by this theme, and 

partnerships were perceived as having the potential to address multiple constraints. Focus 

group participants emphasized that the refuges and other recreation providers could utilize 

opportunities to get out into the community and partner with local agencies, nonprofits, and 

for-profit businesses. Suggestions included working with organizations such as recreation 

centers, churches, YMCAs, Scouts, and local government agencies to increase attendance, 

awareness and engagement. Recreating in groups was seen as a way for people to feel more 

comfortable in an unfamiliar setting. Focus groups tended to have a lengthy discussion of 
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specific local organizations that had potential for partnership. Schools were often mentioned 

as an avenue for engagement and many suggestions were offered in that context.  

Figure out groups starting point, meet them there, and then push them beyond it. Not 

ready for week in the woods, but can take them out in park. Introduce with what they 

are comfortable with then introduce to more and get rid of fears. (Minnesota Valley 

NWR) 

Participants also discussed the refuge as a place where educational and recreational 

programming could be held and instructed by staff from partnering organizations, interns, or 

volunteers. Other example strategies included working with established groups such as non-

governmental organizations and service groups who provide opportunities, but may not have 

a place to host events. 

Start looking for the groups that already have the problems solved, but they don’t 

know where to come. After school and summer camp directors are booking field trips 

right now. When we brought our Latino kids here they loved it here. They will beg 

parents to bring them back if they know what they are talking about. I ended up being 

the communicator with the parents. The parents don’t know where it is. They come 

back to me as the source of information. (Arthur R. Marshal Loxahatchee NWR) 

Participants suggested increased efforts by staff to get off the refuge and engage with 

communities in their more immediate spaces. In one focus group this was referred to as “go 

and grab outreach.” Making a personal connection was described as an important part of 

increasing awareness of and interest in the refuge. Participants acknowledged that this would 

be time-intensive for staff, but felt that it was a necessary part of engaging diverse audiences. 
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Volunteers or other partners who were interested in making and maintaining such 

connections could help implement this strategy. Participants expressed that it is important to 

have welcoming, culturally-relevant leaders who go to the community and lead by example. 

Additionally, partnerships were viewed as a crucial way to leverage limited resources. 

I would like to see land management agencies…partner with non-profits. Non-profits 

can stretch the dollar so much further than agencies... Non-profits can do the work 

and have twice the output for the same amount of money. (Tualatin River NWR) 

Marketing and advertising 

Participants suggested that the lack of awareness barrier can be addressed with 

various marketing and advertising strategies. Tied to the previous theme, suggestions were 

made to utilize existing information channels and trusted sources of partner organizations. 

Examples of marketing and advertising strategies included enhanced signage on refuge 

borders and entrances, social media (particularly to engage youth), placing articles in 

community newsletters and brochures to new homeowners, utilizing local television and 

radio stations and getting local community members to help spread the word. Other 

opportunities included connecting with local sporting and community events. Advertising 

through community education or school groups was also recommended. The importance of 

creating a marketing campaign to reach different ethnic communities was emphasized. Ways 

to increase the participation levels of diverse audiences included having marketing materials 

that represent a broad range of people, including people from different ethnicities and same-

sex couples. 
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“There is also opportunity for organizations to help promote each other at various 

parks and historic sites. Have a brochure rack that says,”Here’s some other things 

you can do.” You can package a week’s worth of events. (Potomac River NWR 

Complex) 

There is a lot of media out there to use. Some newer immigrants are not tuned into TV 

or mainstream radio. You have to get into communities’ media like local, community 

papers. Each individual communities have their own paper. (Minnesota Valley 

NWR) 

Recruit or train people for visitor services 

Several suggestions focused on addressing constraints related to lack of staff as well 

as lack of diversity and cultural awareness of staff. 

Suggestions included increasing the number of staff, especially those trained to 

deliver programming for school groups and other visitors. Assigning additional staff for 

outreach was also suggested. Suggestions were also made to increase human resource 

capacity through recruitment of volunteers or interns, or providing volunteers the opportunity 

to advance to hourly pay. Importance was placed on having recreation providers be staff 

members, partners, and volunteers who are role models from the communities that are being 

engaged. Participants indicated that training of staff and outdoor recreation leaders to 

understand the complexity and differences within and among diverse cultures was an 

important strategy. 
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Staff might treat a teenage African American male differently than he wants to be 

treated. It’s important to have sensitivity and inclusivity training. The one time you 

try to talk slow to a Latino family, they’re out, and won’t want to go there again. It 

can be well-meaning, but not have the outcome you want. (Rocky Mountain Arsenal 

NWR) 

We have great instructors, but seeing another woman doing these things makes it 

inviting. In terms of ethnicity; it makes a difference in lowering one’s guard. (Don 

Edwards San Francisco Bay NWR) 

“There is incredible diversity within every community mentioned here today… We 

need to be careful not to assume that a connection with one person and what they tell 

us is generalizable to the whole community. Many points of data are needed.” 

(Tualatin NWR) 

Welcome and comfort visitors 

Suggestions of strategies to overcome constraints related to fear and discomfort were 

offered by focus group participants. Several groups mentioned having staff who could act as 

an “ambassador” or “mentor” to reassure first-time visitors who may not have familiarity 

with outdoor recreation or refuges. This ties to the previous theme that suggests increased 

cultural sensitivity on the part of recreation providers. It was also suggested that refuges have 

a more welcoming appearance and entrance gates, especially refuges that had a perimeter 

fence, which could help overcome negative stigmas of the refuge and fear of authority. 

“The gates and the people both need to be welcoming. You can judge in half a second 

if people are welcoming.” (Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR) 
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Parents want this for their kids, but don’t feel like they can do it. Parents need a 

mentor, someone to help with expertise and skills. (Minnesota Valley NWR) 

Children and youth 

Many strategies mentioned in other themes were framed in the context of children 

and youth. As mentioned above, schools and youth organizations were often perceived as 

prime opportunities for partnerships, and emphasis was placed on getting schools to bring 

students to the refuge.  Participants suggested that the refuge plan around school testing 

schedules and curriculum requirements. Engaging teachers and making them comfortable 

was seen as being an important factor in their decision of whether or not to bring school 

groups. To alleviate constraints related to transportation costs, suggestions included 

partnering with other local organizations that already have transportation, or seeking grant 

funding to pay for activity buses. It was repeatedly mentioned that children have the potential 

to transfer information and interest to their parents—especially for overcoming constraints 

related to awareness and language. 

“We started an urban ranger program. Now, these kids are out there teaching 

younger kids... It would be awesome for Fish and Wildlife Service to do this type of 

work. We can talk about the refuge and help to get the word out… It’s so much cooler 

for a 17 year-old to tell a 10-year-old why they should love a prairie ecosystem than 

for adults to tell them.” (Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR) 
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Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to explore the perceptions of communities near urban 

wildlife refuges regarding constraints to outdoor recreation and how to overcome them. The 

focus group proceedings identified a wide range of constraints as voiced by community 

leaders from across the country. Within this data, six key concepts emerged from thematic 

analysis: lack of awareness, fear and discomfort, cultural disconnect with nature, limited 

socio-economic resources, inadequate visitor services and staff, and institutional constraints 

of USFWS. In order to address these perceived constraints, participants’ suggestions 

produced five key themes: community partnerships and outreach, marketing and advertising, 

recruit or train people for visitor services, welcome and comfort visitors, and children and 

youth. 

As indicated in Table 9 and Table 10, almost all themes regarding constraints and 

strategies were present in the discussions at almost all the refuges. Combined with maximum 

variation sampling done nationwide, these findings indicate a high degree of generalizability 

and transferability to urban and diverse populations near other national wildlife refuges. 

Fear and discomfort was perceived as a major constraint to outdoor recreation for 

urban populations, especially those who are unfamiliar with undeveloped areas. Burns et al. 

(2008) reported similar findings, noting that Asian Americans in their study were particularly 

protective of their children. Participants in this study also spoke of a sense of “otherness” that 

made them feel uncomfortable or promoted a cultural disconnect. Similarly, Johnson and 
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Bowker (1999) reported that some longtime resident African Americans near federal 

recreation areas such as national parks and forests have historically associated those areas in 

their minds with White recreation. They offer one quote from a participant that said 

"’wooded recreational areas and parks are not frequented by Afro-Americans. I have always 

felt that they were red-neckish’” (Johnson & Bowker, 1999, p. 35). Findings related to fear 

and anxiety associated with snakes, bears, ticks or just non-descript dangerous animals echo 

research resulted reported by Bixler and Floyd (1997). They found that youth with high 

levels of fear expectancy associated with realistic or unrealistic encounters with wildland 

objects was associated with low preference and dislike for wildland environments. 

The focus group results found that marketing and advertising was an important 

strategy to engage urban and diverse audiences in outdoor recreation. This was tied to 

constraints of limited awareness and competition from other recreational activities. Similar to 

this study’s findings, Burns et al. (2008) found that ethnic minorities in their Oregon study 

had little awareness of recreation opportunities available to them on public lands did not 

distinguish between the various agencies. They also recommended multilingual materials and 

reaching out through community groups. Similarly, Fedler and Ditton (2001) recommend 

staff with full-time marketing capabilities in order to overcome the “lack of time” constraints 

that are long considered to be exogenous to management efforts. They state that fisheries 

agencies must compete with other outdoor recreation pursuits and work to recruit and retain 

clientele. 
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The constraints illustrated in this study represent the perceptions of those local 

community members near the refuge. Through the use of maximum variation sampling, 

participants were chosen who could speak on behalf of the non-traditional recreationist who 

may not match the traditional profile of refuge staff and visitors (i.e., U.S. citizens with 

above-average income and education who are principally white (96%) and non-Hispanic 

(96%) (Sexton et al., 2012)). This research explores the lived experiences of those outside 

that mainstream culture. 

Furthermore, the process of data collection utilized a form of research as practice, 

providing the participants with tools for empowerment and social change (Silverman & 

Patterson, 2015). These focus groups involved not only the collection of data for researcher 

use, but were part of a community workshop that allowed community organizations to 

collaborate and connect and share ideas and identify resources moving forward. 

Many of the constraints identified in this study echo those of previous researchers. 

Previous examples include time (Zwick et al., 2006), family and work commitments (Fedler 

& Ditton, 2001), finances (Tierney et al., 1998), lack of awareness (Johnson et al., 2007), 

transportation (Scott & Munson, 1994), and discrimination (Flood & McAvoy, 2007; 

Gobster, 2002). However, there were some constraints that emerged as unusually prevalent in 

the context of national wildlife refuges. Walker and Virden (2005) indicate that the strongest 

constraint to outdoor recreation is time or “busy with other activities,” followed by “outdoor 

recreation areas are too far away,” crowding, lack of information, too expensive, family 
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commitments, family members in poor health, and companions prefer other things (pp. 209-

210). In contrast, the findings of this study indicate that lack of awareness is by far the most 

important constraint in the context of national wildlife refuges and wildlife-dependent 

recreation. This study also found that fear and discomfort were strong constraints to outdoor 

recreation and wildlife-dependent recreation in urban settings, which has received little 

emphasis in previous studies. 

An advantage presented by focus groups is that the themes and comments reported 

here reflect the perceptions and opinions offered by focus group participants based on their 

understanding and level of awareness. As a result, the findings may not reflect what a refuge 

is currently doing, since participants may have been unaware of some refuge programming 

and resources that already existed. However, having more direct access to participants’ 

viewpoints can provide important insights. 

This study has several limitations. First, individuals who were recruited for the focus 

groups were not always an ideal representation of the diversity within the local population. It 

is possible that some significant groups were overlooked during the recruitment process. 

Furthermore, in some instances a particular community was identified and members were 

targeted (e.g., an immigrant community near one refuge) but nobody from that community 

accepted the invitations. In other words, data saturation was probably not reached (Krueger 

& Casey, 2009). Given that the focus groups were conducted on the wildlife refuge, it is 
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likely that some of the same barriers that prevent participation in outdoor recreation on the 

refuge prevented participation in focus groups on the refuge. 

Also, the focus groups were not always conducted by the same three individuals. 

Although a consistent protocol was followed at each focus group, it is possible that the 

particular facilitation styles of the leaders influenced the course and content of the discussion 

in different ways at each location. This makes it challenging to compare results across the 

refuges. 

Lastly, the researcher who conducted the data analysis was present only for the focus 

groups at Arthur R. Marshal Loxahatchee NWR, Minnesota Valley NWR, and Potomac 

River NWR Complex. Krueger and Casey (2009) report that an estimated “80 percent of the 

content is found in the transcript and the remaining 20 percent are all other things that occur 

in the room” (p. 124). Although the use of abbreviated transcripts instead of voice recording 

devices may allow participants to feel more comfortable and speak more freely, it is possible 

that some relevant content was lost or misinterpreted. 

Despite these limitations, this study provides several contributions to the literature. It 

examines constraints to outdoor recreation in tandem with strategies to overcome those 

constraints, providing a direct link between the two issues. It utilized qualitative data from 

community members to investigate organizational constraints. What few studies have been 

done of organizational constraints to outdoor recreation have utilized information from the 

recreation providers. Also, no prior studies were identified in the academic literature that 
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specifically addressed constraints in the context of the USFWS and national wildlife refuges. 

This study fills that research gap by identifying several constraints that appear to be unique to 

the USFWS. The institutional constraints inherent in the agency’s wildlife-first mission and 

historical background show a unique challenge for the USFWS. Previous literature on 

constraints to outdoor recreation for urban populations in the context of other agencies has 

not identified unwelcoming gates, fences, or restrictions on recreational activities as 

important constraints to recreation. Refuge managers should consider addressing these 

aesthetic and regulatory institutional constraints in addition to more traditional strategies to 

engage. However, interpretation of what wildlife-dependent recreation will mean on the 

ground in urban settings will have a big impact on how these suggestions from focus groups 

can be used. As one participant at Potomac River NWR stated, “It’s a discussion that you 

[the USFWS and refuge system] have to have. You need to figure out what you want to be. 

Do you really want to put picnic tables out? You need to decide and explain what you are and 

why that is special.” 
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CHAPTER 4. Conclusion 

There is a need for outdoor recreation providers to engage populations outside of their 

historical user groups, in order to maintain an engaged constituency as the U.S. populations 

becomes more urban and diverse. Research on barriers and constraints to outdoor recreation 

can inform adaptive management strategies to provide opportunities for all Americans, 

irrespective of background, to benefit from engagement with outdoor recreation on public 

lands (Johnson, Bowker, Green, & Cordell, 2007). 

The purpose of this research was to explore the factors that constrain or promote 

connection between urban and diverse populations and outdoor recreation opportunities. The 

two specific objectives for this thesis were (1) to review and synthesize existing social 

science literature regarding participation in wildlife-dependent recreation among racial and 

ethnic minorities and urban populations and (2) to assess constraints to participation in 

outdoor recreation experienced by urban residents and identify strategies to overcome those 

constraints. 

The systematic literature review found that patterns of participation in recreation 

activities was the most frequent research topic among the 56 papers in the study, followed by 

socio-demographic comparisons. Surveys were the most frequently used research methods, 

and fishing was the most frequently studied form of wildlife-dependent recreation. One 

unique component of this review was the inclusion of content analysis of management and 

research recommendations. The most frequent themes of management recommendations 
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were targeting specific sociodemographic subpopulations and partnering with other 

organizations. 

The focus group proceedings identified a wide range of constraints as voiced by 

community leaders from different regions of the country. Within this data, six key concepts 

emerged from thematic analysis and nominal group process: lack of awareness, fear and 

discomfort, cultural disconnect with nature, limited socio-economic resources, inadequate 

visitor services and staff, and institutional constraints of USFWS. In order to address these 

perceived constraints, participants’ suggestions produced five key themes: community 

partnerships and outreach, marketing and advertising, recruit or train people for visitor 

services, welcome and comfort visitors, and children and youth. Although similar studies 

have been done with the US Forest Service and National Park Service, this is the first such 

study focused on the US Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a summary of the most relevant research 

findings and general conclusions from these two studies. Corresponding implications and 

suggestions for management decisions and future research are presented. Although much of 

this study focused on wildlife-dependent recreation, the findings have value for broader 

outdoor recreation management and research. 

Implications for future research 

The results of this thesis offer several directions for research on constraints to outdoor 

recreation and wildlife-dependent recreation encountered by urban and diverse audiences. 
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The limited number of studies in the literature that deal specifically with race/ethnicity and 

urban populations in the context of wildlife-dependent recreation is justification for greater 

investment in research by fisheries and wildlife agencies.  

The systematic literature review identified five major themes of recommendations for 

future research, as shown in Table 7. Those themes suggested examination of specific racial 

and ethnic groups, longitudinal studies, examination of additional socio-demographic 

variables, regional studies, and qualitative studies. 

In-depth studies of the use of specific locations or settings are important for 

examining cultural issues as well as meanings of activities and places. Much of the literature 

is based on statewide and national studies, which may have limited applicability to more 

localized populations. The use of focus groups and other qualitative methods would be well-

suited to understanding complex and sensitive issues such as discrimination, which can be 

difficult to address in a quantitative survey. In addition to the maximum variation sampling 

technique utilized in this study, future focus groups could target more specific 

sociodemographic subpopulations by sampling more homogenous participants as 

recommended by Krueger and Casey (2009). Examples include studies conducted by 

Bengston, Schermann, Moua, and Lee (2008) and Burns, Covelli, and Graefe (2008). 

Constraints to participation in wildlife-dependent recreation are another important 

area of needed research. To engage diverse audiences in wildlife-dependent recreation, land 

management agencies must understand the motivations of the individuals they wish to 
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engage as well as the constraints to participation that they face.  This understanding is needed 

to help agencies tailor their programs and resources to reduce constraints to participation, not 

just to change the perceptions of non-users. 

There is also a need for research that evaluates how successfully the implementation 

of management strategies is producing the desired effects. This can be accomplished using 

longitudinal studies that examine people’s awareness of recreation opportunities, their 

participation, etc. Such research could also evaluate the processes of how programs are 

designed and implemented, and which processes have the most success. An additional benefit 

of longitudinal studies is that they can also monitor long-term trends that coincide with 

demographic change in the areas under study. 

Future research should be conducted on how recreation providers and users 

communicate. Communication and awareness of opportunities was a major constraint 

identified in the focus groups, and communication of environmental risks emerged as an 

important issue in the literature review. Future studies could examine the effectiveness of 

different information sources (e.g., recreation providers vs. peers), different types of media, 

and location of information sources to accomplish management goals. 

Given that partnerships were frequently mentioned as a strategy for increasing 

participation in outdoor recreation among urban and diverse audiences, more research on 

what leads to successful partnerships with the USFWS can be of value. Following the 

example research by Baur, DiPrizio, Fernandes, Fried, and Sellers (2007) with the National 
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Park Service, future studies could include interviews with USFWS staff and staff at 

community-based organizations in nearby urban areas. 

It is also interesting to note that the literature review showed that there was often a 

dichotomy between recommendations for research and recommendations for management. 

For example, 39% of the papers included no research recommendations and 34% provided no 

management recommendations. In contrast, the focus group-based methods used in this 

thesis research demonstrated the potential for research and management efforts to be 

combined. Focus groups methods could serve as a useful model for other outdoor recreation 

providers and researchers seeking to engage diverse recreationists. Positioning focus groups 

within a community workshop allows for many additional functions beyond data gathering. 

By placing land managers and those they seek to serve in the same room, research can be 

blended with the recommendations for practice outlined in the following section. 

Implications for management 

This thesis provides a perspective at the national and world scale, as well as a 

collection of ideas into a single document that can serve as stepping off points for future 

efforts by recreation providers who seek to engage diverse, urban populations in outdoor 

recreation and wildlife-dependent recreation. The literature review collects and synthesizes 

previous studies on the subject that practitioners may use for reference as they design their 

own efforts. Similarly, the focus group results offer a broad range of constraints and 

strategies from across the country that practitioners can consider as they seek to engage their 
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local populations, as well as identify those that are the most salient among the populations 

under study. A central theme throughout the literature was frequent emphasis on the need to 

tailor outreach and understanding to the local communities and subpopulations of interest 

(e.g., Bengston, Schermann, Hawj, & Moua, 2012; Burger, et al., 1999; Lu, Schuett, Wolber, 

& Ditton, 2010; Shores, Scott, & Floyd, 2007). 

This thesis research has implications for current management efforts on the part of the 

USFWS and other organizations, particularly for a national-level program called the Urban 

Wildlife Conservation Program. The Program aims to increase USFWS’s relevancy to urban 

citizens and contribute to their goal of diversifying and expanding the agency’s conservation 

constituency over the next decade. The National Park Service introduced a similar initiative 

the “Urban Agenda.” 

One specific strategy that could be employed is the establishment of community 

advisory boards to inform recreation managers. Similar to the research-as-practice methods 

utilized in this thesis, the establishment of community advisory boards would align with the 

importance of community partnership and two-way communication emphasized in the focus 

group results. They would help managers learn about community preferences, promote 

recreation programs, recruit for staff and volunteer positions, and identify resources and 

collaboration opportunities. Regular meetings where community members had positions of 

decision-making instead of just advising would go far to help establish trust and to promote 
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equitable management. The composition of these community advisory boards would be 

important, so as to make sure that there is broad representation of the community. 

Furthermore, it is important for managers to maintain relationships with local schools, 

school districts, and other youth-centered organizations. Youth were identified as an 

important subgroup not only because they are future stewards, but because they also hold a 

position as potential gateways to parents and families. Wildlife refuges and other recreation 

providers can support science and history education to make them appealing to schools. This 

can be accomplished by aligning refuge programming with the educational standards of local 

school districts, helping to provide transportation from schools and local communities to 

refuges, providing in-school programming, and providing educational and recreational 

opportunities on weekends for non-school based youth or family organizations. Furthermore, 

the importance of facilities and amenities for recreation was frequently emphasized in the 

findings of this thesis. The establishment of welcoming visitor centers could help attract new 

users including family groups. Specific to children, the use of nature play areas could align 

well with the USFWS mission of wildlife-dependent recreation. Such play areas where 

children are encouraged to interact with animals and plants through the use of loose parts in 

natural settings have seen implementation by the National Park Service and other 

organizations. 

These efforts to engage with local populations will require additional resources and 

funding. Land managers should seek collaboration and partnership with community-based 
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organizations in order to share resources. Previous research in the context of the U.S. Forest 

Service identified urban proximity as a crucial advantage to many successful partnerships. 

Urban forests had access to a larger pool of potential partners and volunteers (McCreary, 

Seekamp, & Cerveny, 2012). This potentially places urban wildlife refuges in a position for 

successful partnerships. McCreary et al. (2012) also found that institutional commitment was 

a key indicator of agency capacity to develop and maintain partnerships. This institutional 

commitment is demonstrated by the Urban Wildlife Conservation Program that is currently 

being promoted by the USFWS. It includes a $1 million increase in the base budget at each 

of four urban wildlife refuges. Also, seventeen partnerships with urban wildlife refuges and 

local organizations have already been put into place (Martinez, 2016). 

Staff at urban wildlife refuges as well as staff at other potential partner organizations 

will need to strategically choose potential collaborators in order to maximize the benefits of 

partnerships and minimize the costs. Carmichael and McCole (2014) utilized social exchange 

theory and expectancy theory to understand the motivations of potential partners in the 

development of an urban outdoor recreation center that promoted wildlife-dependent 

recreation such as fishing, hunting, and trapping. The researchers categorized potential 

partnering organizations into four categories; participant-focused organizations, general 

outdoor education organizations, activity-focused organizations, and retailers and 

manufacturers. Each of these types of partners had different benefits sought as well as 

benefits that they could provide to the agency initiating the partnership. Activity-focused 
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organizations were identified as the highest priority for partnership with the development of 

that particular wildlife-dependent recreation center. 

Carmichael and McCole (2014) suggest that an awareness of the benefits and costs 

anticipated by potential partners is an important starting point for a new collaborative 

initiative, and they list eleven potential benefits. The findings from this thesis identify some 

of those benefits and costs for collaboration as related to the USFWS. Focus group 

participants suggested that refuges can provide a venue, equipment, program curriculum, 

experts to teach programs and training for mentors. In return, urban refuges can receive 

participants, the ability to engage diverse groups, exposure in the community, volunteers, and 

connections with other organizations. More specifically, churches, YMCA’s, and city 

recreation centers may have established communication networks with urban and diverse 

demographic groups as well as means to transport them, but they lack large land areas for 

outdoor recreation or expert knowledge to facilitate outdoor recreation. A partnership with a 

refuge can allow each group to do more. Carmichael and McCole (2014) also discuss costs of 

partnerships. Similar to the findings of this thesis, transportation emerged as a key constraint 

on the part of community organizations, which could create a cost-benefit ratio that makes 

collaboration with other organizations more attractive than collaboration with urban wildlife 

refuges. 

The wildlife-first mission of the USFWS creates unique moral challenges for 

equitable engagement with urban and diverse populations. The National Wildlife Refuge 
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System Improvement Act of 1997 defines the priority general public uses of the refuge 

system as hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, and environmental 

education and interpretation. They are allowed only when compatible with the wildlife 

conservation mission of the Refuge System. Previous research has shown that urban and 

diverse populations engage in these activities at lower rates than their rural and Caucasian 

counterparts, especially on the sites of wildlife refuges (Sexton, et al., 2012; U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service & U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). The USFWS is also impacted by Executive 

Order 12862, titled Setting Customer Service Standards (1993). This executive order directed 

executive level agencies and departments that provide significant services to the public to 

“identify customers who are, or should be served by the agency” and to “survey customers to 

determine the kind and quality of services they want their level of satisfaction with existing 

services.” 

The USFWS faces a challenge in the provision of a specific type of outdoor 

recreation to people that do not always make a clear distinction between wildlife-dependent 

recreation and outdoor recreation in general. As shown in the focus groups, this lack of 

distinction is prevalent even on wildlife refuges. I hope that the USFWS will be able to 

utilize existing demand for less specific outdoor recreation opportunities through a broader 

interpretation of wildlife-dependent recreation than it has historically been interpreted (e.g., 

allow picnicking in controlled areas as means to facilitate wildlife observation). Providing 
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more diverse recreation opportunities is a key means to engage with a more diverse user 

base. 

In addition to a broader interpretation of wildlife-dependent recreation, there are other 

strategies that could be justified in the equitable provision of outdoor recreation. By 

partnering with other organizations, the USFWS can indirectly promote outdoor recreation 

offered by other agencies that do not have a strict wildlife-first mission. Furthermore, 

advertisement and marketing emerged as themes of management recommendations in both 

studies of this thesis. Focus group results indicated that a lack of awareness was seen as the 

largest constraint to participation, especially in the context of wildlife refuges. Perhaps 

efforts by the USFWS to make people aware of the specific wildlife-dependent opportunities 

that they offer and to brand themselves as something unique might help generate higher 

demand among diverse populations, especially if they can identify particular segments of the 

population to whom wildlife-dependent recreation is culturally relevant, but have not been 

historically served (e.g., Hmong Americans). 

Agendas, initiatives, and policy at varying agencies and levels of government beyond 

the USFWS reflect the importance of connecting Americans to nature and the outdoors. As 

mentioned, the National Park Service has implemented research initiatives focused on 

diverse audiences similar to USFWS (McCown, Laven, Manning, & Mitchell, 2012), and the 

U.S. Forest Service has launched the Urban Connections outreach program. Furthermore, in 

2011 President Obama launched the America’s Great Outdoors Initiative, a national effort to 
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engage the American people in conservation and recreation (Salazar, 2011). This initiative 

seeks a collaborative approach with states, tribes, and local communities to reconnect 

Americans—or connect them for the first time—with the outdoors. It also coincides with the 

Let’s Move Campaign, championed by First Lady Michelle Obama, and emerging 

organizations such as the Children & Nature Network, which are focused on increasing 

opportunities for children’s outdoor play and connections to nature. 

Ultimately these strategies for increased engagement have the potential to provide the 

benefits of outdoor recreation and wildlife-dependent recreation to more people. This 

provides them opportunities to be happier and healthier, while promoting a more engaged 

constituency amidst the nation’s rapidly changing demographics. 
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APPENDIX B: Focus Group Protocols 

Community Workshop Methods for the NWRS Urban Wildlife Conservation Program 

Background 

By all accounts the United States is growing, urbanizing, and rapidly diversifying. In 2010 

the U.S. population was over 308 million with more than 79% of Americans living in urban 

areas and 27% identifying with a racial group other than white. Of particular concern for 

wildlife managers is that the wildlife-dependent recreationist of today does not represent the 

diversity of the American people; urban residents and those from diverse backgrounds are 

underrepresented even while their numbers in the U.S. continue to grow.  

Furthermore, Americans on the whole are participating less in traditional wildlife-dependent 

recreation. Nationwide shifts in demographics have contributed to a decrease in the number 

of people who participated in traditional wildlife-associated recreation. Between 1996 and 

2006 the United State experienced a 10% decrease in the number of people who hunted, a 

15% decrease in those who fished, and a 13% increase in those who participated in wildlife 

watching. 

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) created the Urban Wildlife 

Conservation Program from the realization that the United States is becoming an increasingly 

urban nation and that urban residents are often much more removed from nature experiences 

than their rural neighbors. The goals of the program are to explore ways to better connect all 

Americans with nature, recognizing the diversity of the American people; and to ensure a 

continued active and engaged constituency. 

Purpose 

To explore how to engage citizens living adjacent to urban national wildlife refuges, a series 

of urban community focus groups will be conducted in 6 geographically and culturally 

diverse cities across the country. Focus groups of local community leaders will be held to (1) 

identify community salient beliefs and knowledge about the Refuge System, local refuges, 

and outdoor recreation (2) identify motivations and barriers to outdoor recreation 

participation, and (3) beliefs concerning effective strategies for increasing participation in 

outdoor recreation. Emphasis will be placed on outdoor recreation involving local wildlife 

refuges. 
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Planning Process 

Focus group design and site selection has been planned collaboratively by USFWS Human 

Dimensions branch, North Carolina State University, and United States Geological Survey. 

USFWS identified a list of potential urban areas and their associated refuges based on factors 

including relative proximity, population, and visitation. After narrowing to a list of 6 

refuge/urban area pairs with 11 backups, USFWS HD branch will make the initial contact to 

local wildlife refuge staff in order to make them aware of the purpose of the project and to 

assess viability and timing of focus groups in their area. Following this initial contact, 

research staff from NC State or USGS will follow up with management staff at each refuge 

to plan and implement the focus group with their local community. This will involve 

recruiting participants and identifying a time and location for the focus group. USGS will 

conduct 2 focus groups including Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR and another NWR in the 

western US. NC State will conduct the remaining four focus groups. 

Recruitment of participants 

Participants will be recruited with the assistance of Refuge System managers and staff. 

USFWS and Refuge System staff will help identify local contacts with extensive ties to the 

local residents and groups of interest. Local residents and leaders of community 

organizations (or other representatives of local communities) will be invited to attend.  

Organizations with ties to the local refuge or organizations that provide outdoor recreation 

(OR) in the communities (e.g., Boy/Girl Scouts) will be targeted. A range of 8-14 

participants will be recruited for each workshop.   

For each city, a fact sheet will developed to recruit participants. The fact sheet will contain 

background information on the Urban Wildlife Conservation Program, location and dates of 

the workshop, guiding questions to be discussed at the workshop, and contact information of 

the research team. Fact sheets will be sent to workshop participants approximately 1 month 

before the workshop. Another reminder/follow-up will be sent 2 week prior to the event. 

Focus Group Procedures 

Members of the study team (USGS or NC State) will facilitate the focused discussion. To 

begin each session, participants will be welcomed and thanked and asked to introduce 

themselves and/or the organization they represent.   
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The facilitator will review the goal and guidelines for the session. This will include (1) 

describing the role of the facilitator and team (i.e., the facilitator and project team members 

are not a participant and only provide clarifying information); (2) review definition of 

outdoor recreation (i.e., more than wildlife-dependent); (3) provide time limit for the session; 

(4) limit to one speaker at a time; (5) may be asked to repeat comments for note takers; and 

(6) provide notice that the discussion will not be recorded by the study team. 

The first part of the session will be devoted to eliciting responses related to participants’ 

knowledge about recreation opportunities on National Wildlife Refuge System resources. 

The second part will focus on the questions related to motivations, barriers, and strategies 

(see questions above). Two team members will take detailed notes on laptop computers. Key 

discussion points will be noted on flip charts. No other recording methods will be used. 

Guiding Questions 

To gain a sense of general knowledge or salient beliefs about outdoor recreation, a lead-off 

question will be asked: Speaking on behalf of your local community residents, what do you 

think comes to mind when they hear “outdoor recreation?” 

Following this discussion, three focused questions will be used to guide the remaining phases 

of the workshop. Main questions are in bold (follow-up and probe questions are below each 

main question in no pre-set order). In general, we seek to investigate outdoor recreation in 

general, and then narrow the discussion towards outdoor recreation on wildlife refuges. 

Because participants may not be familiar with available outdoor recreation opportunities 

provided by the National Refuge System, the discussion will not be limited to wildlife-

dependent recreation.  
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Question 1: Motivations for participation will be assessed via the following questions:  

 Why do people in this community participate in outdoor recreation (OR)? 

 

o What OR activities and places are used by members of your community? 

o What sorts of resources, facilities and staff does this community use for OR? 

o What value do members of your community see in OR? 

o What benefits does OR provide to members of your community? 

o How or why are OR opportunities important in this community? 

o What needs are being met by OR opportunities? 

o What needs are being met by wildlife refuges? 

o What OR opportunities are desired by this community? 

o What OR opportunities are desired but are not being met? 

o Are there activities that community members enjoy that could be done at the 

refuge? 

o What OR activities do community members enjoy but are not available at the 

refuge? 

o For members of the community who do not participate in OR, why would they 

want to participate? 

 

Question 2: To identify barriers to participation in wildlife-dependent recreation, the 

following questions will be used: 

 What prevents members of the community from greater participation in outdoor 

recreation (OR)? 

 
o What specific OR opportunities in or near this community are underused? 

o What are the most important barriers that prevent greater access or enjoyment of 

OR opportunities by people in this community? 

o What are the most important barriers that prevent greater access or enjoyment of 

OR opportunities on [wildlife refuge name] by people in this community? 

o What would you say is the single most important (or influential) reason that 

people in this community do not have greater participation in OR? 
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To conclude discussion of question 2, participants will be asked to identify/mark 3 

barriers (from flip/post-it charts) that they perceive to be most important in limiting 

greater participation in outdoor recreation in the nearby communities. They will be asked 

to separately mark 3 barriers that they perceive to be the most important in limiting 

greater use of local refuges. 

 

Question 3: To identify strategies to increase participation in wildlife dependent recreation 

the following questions will be used: 

 What can be done to promote greater participation in outdoor recreation 

activities by people in your community? 

  

o What changes would cause greater participation in OR by people in this 

community? 

o What can OR agencies do to cause greater participation in OR by people in this 

community? 

o What can USFWS do to promote greater participation in OR on [wildlife refuge 

name] by people in this community? 

o What is the best way to involve people in this community in managing OR 

resources? Examples to consider could include volunteering; public meetings; and 

partnerships with schools, churches, and other local organizations. 

o What is the best way to communicate with people in this community? 

o How do people in this community want to receive information about OR 

opportunities from [wildlife refuge name]? 

 

To conclude discussion of question 3, participants will be asked to identify/mark 3 actions 

(from flip/post-it charts) that the Refuge System staff should take to increase greater use of 

local refuges or greater participation in outdoor recreation in the communities nearby. 

Further, participants will be instructed to rank these actions in order of priority (e.g., what 

should be done first, second, and third). 

At the conclusion of the discussion, a representative of the local refuge will be invited to hear 

a brief summary of the session. The primary role of the refuge staff is to listen to the focus 

group members, but also to be available to answer any specific questions. 
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One week following the workshop all participants will be sent a thank you letter or post-card 

for their involvement. 

 

Scheduling/Timeline for Workshops 

Day 1 Pre-workshop meeting with study team and local refuge staff 

 Site visit to local refuge 

 Preparation 

  

Day 2 AM Workshop 

 PM Workshop 

 Post-workshops meeting with study team and local refuge staff 

 

Analysis of Workshop Data. All notes from the workshop flip charts and laptop computers 

will compiled and organized by the lead-in question and the three questions guiding the 

focused discussion. Each group of notes will be content analyzed to identify themes 

representing workshop participants’ comments. Themes for each question will be 

summarized and will be accompanied by selected notes from the flip charts or computer 

notes to provide specific examples from the workshop discussions.  A final report will 

consist of a synthesis of findings from all community workshops. An appendix will provide 

summary points from individual communities. The analysis will not involve or require use of 

qualitative data analysis software. 

Logistics/Materials Checklist. 

 Develop participant contact lists 

 Fact sheets 

 Site visit itinerary (meetings, tour of refuge, etc.) 

 Reminder notice 

 Follow-up/thank you note 

 Flip chart (post its) 

 Color markers 

 Laptop 

 Location/meeting facility 

 Water bottle/complementary snack  
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APPENDIX C: Example Recruitment Flier 
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APPENDIX D: Sample Recruitment Email 

SUBJECT: Invitation to 12/10 Focus Group at Arthur R. Marshall Loxahatchee National Wildlife 

Refuge 
 

Dear XXXXXXXXXX, 

 
We are working with the US Fish and Wildlife Service at the Arthur R. Marshall Loxahatchee 

National Wildlife Refuge in order to better understand and serve members of the Palm Beach/Ft. 

Lauderdale-area urban community.  We will be conducting focus group meetings at the refuge, and we are 

hoping for your input. Your name was provided to us by XXXXX. 

 
We would like to invite you to participate in one of two focus groups that will be held on December 10, 2013 at 

the refuge. One session will be held at 10:00am-12:00pm. A second session will be held from 6:00pm-8:00 pm 

in the evening. Your participation is requested for only one session. 

 

The focus group will address three main questions: 

1.     Why do people in your community participate in outdoor recreation? 

2.     What are the major barriers that prevent greater access and enjoyment in outdoor recreation in 
your community? 

3.     What should the US Fish and Wildlife Service do to encourage greater use of the refuge by 

community residents? 

 

In addition to providing information about nearby urban audiences, this will also provide you with an 

opportunity to interact with the managers of the Arthur R. Marshall Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge and 

build new or strengthen existing partnerships with the refuge.  

 

Please reply as soon as you are able to let us know if you can attend. 

 

Also, if you would be willing to put us in contact with any other community leaders who might be 

interested in attending, we would appreciate your assistance. Thanks. We are hoping to speak with leaders 

of community organizations like yours as well as school groups, faith-based organizations, recreation 

organizations, etc. 

 
You will find attached some background information that the US Fish and Wildlife Service has provided. Please 

let us know if you have any questions. 

 

 

Thank you, 

 

Eric Thompson 

Graduate Student 
Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management 

North Carolina State University 

Box 8004 
Raleigh, NC 27695-8004 
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Phone: 919-360-0816 

 
Myron F. Floyd, PhD 

Professor/Director of Graduate Programs 

Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management 
North Carolina State University 

Box 8004 

Raleigh, NC 27695-8004 

Phone: 919-513-8026 
Fax: 919-515-3687 

Web: http://cnr.ncsu.edu/prtm/faculty/floyd.php 
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APPENDIX E: Represented Organizations at Focus Groups 

Tualatin River NWR Don Edwards San Francisco Bay NWR 

Audubon – Portland  

Confluence Environmental Center 

Educational Recreational Adventures 

Muslim Education Trust  

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Oregon Zoo – Education Program 

Oregon Zoo – Parks and Regional Programs 

Soul River; New Currents Outdoors 

Tualatin Hills Parks and Recreation District 

Univision – KUNP 

Wisdom of the Elders 

 

Bayshore Christian Ministries 

Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge 

City of Newark: Government representative 

Collective Roots 

Earth’s Creations Ecology School & Family 

Childcare 

Teacher at James Logan High School, 

Union City 

Newark resident 

Raven Works Field Sports Ministry 

Santa Clara County Parks 

Arthur R. Marshal Loxahatchee NWR John Heinz NWR 

Alliance of Delray 

Arthur R. Marshall Foundation 

Aurora's Voice 

Boca Raton Synagogue 

Daggerwing Nature Center 

Everglades National Park 

FAU/ Pine Jog 

Friends of Lox Refuge 

Girls Scouts 

Palm Beach County Parks and Recreation 

Palm Beach County Schools 

Queen of Peace C. Church 

Sierra Club 

Spady Museum 

UF/IFAS Palm Beach Co 

 

Americorps VISTA Greening Initiatives 

Art Teacher 

Audubon Pennsylvania 

Environmental Educator 

Fairmont Waterworks 

Friends of Heinz Refuge 

Mid-Atlantic Youth Anglers & Outdoors 

Program 

Middle School Science Teacher 

PA Sea Grant 

PA Young Birders 

Pennsylvania Game Commission 

Philadelphia Science Festival 

Refuge Volunteer 

School Principal 

Student Conservation Association 

Urban Natural History Museum 
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Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR Potomac River NWR Complex 

City of Denver: Parks and Planning 

Commerce City Recreation 

Denver Community Member 

Environmental Learning for Kids (ELK) 

Green Valley Ranch Community Member 

Groundwork Colorado - Youth and Water Programs 

Lincoln Hills Cares 

Stapleton Development Corp 

WildEarth Guardians 

 

Frank J. Principi's office of the Woodbridge 
Magisterial District 

Friends of the Potomac River Refuges 

Northern VA Outside 

Prince William Forest Park 

Prince William Local Environmental 

Educators 

Staff of Hon. Gerald E. Connolly US House 
of Representatitives 

Town of Occoquan 

Woodbridge Potomac Communities Civic 

Association 

Minnesota Valley NWR 

4th Ward (NE Bloomington) City Council 

Bloomington Geezer Squad, Izaak Walton League, 

Minnesota Valley Chapter. 

City of Bloomington, Parks and Recreation 

Fort Snelling State Park 

Girl Scouts River Valleys 

KFAI Hmong FM 

KFAI, Fresh Air, Inc. 

Minneapolis Community Education 

Parks and Trails Council of Minnesota 

Project GO (Get Outside), Community Mapping and 
Outreach 

St. Peter's AME Church 

University YMCA 

Urban Ventures 

USDA; Urban Connections Program 

 

  



157 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX F: Map of National Wildlife Refuge Locations 

 

 


