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ABSTRACT 

Nature in the City: An exploration of urban park planning 
in response to contemporary relntionships with the natara1 environment 

One of the fundamental roles that urban parks play is to serve as a reflection of public sentiment 

concerning relationships with nature. Within a shared social context, each person cornes to her or 

his own understanding of an agreeable way to interact with the urban natural environment. The 

construction of this understanding is dynarnic. It occun as an ongoing process of internalization 

of cuiturally deterrnined ethical perspectives and of reflection on experiences created through 

individual circumstance. Differences in this understanding shape d ï e ren t  expectations for what is 

an appropriate way to relate to urban nature. 

Addressing the a m y  of sirnultaneously occumng expectations the public has for experiencing 

nature in the city is an ongoing project in the planning and design of urban parks. This study 

makes a significant contribution to the challenges facing park planning in North America by 

documenting public ideas about the purpose, intent and use of urban natural area park land. It 

suggests a mode1 for understanding the various relationships people have with the natuml 

environment. The study suggests, as weU, that the romanticized view of wiidemess is profoundly 

influentid in shaping urban nature. These concerns are explored within the general theoretical 

context of ideas about nature and creating meaning from experieoces, and through analysis of 

results of a public survey conducted in Calgary, Alberta. 

The mode1 developed in this study presents a psychographic profile of four basic modes of 

interacting with nature and explaios how these relationships are reflected in expectatioos for the 

provision of urban nature experiences. The Consumer, Adventurer, Steward and Guardian al1 are 

onented differently toward the planning, care and management of urban naturd area park land. 

Together they form a composite outlook on the urban natural environment that cm best be 

describeci as cautious consumption. The shidy raises the possibility that subsequent research could 

work to explore shared expectations among the various orientations, especially concerning whether 

to leave more park land in a naturd state or to continue to provide the traditional variety of park 

types in urban communities. It stresses the need to broaden planning goals to attend to socio- 

cultural, biophysical, and psychological aspects of urban natural area parks. 

-. 
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PART 1: INTRODUCTION 

CHAPTER 1 

Scope of the Study 

1.1 Purpose and Objectives 

This dissertation explores contemporary relationships with urban nature. The key issue is the 

pressure that natural area pak land in cities is facing -pressure to be al1 things to al1 peopIe, and 

pressure to be put to other more socidly or econornically productive uses. The problem is 

investigated through exarnining views on nature and the influence that these views have on park 

planning policies and practices. The situation in Calgary, Alberta provides a context for the study. 

Parks serve as a reflection of public sentiment conceming contemporary understanding of 

relationships with nature. It is suggested that studying the affinity that people have for nature in 

the city, and analyzing the expectations that this affinity creates in terms of planning for urban 

natural area park land, provides an avenue to define this sentiment. Without an indication of 

collective sentiment concerning the affective aspects of park land in the urban environment, the 

more eady  quantifiable and rationalized economic and ancillary functions of park land wiI1 tend to 

be seen as more beneficiai to the public interest. For this reason, the study of human emotional 

interaction with the environment is relevant to the work of urban planners, landscape architects and 

others involved in planning urban parks and public spaces. The results can contribute to 

knowledge about the significance of natural area park land in the city. 

The issue of natural areas in the city is of interest and importance from a number of perspectives - 

undeveloped urban green space conmbutes to the socio-cultural, biophysical and psychological 

viability of human lifestyle and habitat. Coming to terms with any differences in understanding 

about relationships with the urban natural environment is important to the Euture of city life because 

of the contribution that natural area park land makes to fostering individual and community well- 

being (Bonnes, Aiello, and Grazia Ardone 1994). 

The fmdings from this study suggest that contemporary relationships with the urban natural 

environment are complex and multi-dimensional. The range is from ultraconservative to 

moderately radical orientations toward the provision of urban nature. Although traditional utility- 



based perspectives dominate, these co-exist with relaîionships grounded in kinship and with 

expressions of ambivalence or hostility. But the predominate way of relating to urban nature is 

perhaps best described by the concept of cautiow conszmprion. A relationship oriented towards 

cautious consumption of the urban natural environment is typicdiy activity driven and place-based. 

It involves a fairly narrow and conventional range of nature experiences that produce predictable 

feelings of well-being. This wide range of interactions creates a variety of expectations for urban 

park development- 

These ideas and issues are explored within a general theoretical context concerning ideas about 

nature and through analysis of results of a public survey administered to a raudom sample of 

Calgary households (see Appendix X for an overview of the research process). The public survey 

component uses opinions, reported behaviours and descriptive narrative in the andysis of the use 

and meaning of utban natural area park land. The discussion of theory related to human- 

environment relationships is based on a conventional literature review concerned with two main 

themes. The first is the influence of culture in pmviding a framework for interpreting meaning. 

The Iandscape - with park land as an essential cornponent - is seen as a fundamental expression of 

human-environment interactions. The second is the role of experience in creating meaning from 

contact with the natural environment. The idea of nature, especiaily as it relates to understanding 

the notion of wilderness, provides a framework for studying the formation of expectations for 

experiencing urban nature. 

Given that the major purpose of doing research in an applied area such as park planning is "to 

improve professional practice through gaining a better understanding of it" (Memam and Simpson 

1984, 100),1 research into these concerus cm lead to a greater appreciation of the complexities of 

planning for natural area park land. By examininp what factors contribute to relationships with 

urban nature and how these relationships are expressed through policy and practices concerning the 

provision of public natural area park land in the city, it might be possible to foster a vision of urban 

development which endorses widespread acceptance of the d e  that park land can play in creating 

and maintaining a healthy human habitat. 

The citation provided by Merriam &d Simpson is: Gordon Darkcnwald. l9ûû. Field Research and Grounded 
R-h Theory. In Changing Approaches to Studying Addt Educafion. eds. Huey B. Long, Roger Hîemstra and 
Associates, 69. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. The originaI source was not consulted. 



With this goal in mind, the objectives for îhis study are: 

1. To  review and synthesize the relevant Iiterature on ideas about nature, 
cultural determinism. interpreting meaning, and park planning; 

2. To explore the ways people conceptuaiize and describe experiences with 
uhan nahve and to consider how these interpretations impact 
future expectations for nature experiences in the city; 

3 .  To  develop a mode1 which suggests and explains factors that 
influence the development of different human relationships with the urban 
natural environment; 

4. To assess public views conceming the planning of natural area park land in 

the city; and 

5 .  T o  propose ways for park planning to respond to these issues. 

The question guiding the research is: Whaz fmtors contribute to the development of relationships 

with rhe naturai enviromnt and how are these reiaîiomhips reflected in expectations for the 

provision of raban naturulareapark hnd? The thesis is that within a particular social context, 

cuituraily determined environmental ethics and individually defined experiences with the naturai 

environment combine to produce expectations for the appropriate care, management, and planning 

of urban natural area park land. 

1.2 Organization of the Dissertation 

This dissertation has ten chapters oqanized into five different parts. There is also a list of 

Reference sources, which appears following the last chapter, and nine appendices. 

Part One has two c hapters, Chapter 1 describes the research interests and objectives for the study . 

It provides an overview of the purpose, rationaie, assumptions and methods of the research. The 

situation in Calgary is presented as a case study. Chapter 2 is a review of park planning concems. 

It outlines the research problem in detail, drawing from the literature and from the author's 

professional experience as a park plannet-. 

Part Two - which is cornprised of Chapter 3 - provides a discussion of the theoretical framework 

as it applies to the idea of nature and the way in which meaning is produced from contact with the 

3 



naturai environment. Emphasis is on the notion that irrespective of the particular physical 

manifestations, nature is a cultural consmct - ideas about nature respond to variations in human 

inclinations and understanding, and meanings Vary in relation to changes in this understanding. 

The discussion aiso considers transformations in the idea of wildemess. It considers the 

possibility that urban nature is essentiaily seen as domesticated wilderness: people tend to remark 

on "nice" not "nasty" forms of nature, safe not wild, and accessible not remote or elusive 

manifestations of nature as appropriate or ideal representations of nature in the city. 

Part Three has three chapters that describe the methodology and results of the Nature in the City 

public survey conducted in Calgary in the spring of 1995. Chapter 4 includes a thorough 

discussion of al1 questionnaire design and pretest methods. Chapter 5 reports on the demographic 

and forced-choice question results, It provides a cornparison of the demographic profile of the 

survey respondents to the Calgary public in general. It also contains a prelirninary analysis of 

question by question results, including the referendum-style question used to poll the sample on 

preferences for the provision of natural area park land. Chapter 6 is a content analysis of the open- 

ended question conceming the meaning that nature in the city has for people. Common themes are 

presented and discussed. Selected respondent narratives are profiled as exarnples of the variety of 

nature experiences that take place in the city. 

Part Four has three chapters that provide an in depth analysis of the key concepts under 

consideration - affective responses and inclinations towards urban nature. The analysis talks about 

the factors that define relationships with nature in the city. Chapter 7 looks at similarities and 

differences in the intentions that people have for interaction with the urban natural environment. It 

explores ideas about nature as they relate to ethical understanding. The discussion specifically 

looks at the results in terms of public sentiments concerning the preservation of natural area park 

land as expressed in both this 1995 study and in one conducted in 1991. Chapter 8 considers the 

impact of past experience on interpreting the rneaning and benefit of nature in the city. It discusses 

the different characteristics of groups displaying vaqing degrees of involvement with urban 

nature. Chapter 9 speculates on the influence that social context has on shaping afinity for nature. 

Through further manipulation of the data it synthesizes the analyses of results discussed in 

Chapters 7 and 8. This chapter also presents a mode1 describing four possible psychographic 



orientations to nature. Each is grounded in the context of a different social reality and implies a 

different afFmity for nature based on ethics and experience. The mode1 explains the diverse 

expectations that arise from differences in relationships with the natural environment. 

Part Five has one chapter. Chapter 10 is the conclusion which considers the contributions that this 

study makes to understanding relationships with urban nature. It looks at the influence that the 

wildemess idea is having on shaping urban nature and speculates on the potential to reconciIe the 

paradox of artificial natudism. It discusses public expectations concerning appropriate interaction 

with nature in an urban context and the consequences of such expectations for the future provision 

of urban natural area park land. Finally, it considers the implications that these expectations have 

for planning natural area park land, asking whether there is a need to broaden planning goals to 

fonnaily address socio-cultural, biophysicd, and psychological aspects of urban nature. 

1.3 Overview of the Research Prncess 

This section discusses the rationale and assumptions for the study. It argues the case for studying 

urban nature and outlines the points of understanding that guide the enquiry. 

1.3.1 Rationale 

Research into urban nature experiences has focused on observing physical characteristics and 

arrangements of space through studies that work on the identification of peoples' preferences for 

particular natural features and configurations.2 The primary intent is to inform open space design 

and management. Such an approach is meant to manage the appearance of a site rather than attend 

to its ecological, historical, cultural or personal significance. Studies in areas such as 

environmental psychology, landscape assessment, and urban and regional planning, which are in a 

2 Perhaps most well-known in this area is the work of environmental psychologists Rachel and Stephen Kaplan. 
Their 1989 The Experience of Natzire: A PsychoIogicaf Perspective includes, in addition to a cornprehensive 
presentation of the primarily cognitive aspects of the appreciation of natural environments, an appendix containing a 
summary of key preference studies. The Kaplans' work is behaviourist in orientation. It is not a good reflection of 
the critical theory approach to investigation that has worked its way through analysis of socio-culturai phenomena in 
the last ten years. The move toward consideration of ideas as well as things is better reflected in work related to 
public space design and management by Cm, Francis, Rivlin and Stone (Public Space 1992) in which the authors 
give full attention to the need to attend to the needs. rights and meanings k i n g  sought by the people who will 
ultimately be using, or experiencing the spaces. A m l y  post-modern perspective is offered by Thayer (1994) in his 
assessrnent of the ultimate impact of technology on our experience of, with, and in evolving urban 
landscapes/environments. 



large part motivateci by a concem over the quality of human-environment relationships, concentrate 

on how space is used rather than on what space means. The ultimate practical application of use 

assessment models is in the development of marketable residential, indusmal, and commercial 

environments. The success of these market endeavours is based on certain assurnptions. It 

assumes that human behaviour can be easily and accurately predicted and that people are essentially 

obIivious to context. It is also based on the belief that since certain environmental attributes are 

basically '4theoretically interchangeable" commodities (Williams, Patterson and Roggenbuck 1992, 

30), it is possible to reproduce specific environrnents anywhere. This cornrnodity approach seeks 

to moàQ or customize the environment in the human-environment relationship (see Figure 1). 

Figure 1 

Marketing residential subdivisions 
(Calgary Herald 13 July 1996) 

Neil Evemden (1985) suggests that relationships are a basic condition of existence, and that the 

type of relationship one has with "the environment" (however it rnight 5e conceptualized), 

coniributes to an overall context for the development of self-in-the-world. This context provides a 

reference point around which to construct meaning from personal expenence. The naditional 



approaches to analysis of humanenvironment relationships have more recently been supplemented 

with work that looks at this experiential aspect of an encounter with a setting.3 Such work 

provides insights into the meaning that expenence generates. It contributes to a better 

understanding of the changes which may be required to the human factors (such as rethinking of 

expectations) in the human-environment relationship. 

Phenomenological and ethnographie methods, which use a detailed analysis of a small number of 

individual cases, contribute a nch source of data to understanding individual perspectives on 

environmental experience. Using a traditional quantitative method combined with components of 

such qualitative analysis, this study probes individual responses to experience with nature. While 

still relying on aggregate data for analysis, the study provides an opportunity for speculation and 

reflection on theory related to the role that interpretation of experience within a particular social 

context plays in creating and sustainhg appropriate humanenvironment relationships.4 

In depth socio-cultural andysis (Cranz 1982) has found that park land in the ciq continues to 

a o r d  one of the best opportunities for realizing public Life in a comrnunity. Threats to the supply 

of urban open space result from a failure to fully recognize this capacity and potential in parks 

(Gold 1988). In being common ground, both literally and figuratively, parks can provide a place 

for people of ail stations and circurnstances to celebrate, communicate, and recreate. The equality 

of opportunity that urban park land provides is not lost on the public. For the most part, everyone 

is able to visit park areas in the city free of charge (even though it is theoretically possible to control 

access in a number of cases). This is recognized as an important benefit of urban natural areas (see 

Nature in the City survey results in subsequent chapters). 

- - -  - - -  - 

3 See for example Bennger (1992) conceming the role of experience in the formation of environmental ethics in 
adolescents. See also Patterson (1993) who suggests that experience is "an emergent narrative rather than a 
detenninisticalIy predictable outcome" (Patterson 1 993, 1 22). His proposed paradigm for study ing human action is 
"productive hermeneutics" which he describes as a meaning-based mode1 portraying humans as active participants 
(rather than reflexive agents in a stimulus response relationship with the environment) in the construction of 
meaning From experience. 

4 Although not speaking explicitly about experiences with the natural environment, Harvey notes that "[tlhe path 
between the historical and geographicai grounding of expenence and the rigours of theory construction is hard to 
negotiate" (Harvey 1985, mi). He suggests, as a consequence, that the fùnctions of speculation - by which he 
means king intellectually innovative in our consideration of influences that act on interpretation of experience, and 
reflection - by which he means the criticai evaiuation of experience, are vital to the construction of new theory in 
the area of experience assesment. 



Not as well recognized by the general public as an important concern is the tendency towards 

intensi@ing development on open spaces. The intensification of n a d  landscapes in particular is 

considered to be the single greatest contributor to loss of biodiversity in cornrnunities today 

(Poracsky and Houck 1994). In general, the role biodiversity has in sustaining human life is 

rapidly becoming the paramount environmental concem of the developed world community 

(Minister of Supply and Services Canada 1995). Current development processes, including those 

that result in the permanent loss of local open space, pose a serious threat to human habitat 

(Weaver and Kim 1994). The balance that urban open space gives to the more intense use of land 

in our cities is essential to supporting biodiversity in an urban context. 

Recently, the physical environment of a community has k e n  shown to be especially valued by 

residents of Canada's urban centres (J. Patterson 1995). Not oniy is the natural landscape seen as 

fundamental to developing a unique sense of place (Johnston 1990), but citizens also intuitively 

feel that interaction with nature in the city has profound emotional benefît (ülrich 1983). Urban 

park land otherwise seen to be vacant and undemtilized is taking on new life in keeping with 

present public sensibilities conceming the preservation of natural environments. As a result, 

interest in the provision of urban natural area park land is becorning more intense in Canadian citie! 

today (Dwyer 1995). An exarnple of this increasing interest is growth in organizations such as the 

"Friends of --, " who rally around local park sites; the Evergreen Foundation, which looks at 

naturalization of school yards; and the Federai Govemment's Active Living - Go for Green! 

campaign, which supports a variety of local environmental initiatives. 

For many people urban natural area park land may be the only chance they have to experience clost 

contact with nature (Raglon 1993). ïndeed, the proxirnity and convenience that nature in the city 

presents for people to experience the natural environment is a fully acknowledged contribution that 

urban natural area park land makes to the quality of life in a community (Calgary Parks & 

Recreation 1986). But perhaps the more compelling reason to study ideas about the protection of 

urban nature is that even very small bits and pieces of it (see Figure 2, next page) will suffice to 

provide city dweIlers with a legitimate experience with nature (Gallagher 1993).The physical 

consaaints on redeveloping cornmunities make space allocation an especially significant concern. 

These considerations combined with the fact that experience with nearby tIaNre extends an 



opportunity to buiId a generalized appreciation for the natural environment (Ibid.) are important 

reasons for interest in uhan natural area park land. 

Figure 2 

A neighbonr in her garden - a generaiized appreciation of nature 
(Photo by the anthor) 

In terrns of psychological contributions that parks make to the human condition, there is very little 

documentation that is directly concemed with studying the experience of urban nature. In fact, it 

has been noted in the past that there is an undeniable need for research into the experience of nature 

in an urban context (Kaplan, R. 1%). Work in the area of park planning has also found that, due 

to a failure to inteamte open space into the essentiat framework of a community (Gold 1988), there 

is a growing trend to remove park land h m  the pubtic domain. This trend towards the 

privatization of public land observed in American cities (Francis 1988) points to a reduction in the 

opportunity to experience nature in the city and supports the underlying assumption of this study - 

that park land use value is k i n g  undermined in urban areas. There is work more specific to 

affective influences of urban parks that has for some years been looking into the meaning different 

pablic space has for people (see Carr, Francis, Rivlin and Stone 1992, for example). Studies such 

as one which found that there were ciifferences in the perception that city administrators and 

residents had of local community open space (Francis 1987) contribute to out understanding about 

"the mie open space plays in everyday urban life" (Ibid, 102). 

9 



The cornpetition to maximize undeveloped park land is especially intense when there are apparent 

conflicts in civic needs. It can be dificult in such circurnstances to establish political support for 

park uses. But whatever is decided about the function of parks is largely derived fiom the 

particular vision that city builders and tesidents have of their cornmunity (Cranz 1982). For 

example, the citizens of Calgary have recently started to take exception to overtly econornic and 

utilitarian perspectives on the use of undeveloped park land. This was demonstrated this past year 

during public hearings for GoPlan - the City's long-range transportation plan. The Plan proposed 

to include additional river crossings through existing park areas. Although the crossings were 

designed to iniprove traffic flow as Calgary grows, they were hotly debated. Transportation 

planning in Calgary historically has tended to downplay the significance of both the environmental 

and psychological impact in selecting alignments. Routes are judged instead primatily on their 

economic andor geophysicd eficiency (Calgary Park & Recreation 1994b). But public concern 

over proposais to disturb any existing natutal area, especially the Weaslehead (Figure 3) - a unique 

naturd area dong the Elbow River within the city lirnits - as was proposed in the GoPlan, has 

k e n  extensive and ultimately effective. In approving the new transportation Plan, City Council, 

for the time king at least, recognized the public's wishes not to include any new river crossings. 

Figure 3 

Aerial photo of the Weaslehead 
(Photo courtesy of Calgary Parks & Recreation) 



As this case demonstrates, the Plan architects, who are likely experiencing the park environment in 

an intellectud context, tended to view it primarily as space to manipulate in constructing a viable 

and attractive urban fabric (Relph 1976). Some politicians or business people, on the other hand, 

experienced the park land as a cornmodity or investment and see the main benefit of the land in 

tenns of political or economic opportunity it affords. Viewing space as an abstraction is a 

reflection of how insûtutionalized intervention produces space in cities (Rotenberg and McDonogh 

1993). It suggests a certain degree of dissonance between what people who actually know a park 

as a unique and meaningful place experience and what plamers understand the role of park land to 

be (Godbey, Grafee, and James 1993). It seems reasonable to suggest that those who use a park, 

and who are in direct contact with a particular physical environment, are more Iikely to appreciate 

the park for the experiences it provides. 

These issues and concems - the case for an experiential-based outlook on park planning, the 

differences in public sensibilities conceming appreciation of the natural environment, and the 

increased pressure on park space that results from its status as the "least cost" development option 

(More, Stevens, and Allen 1988, 139) - fom the basis for interest in researching the connections 

between park planning and relationships with the urban natural environment. The next section 

considers the assumptions that underlie the investigation. 

1.3.2 Assumptions 

Considerable work has gone into identifjbg and describing preferred tastes in both natural and 

built fom. This enables the construction or recreation of urban and natural environments capable 

of providing satisQing experiences (Kaplan and Kaplan 1989; Lynch 1960). While such work is 

not without interest, this study does not speculate on what aspects of a particular environment 

might be associated with certain preferences and subsequently certain meanings. The analysis 

examines instead what people feel is meaninghil. It is based on certain assurnptions about the 

creation of meaning in expenences with the environment These assumptions are: 

i) that al1 environmental experience takes place within a social context (see 
Kuhn 1985; Weigert 199 1); 

ü) that experience provides a situation or structure for interaction fkom which 
an individual creates meaning (Barton 1994; Panerson 1993); 



üi) that in choosing to engage in a certain experience with the natural 
environment, an individual seeks to reflect a particular sense of seif 
(Bagozzi 1992, Epstein 1 w  Haggard and Williams 1992; Wojciszke 
1989); and 

iv) that past experiences have an influence on any current and future 
engagements with the environment (Berleant lm, Gdlagher 1993; 
Ittelson, Franck, and O'Hanlon 1976; Knopf 1983; Ladd l m ;  üirich 
1983; and Wilson 1980). 

1.3.2.1 Experience Takes Piace Within a Social Context 

This study assumes, first and foremost, that human-environment interactions take place within a 

particular social context constraining the potential meanings that individuals might draw from 

engagement with the environment. The point has been made that experiences with nature are far 

more individualistic than other types of experience (McGinnis 1994). But there is shared 

knowIedge of the variety of possible ways to understand nature in our culture. The experience of 

shared landscapes provides one such basis for common undetstanding. Landsapes represent a 

social group's "imagined relationship with nature" (Cos,mve 1984, 15). They are also indicative 

of a "historically specific way of experiencing the world" that is meauîngful to a certain group of 

people (Ibid.). 

Chapter 3 discusses in detail both the historical and contemporary shape of ideas about nature that 

contribute to common culturally-specific knowledge regarding experiences with the natural 

environment. The assumption that social context sets bounds on meaning is important in 

suggesting that there is a shared basis for the interpretation of experience. This point becornes 

significant when considering options for providing opportunities to experience nature in the city. 

1.3.2.2 Individnals Create Meaning 

Experience is a circumstance or situation whicb structures an individual's interaction wi th the 

environment. The thing that one experiences - a sensation, physical impact, imaginative impulse, 

and so on - carries no rneaning in itself as an object of stimulation (Schellekens 19791, although it 

has been suggested that our actions in the environment are not without "naturai" m e d n g  (Weigert 

1991). For example, a singular backcountry hiking experience may result in someone achieving a 

deep sense of exhilaration, producing a meaning related to personal well-king and competency, 



but the accumulated impact on the environment of many experiencing this same evenr may have a 

meaning of reduced capacity of the environment to thrive. This is referred to as the physical or 

natural meanings resulting from humadenvironment interaction. As we do not easily grasp this 

kind of meaning in our actions, it has been suggested that the natural environment is increasingly at 

perd (Ibid.). 

This study focuses on the interpreted, rather than natural or "physicalistic" meaning (Weigert's 

phrase). It assumes that meaning is not inherent in an act, but rather is in the mind of the person 

involved in the act (Barton 1994). If it is accepted that people create different meanings from 

interaction with the same environment, a local naturd area park for exarnple, it must be assumed 

that there is no generic meaning in an experience. But in the case of intentioned experiences, there 

is the possibility that an experience will already have an understood meaning for an individual. It 

is also possible that different individuals may sense the sarne meaning. These kinds of meanings 

are created through an anticipated outcome or expectation that a person or persons hopes to achieve 

by experiencing a particular environment. The meaning is formed by b th  the physical aspect of 

the landscape and an intention to relate to it (Von Maitzahn 1994). 

The intentioned experience is comprised of a series of perceptions and judgrnents involving 

anticipation, manipulation, evaluation and integration, in which the person fmt focuses intention 

on the environment in question, then engages in an experience, processes the effects of 

involvement and consults personal scripts to situate meaning. Patterson (1993) cautions that it 

takes more than being able to determine an individuai's point of view to be able to understand the 

context in which experience takes place. He suggests positivist research approaches force 

individuals to be too abstract and theoretical in reflecting on their experiences. Instead the 

emphasis should be on an assessment of narrative. This approach is context bound - recognizing 

that "experience is contextual, influenced by an individual's unique identities, current personal 

projects, recent past experiences and situational influences" (Patterson 1993, 183) - and is a more 

appropriate method for studying meaning. 

In assessing and reporting on an experience after the fact, people may be more or less aware of the 

influences that personal history and situational factors have on the way meaning is interpreted. The 

survey conducted for this study uses an open-ended question to explore meanings created from 



experience with nature in the city. This is an attempt to allow the respondent to establish his or ber 

own context from which to report meaning. But the influence of social context on the respondents' 

narratives must be exbapolated from theoretical conjecture and from the researcher's understanding 

of the local context for the urban nature experience. Those who look to social dynarnics for 

explanatioas tend to use! aggregate methods of research (Kuhn 1985). In this respect, this study 

categorizes the rneanings individuals reported into cornmon thernes, not in order to identify generic 

rneanings in the natural area park experience, but to look for shared intentions in experience that 

would result in common expectations being expressed about urban natural areas. 

Experieoce requires active involvement of an agent with her or bis environment The involvement 

takes the f o m  of an oogoing exploration process in which a person continually situates his or her 

self in the world, by ordering impressions (Tuan 19'77). It has been suggested that there are four 

common characteristics in the processing of experience that enable al1 individuals to gain an 

understanding of their world (Ittelson, Franck, and O'Hanion 1976). The thought is that everyone 

essentially orients themselves to the environment in which they act in order to establish a 

satisfactory relationship with the world (Ibid.). People also establish basic categones for analysis, 

or ideas about causal co~ect ions  of experience, that relate to their own particular needs, which 

become more complex over time (Op. cit). Everyone strives, as well, to establish his or her own 

sense of order and harmony, as he or she becomes more familiar with the potential conflicts 

involved in interactions with the environment (Ibid-). Lastly, it is suggested that everyone engages 

in "purposeful action [or a] continuing process through which the individual activeiy creates the 

situation within which he [or she] bas [an] experience" (Ittelson, Franck, and O'Hanlon 1976, 

201). This process of orienting, categorizing, harmonizing, and seeking particular kinds of 

circumstances provides a structure for creating meaning through interaction with the environment. 

Previous expenences, current interests and pneral view of the world influence both the type of 

experience an individual chwses to undertake and the meaning she or he sees in the circumstance 

(Finger 1994). 

1.3.2.3 Interactions Reflect a Sense of Self 

The assumption that self-concept is a factor in defining the meaningfulness of experiences is 

reflected in the notion that personal scripts and m t i v e s  are key to creating personal meaning 

within a social context. By providing basic guidelines for personal reality, scripts establish a way 



to organize and access pst  experience (Oatiey 1958). As Epstein (19û9) describes it in his 

cognitive experiential self theory, a personal theory of reaiity (or schema, script or narrative) is a 

conceptual tool used to facilitate basic psychological functions. The script operates primarily at a 

preconscious level in that it includes thoughts and images of which a person may not normaily be 

aware (Epstein 1989). In relying on a personal reality constnxct, an individual is then able to 

process an experience within a "relatively stable, coherent conceptual system" (Ibid. 8). Epstein 

suggests that the personai reality framework also serves to monitor behaviour, including providing 

motivation to create and sustain a positive self-image. It is suggested here that a particular self- 

image directs a person's interest and involvement in the nature experience. How a person thinks 

he or she should feel or act in part contributes to interpretation of that experience (Bagozzi 1992). 

Further, interest expressed through participation in various leisure pursuits is one way in which 

people activate an "ongoing process of self-definition, validation, maintenance, and enhancement" 

(Haggard and Williams 1992,2). By engaging in leisure experiences people are constantly making 

sense of their world and their place within it. In these terms the leisure experience has the potential 

to significantly influence one's personai sense of reality. In so far as a person freely engages in 

leisure, the leisure nature experience rnay in fact provide one of the best oppominities to a l i p  our 

ideal and actual selves (Ibid.). 

1.3.24 Past Experiences Infïuence Fatum Engagements with the Environment 

The assumption that past experience has an effect on the production of current rneanings is 

important in suggesting that expectations are key to both personal and collective interpretation of 

meaning. The way a person conceives an environment depends, in part, on the experience that he 

or she has had with it. If people have sirnilar expectatioas, it is most tikely because they have been 

similady schooled (Knopf 1983). This suggests that there is potential for public dialogue to 

inspire the establishment of socio-cultural parameters for defining a collective experience with 

nature (McGinnis 1994). It is not a traditional view of dialogue that is being suggested but one 

based in storytelliog, speculation, symbotism and political action, al1 designed to m a t e  a new myth 

about wbat nature means (Ibid). The idea that myths about the environment can conmbute to its 

construction (Simmons 1993) is bom out in terms of the planning and design of park land. 

Because parks reflect our relationship with nature, they have a mle to play in the myth making. 

Natural area park land provides an environment-in-cornmon for playing out stories being presented 



for and by the public. Past experience contributes to current understandings about appropriate uses 

for the urban natural environment. In accornrndating changes in the meanings that various uses 

create, public natural areas serve as a stage for expressing contemporary expectations for 

encounters with nature in the city. The interactive aspect of past experience helps to explain how it 

is possible for people to change the expectation they have concerning an experience with nature in 

relation to terms set out by popular culture. As Wilson (1980) sees it, "[o]ur past expenences 

continually take on new meaning in the light of more recent events and must be constantly re- 

worked and reevaluated in accordance with our present outlook even to the point of repudiating 

past selves" (Wilson 1980, 141). The malleability of this rneaning-making is what makes room foi 

different understandings to work their way into both the private and public psyche, thereby re- 

shaping interpretations and, as sorne have suggested, subsequent behaviours as well (Figer 1994; 

Kim 1993; Pestello and Pestello 199 1 ; Tourangeau 1 987).5 

The fom that urban natural area parks have today shows how culture and politics have acted upon 

the environment in the past (Cranz 199 1). But contemporary relationships with the natural 

environment are represented in current expectations about the appropriate function of these special 

areas. There is a strong sense that a park provides the best way to bound the urban nature 

experience in that it signals where "human interaction with nature begins" (Walter Phillips Gallery 

Editorial Collective 1991: unpaginated). There is also the potential for discord to arise out of the 

lack of collective understanding of what constitutes appropriate kinds of interaction with the urban 

natural environment. A review of the circumstances in Calgary provides a case from which to 

consider this possibility in more detail. 

5 The debate over the causal link between attirude and behaviour is thoroughly covered elsewhere in the literature 
(see Bagoui 1992; Finger 1994; and Kim 1993, for example). In any case the link between attitude and behaviour is 
not being directly studied in this work. A co~ect ion is k i n g  suggested between the views a person forms 
conceming the appropriate use of naniral areas, termed inclination, and the affinity he or she has for nature, 
operationalized through calculating scores for selected s w e y  questions. including an assessrnent of the 
meaningfulness of nature. Meaning is seen as arising out of experience and experience is oriented by intention. 
Bagoui (1992). too, sees meaning as a function of intention. He suggests that intentions are infiuenced by attitudes, 
but unlike other theorists in attitude dynamics, he allows that intentions do not necessarily result in action (or 
behaviour). Canying out an action or behaviour depends on, among other things, the oppominity and means 
available to act (Ibid.). While attitude provides a reason for fonning an intention to act, the motivational link is 
actual desire to perform an action. One's view on appropriate suategies for natural area park land in the city is 
termed an "inclination," so that the relationship chat is being explored is between experience. as expressed through 
af'tïnity, and inclination. 



1.4 The Calgary Context6 

The city of Calgary is located in the foothiils of the Rocb Mountains in the southem half of the 

province of Alberta. Although perhaps better known for its western heritage, the city's numerous 

skyscrapers grouped tightly into the compact downtown speak to its equally important, if not more 

sophisticated, role as the administrative and financial centre of the Canadian oil and gas industry. 

Founded in 1875 by the North West Mounted Police (now the Royal Canadian Mounted Police or 

RCMP), Cdgary's population has grown dramatically, almost doubling in the last 25 years alone, 

and it is anticipated that it will reach the one million mark (projected for 201 3) within the next 20 

years (Calgary Parks & Recreation 1994). Calgary was officially incorporated as a town in 1884, 

with a population of 1,000. One hundred and eleven years later, in 1995, Calgary comprised an 

area of about 720 square kilomems (or approximately 275 square miles), with a population just 

under 750,000 (City of Calgary Public Information Department 1996). 

Wide open spaces and a political cornmitment to a unicity style of municipal government (which 

favours extending corporate boundaries) likely contribute to Calgary's dispersed settlement pattern. 

As well, easy access to the Rocky Mountains "adds a profound, long-established and often 

articulated appreciation of the outdoors to the comrnonity's collective psyche" (Calgary Parks & 

Recreation 1994,19). With an abundant supply of fresh air and water, and exceptional local and 

regional parks and recreation resources, it is perhaps not surprising that Calgary ranked number 

one on the Quality of Life Index in a 1991 survey of Canadian communities (see page 90 of the 

1991 Urban Canada Study, conducted by Angus Reid Group). As noted in the Calgary Parks & 

Recreation 1994-98 Business Plan: 

Al1 of these 'quality of life' factors place extremely high expectations on the 
provision of goods and services in general in Our community. The Calgary 
public is used to having the newest and best avdable products and at the sarne 
time looks for old-fashioned good value and experiences. These are particularly 
onerous demands in times of fiscal restraint and increasing competition for parks 
and recreation resources (Ibid.). 

6 The information in this section is drawn from a number of sources, including the author's own personal 
knowledge as a long-tirne resident of Calgary. The main sources consulted are The City of Calgary 1996 Municipal 
Handbook, published by the City of Calgary's Public information Department and the Calgary Parh & Recreation 
1994-96 Business Plan. Much of the text in the Business Plan was originally researchcd and wntten andlor edited by 
the author in her capacity as the Department's Senior Planner. Sources consulted during the preparation of the 
Business Plan include: numerous City of Calgary publications and archiva1 documents; Moms Barraclough's (1975) 
From Prairie to Park: Green Spaces in Calgary; Max Foran's ( 1  978) Calgary: An Illustrated Hisrory; and the Urbun 
Canada Repon (1991), prepared by Angus Reid Group. Specific facts are credited to the appropriate source. 



In 1995 the $75 million tax-supported operating budget for providing parks and recreation 

services to the citizens of Calgary represented close to 12% of the City's overall operating budget. 

Approximately one-third of this was allocated to parks operations and management. Of the parks 

allocation, about 90% was targeted for parks maintenance. This in turn was directed at the upkeep 

of some 6700 hectares (or over 16,000 acres) of community park land, including naairai areas and 

undevelopable environmental reserve, but excluding athletic parks, golf courses and cemeteries, 

which are part of the Facilities allocation.7 It also does not include the popular Fish Creek Park 

(Figure 4) in the southem part of Calgary. Although situated within the city limits, Fish Creek 

Park is provincidly owned and operated (Fish Creek was initially developed through Phase One of 

the Urban Parks Program, funded through Alberta Heritage Savings Trust Fund, and directed at 

providing Alberta's medium-sized and two large urban centres - Calgary and Edmonton - with 

assistance to enhance parks in their urban areas). The budgeted arnount for 1995 capital 

Figure 4 

Fish Creek Park 
(Photo courtesy of Calgary Parks & Recreation ) 

7 This information is extrapolated from page 2 of The City of Calgary 1995 Budget Summary pamphlet, and pages 
8 and 15 of the Calgary Parks & Recreution 1995 Annual Report. 



improvement to parks, pathways and d a n  parks development under Phase Two of the Urban 

Parks Program totailed an additional $20 million, of which just over haif was actually expended as 

capital budgeting uses a five-year envelope.8 

Calgary Parks & Recreation has a long history of consulting with the public in establishing 

pnorities for funding and services. Records dating back to the mid-1940s show that through a 

public survey on meation, Calgarians expressed an interest in connecting and following the Bow 

and Elbow rivers with pathways. This provided the genesis of the idea for the extensive riverside 

pathway and off-street bikeway system in place today. Fifty years later Calgary's 300 kilometres 

of combined walking-jogging-cycling and in-line skating pathway is one of its most defming 

features - well-used and appreciated by residents and visitors dike. The generosity of the 

Devonian Foundation (adrninistered by a local family that benefited from oil and gas resources of 

the region) enabled the Department to seriously pursue this initiative over the years, confident that 

it was a priority with the citizens of Calgary. Through public studies, included as part of in depth 

policy planning processes undertaken in 1975, 1980, 1986, and 199 1, the Department has been 

able to record and monitor public opinion related to "long-standing concems, emerging trends, and 

changing expectations of the Calgary public in terms of the provision of parks and recreation 

services" (Calgary Parks & Recreation 1994, 10). 

Over the years, differences in opinion concerning appropriate uses for natural area park land have 

been of particular concem in Calgary, where a number of urban naturai areas have become the 

target for more and different kinds of development. These areas clearly have a special meaning for 

people. For some citizens particular natural areas represent nature in the city and are seen to have a 

rightful, if not privileged place in the landscape of Calgary. To others they represent a latent 

opportunity to enhance and maxirnize the landscape's economic potential @ye 1986). One 

exarnple is Calgary's river valleys. 

The river valiey areas of Calgary are a prominent feature in the city's landscape that are the 

foundation for the city's image. In the downtown area, the features dong the riverfront form the 

social, rather than geographic, centre of the city. Property directly adjacent to the water's edge, 

8 Figures are from page 9 of the Calgary Parks and Recreation 1995 Annual Report, Item Two - Capital Program 
Summary. 



much of it publicly owned, has k n  subject to a great deal of land speculation. Over the past 15 

years the river valiey lands in general have been the f ~ u s  of two major policy plans: the Calgary 

River Valleys Plan (1984), primarily a land-use document, and the Urban Park Masrer Plan 

(1994), a 20-year pIan for recreational development in the river valley areas. The latter plan 

included in its preparaùon a comprehensive biophysical assessment, organized by ecosites, of the 

land within the study area As well, in 1991, a special advisory cornmittee was smck by Calgary 

City Council specifically to address concerns related to the use and development of the river valley 

areas. Even with such well thought out plans and policies, and diligent monitoring by cornrnunity 

groups, in highly competitive land use circumstances it remains a challenge to pain support for 

park uses in these areas (see Figure 5). This is in spite of the possibility that park land - through 

helping to sustain a healthy cornrnunity - provides an equal if not superior benefit to other kinds of 

development options. 

Figure 5 

5 

Calgary's river vaiieys and natural areas 
(Prepared for the author by Calgary Parks & Recreation) 
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The goal of the public opinion survey was "to provide an opportunity for Calgarians to participate 

in the identification of issues related to the Urban Parks Project," (Calgary Parks & Recreation 

1991, 1). The specific objectives were: enhancing CaIgarians' awareness of the river valley 

concept plan; providing an opportunity for public participation in the master planning process; 

rneasunng the park use patterns of Calgarians; and providing a chance for Calgarians to identib 

parks and open space preferences (Ibid.).g 

In one of the questions in the Pulse on Parks survey respondents were asked to identiQ the level of 

appropriateness they would place on certain strategies for the care and protection of open space. 

Respondents were provided with a List of strategies to rate and also given the opportunity to add 

others not listed. As the Summary Report notes: 

Overail, respondents to the Pulse on Parks Survey identified the acquisition of river 
valley lands, and the acquisition of environmentally sensitive lands as the care and 
protection strategies which were most appropriate for inclusion in the master 
planning process for the Heart of the Valley-Urban Parks Project. These issues 
were followed by: develop open space and control humnn use, increase public 
education programmes, preserve open space for wildlife, (and) preserve open space 
and prohibit human use. The issue of 'preserve open space and prohibit human use' 
was the least supported issue in the Pulse on Parks Survey. Less than 23% of 
respondents supported this open space strategy as either 'very appropriate' or 
'appropriate'. 

This concern about resuicted access is clearly presented by the levels of support 
given to the issues of nature trails [in another part of the questionnaire] and 
'preserving open space and prohibiting human use'. The high level of support for 
the inclusion of the issue of nature trails, [sic] was the second most strongly 
supported issue. Nature trails must involve interaction with, not exclusion from 
natural areas. However 'preserve open space and prohibit human use' was the least 
supported issue in the Pulse on Parks Survey [as noted above]. Clearly, 
respondents expect access to, and enjoyment of the river valley system. (Excerpt 
fiom Pulse on Parks 1991 Urban Parks Survey Summary Report, Calgary Parks & 
Recreation 199 1,s-6.) 

On closer examination, the results of the "preserve open space and prohibit hurnan use" question 

show that about half of the peopie who answered the question found the strategy to lirnit hurnan 

use to be appropriate to some degree, while for the other half the option was not acceptable at alI. 

The results from this study have been used over the past years in the development of numerous 

9 Modified excerpt fiom Technical Report and Summary of Responses, page 2. 

22 



policy plans.10 These results, dong with the extensive public involvement in the development of a 

new transportation plan for Calgary (GoPlan) and increased public interest in the concept of 

sustainable development, also contributed to the policy recornrnendations contained in the 1995 

Sustainable Suburbs Study designed to "provide the basis for planning new suburban communities 

in Calgary."ll The Sustainable Suburbs report presented two important new guidelines for 

planning local open space as follows. These are: 

Policy OS.1: Existing natural systems (including significant environmentally 
sensitive areas) must be integrated into new communities and will form part of a 
comprehensive and contiguous regional open space system (City of Calgary, 
Planning & Building Depariment 1995,33). 

Policy 0S.2: Built open space (including joint use sites) must be located, sized and 
configured to create places that are functional, safe, flexible and form a linked open 
space system (Ibid. 35). 

Taken to their full intent, these policies have significant implications for the arnount, type and 

location of local open spaces. Given that the average person likely assumes that park land is a 

naturally occurring phenornena, and is not necessarily created to reflect any specific ideologicaI 

goals ( C m  1982), the public may not be completely aware of any ramifications, intended or 

otherwise, on their open space supply. Research has indicated that the public generally supports 

enhancing natural area park land in Calgary. Political will has in principle endorsed preserving 

environmentally significant areas and professional practice is known to favour an integrated 

systerns approach to planning for natural area park land. But there is very littie information 

conceming the public's opinion with respect to changing park planning practice to potentially 

provide a different shape and allocation of al1 local open space, including natural area park land. 

There is, as well, a dearth of information related to the expectation that people have for the 

provision of convenient opportunities to experience urban nature. There are local studies that look 

at park use patterns in general, or ask about the quality of parks and recreation services, but none 

specifically consider the meaningfulness that having a chance to experience nature in the city has 

for people or what this means for providing such opportunities at a local level. 

10 Notably the Narural Area Management Plan, approved by Council in 1994. The results were also used ro 
inform planning for Calgary Parks & Recreation's first business p h ,  approved by Council in July 1995. 

1 1 This quote is taken from the approved report cover letter dated 1995 September 14. 
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The escalating cornpetition for river valley land, seeming plarization of public opinion on the 

human use of natural areas, and pending innovations to suburban development combine to 

precipitate a need for and an interest in studying f'eelings towards the urban nature experience in 

general and the provision of natural area park land in particular. The next chapter outlines these 

research interests in more detaiI. 



CHAPTER 2 

Dimensions of Park Planning 

2.1 Overview 

This chapter provides background and definition to the resemh problem. It discusses concerns of 

interest to park pIanning, including consideration of the various pressures on urban park land. The 

discussion also Iooks at the influence that culture has on creating park images and meaning. In 

addition, it considers the need for parks as an element in the urban environment. 

2.2 The Pressure on Urban Parks 

2.2.1 Questioning the Value of Urban Park Land 

Eady in the history of urban parks, providing the public with the ongoing opportunity to 

experience the social, psychological and environmental benefits of nearby nature was thought to be 

in the best interests of a cornmunity. Building this type of leisure opportunity into the civic 

infrastructure was seen as one way to bring the positive influences of the country into urban areas 

(Schuyler 1986). Over time the assurnptions conceming the causal relationship between a good 

supply of public open space and improvements to the human condition have been called into 

question. 

Land value trends, especially in intensely developed urban areas, have precipitated an instability in 

land use for undeveloped park land. This stems from the fact that while parks usually do not 

generate revenue, they do create operational liabilities. Part of the difficulty is that monetary worth 

of parks has not been f m l y  established (More, Stevens and Allen 1988). But there is a 

generalized belief that park use has relatively less value than other types of developable uses. 

Consequendy park land is frequently seen as representing a lost development opportunity andlor 

potential. 

There are at Ieast two factors that have made a significant contribution to this tendency to not value 

park land as a legitimate investment in its own right. To begin with, as Galen Cranz notes in her 

book The Politics of Parks Design (1982), historically urban parks have been created for purposes 

ranging from fulfilling specific urban design functions to helping to realize particular socio-political 

goals. That is, a park bas been viewed in essentially utilitarian terms as king  a means to some 



end, usually aimed at achieving sorne sort of physical or social order. Others have suggested that 

dong with the now traditional suburban scheme of developrnent, the large, meticulously designed 

and constructeci urban parks built early in North Amenca were primarily ahed at the social reform 

of urban areas (Schuyler 1986). They provided an essential component in the attempt to reshape 

city form in the likeness of the surrounding countryside (Ibid.). These functions, while not 

directly concemed with addressing an experience with nature per se, did provide an urban land 

base from which to articulate a certain relationship with the natural environment. 

One of the hnctions of parks in the past has been to represent the current understanding of nature 

(Cranz 1982). The stylistic and grandiose pastoral Victonan "pleasure grounds" (Ibid. 3) provided 

city dwellers with a setting in which to view and appreciate nature (or more accurately to appreciate 

how civil society was capable of capturing, taming and subduing/controlling nature). These parks 

were designed on anti-urban ideals and views of nature which held it was more healthy and natural 

for people to live in the country so parks, modelled on the countryside, would provide a much 

needed antidote to urban ills (Cranz 1982). As well, the fiesh-air philosophy of the "reform era" 

of the early 1900s of parks design in the United States dictated that formal parks be built in order to 

provide places for organized activity to take place (aimed at working class people and families) and 

in this way parks were seen to make a positive contribution to a comrnunity's social health and 

welfare, goals which were of particular importance to the urban playground movement (Ibid. 6 1). 

The tendency to constnict parks lefi marginal wild areas intact. In some cities these residual wild 

lands have formed the bais of present day natural open space systems. 1 But the intent at the time 

was not to create an outlet for interaction with the naturd environment. It was rather to present a 

certain image of the natural world. The desirable image was in keeping with a then-contemporary, 

and for the most part still prevailing, understanding of nature as a balance to the il1 effects of city 

living. Because parks were seen as conmved constructions aimed at providing a facsimile 

experience, the location of park land was highly negotiable. In the economics of modern urban 

development, it makes the most fiscal sense to situate parks on land deemed less suitable for other 

more econornically productive uses. The view is that parks are best built on land lefi over after 

planning for dl other uses. By association park land has been valued less. But present day 

sensibilities are changing. Significant and residual natural areas and wild lands are recognized for 

1 Manilla (1996) observed this trend in Finland as well. 
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the value they have as an opportunity to enjoy contact with nature and as reminders of the place thai 

the city has in nature (Cm, Francis, Rivlin, and Stone 1992).2 

The second factor that contributes to perpetuating the dom-valuing of undeveloped park land is 

that park planning practice has tended to reinforce this histoncai perspective of viewing park land 

as means to an end. A professionai orientation has k e n  established towards planning urban parks 

that standardizes a stereotypic form and function that is often aimed at enhancing the saieability of 

urban residential areas. Such an approach emphasizes the amenity characteristic of open space at 

the expense of establishing other essential hnctions and meanings for parks. This way of looking 

at park land cm lead to a detached perspective in which the experiential aspect of the park function 

is seen to be fulfiIlable in any number of ways in any number of locations. For instance, a park 

could be a design feature at the entrance to a suburban cornmunity, an outdoor recreation play area, 

or a wildlife preserve. It might also be a buffer between a major roadway and residential 

development, or perhaps a reserve for some future municipal service needs. It might be that a park 

acts in more than one of these capacities to some degree, at the sarne time, and at different times 

over its life. 

2.2.2 Identifying the Function of Urban Parks 

Traditionally urban park planning has k e n  based on the understanding that open space has three 

primary functions to fulfil in city life. In addition to serving human psychological needs such as 

providing opportunities for socializing and for interaction with nature, park land has a fundamentai 

role in "shaping urban form . . . and [in] conserving biophysical resources" (Wilkinson 1983, 15- 

26). These functions are not necessarily mutually exclusive (Wright, Braithwaite,William and 

Forster 1976). But they do result in different planning prionties in different circumstances. For 

exarnple, in Calgary curent park planing policy makes it clear that when land taken as public 

reserve is also used in storm water management the recreation function of the site is to be of 

primary concem in establishing matters such as inundation guidelines and so on (CaIgary Parks & 

Recreation 1994). Land functioning as park, but not formally comprising the reserve dedication, 

2 At the local level, this view has been acknowledged for some time now by interest in the work of individuais such 
as Dr. Mary Ellen Tyler, who spoke on urban ecology when giving a presentation to the Alberta Landscape Architect 
Association meeting in Calgary (October 18, 1990 at the Alberta Vocational Centre). The therne of Dr. Tyler's 
presentation was the need to address the role that the city has in nature when looking to improve human habitat. 



would not likely be subject to such restrictions. 

There are those in the field who take a more holistic approach and view the functional distinction in 

open space planning as unnecessary and perhaps even counter productive to good city planning 

(see Hough 1984 and 1995, and Whiston Spirn 198 1). An example is the work of Michael Hough 

which is concerneci with the "dienation of urban society from envuonmentai values and cultural 

connections with the land" (Hough 1984,Z). His ideas and design solutions have been influentid 

in the park "naturalization" movement gaining popularity in municipalities across Canada. They 

have also been important in opening the debate on the appropriate forms that parks should take 

(Hough 1994), particularly in relation to the presence of nature in the city. Hough notes that there 

are not many studies about urban attitudes towards nature (Hough 1984). In this regard the work 

in this study can conhibute to understanding public ideas on the appropriate form and hnction of 

urban naturd area park land. 

Park planners are beginning to recognize that although theoretically park sites and functions may be 

interchangeable and perhaps even dispensable over time, in reality people vest meaning in even the 

most meagre and insignificant park areas. Changes to location, design or use intent are now more 

frequentiy king  considered l a s  in terms of an exercise in land forming logistics and more in 

relation to ecological, sociai and political considerations. This is indicative of a basic reorientation 

taking place in the frarnework for urban open space planning and management which is moving 

from a bureaucratie outlook to one based on a human ecology approach (Platt 1994a). The 

rethinking of perspectives by park planners contributes to a revaluing of urban open space in both 

socid and economic ternis. Not only is a natural environment more philosophically and politically 

pleasing, but the perception (not necessarily correct) is that such lands are less costly or easier to 

maintain. As green open spaces in the city - especially those that are naturally occurring - gain 

higher currency with urban residents, they subsequently cornrnand greater attention from, and are 

valued differently by, urban developers. 

2.2.3 Assessing the Benefit of Urban Parks 

Intuition concerning the importance to cornrnunity well-king of ensuring generous access to public 

open space rnay be strong. But intangible benefits such as this are among the most diffïcult to 

quanti@ (Bentkover, Covell and Mumpower 1986; McPherson 1992). Although both public 



pressure and professional practice are such that the outlook is gradually changing, in general and as 

a matter of course, park use on what some view as essentially undeveloped land is still regularly 

considered secondary to a host of other municipal service demands or urban design functions that 

rnay be more readily rneasurable in terms of public benefit. In Calgary ment  evidence of this 

tendency includes the disposal of inner city park reserve to situate a fire station; the re-location of 

an established community soccer field to accommodate a storm water retention pond; and the re- 

plotting of a downtown comrnunity to remove park land so as to enhance the residentid 

development potential of the riverbank. 

interest in the documentation of benefits generated from the provision of public parks and 

recreation opportunities is on the increase (Stevens and More 1988). in the face of significant 

reductions in funding from senior Ievels of govemments and other traditional sources, municipal 

governments are under more than the usud pressure to rationalize al1 of their public services. In 

studies such as a nationwide poll in the United States, which employed the standard survey-based, 

social sciences approach to describing perceived benefits (Cox 1986). the majority of respondents 

reported a perceived benefit from public recreation and parks services. More interestingly, the 

strongest Ievel of perceived benefits was seen to be at the comrnunity rather than personal level 

(Goâbey , Graffe and James 1 993). There is mother interesting aspect to the study ' s findings. 

The authors had previously conducted a study with Canadian parks and recreation professionals on 

the benefits of providing public parks and recreation services . In comparison to the professionals 

who identified "protection of the natural environment" as the second highest benefit ("services to 

the poor" was identified as the number one benefit), the public mentioned the environmental aspect 

of benefits far less often (Ibid. 80). This low level of public attention towards environrnental 

benefits was dso found to be the case in the survey conducted for this study (see Parts III and IV 

of this dissertation). 

In Calgary, the award-winning3 Nasural Area Management Plan presents a "strategy for the 

protection, enhancement, and public enjoyrnent of City-owned natural environments" (Calgary 

Parks & Recreation 1994a, 7). It was approved by City Council in 1994 and notes a variety of 

3 The Canadian Association of Municipal Administrators 1996 Envuonmental Award was presented to the Nmral 
Area Managemenr Plan, Calgary Park & Recreation "in recognition of an outstanding contribution to the 
preservation of the environment in the context of Canadian Municipal Administration" (plaque inscription on display 
in Parks Division office, Calgary Parks & Recreation, 5th Floor, 205-8th Avenue S.E., Calgary). 



generic benefits of natural environments in urban areas. The landscape ecology approach of the 

Plan, while recognizing the benefits and importance of public access to these areas, is not 

particularly concerned with the "eco-experience" perspective which is based on people having 

abundant access to urban nature (Balmer 199 1,29). As such it does not remark on the experience 

aspect of public use and benefit To be able to appropriately accommodate oppominities for people 

to benefit from contact with the urban natural environment requires an understanding of the 

rneaning that urban nature has for people.4 Given that meaning is at least in part constructed from 

experience within a particular cultural context (Bruner 1990), and that previous experience tends to 

influence preferences related to perception (Kaplan and Kaplan 1989), it would be instructive to 

consider how social context and personal experience relate to inclinations regarding the urban 

natural areas. 

2.3 The Social Construction of Park Images and Meaning 

2.3.1 Negotiating Relationships with the Urban Natural Environment 

It is possible to take for granted what nature in the city means to people without realizing the 

complex foundation of cultural influences and personal history involved in the making and 

interpretation of meaning. Nature means trees, fresh air, wild creatures and so on. But these are 

characteristics of nature rather than meanings and seldom is meaningfûlness found solely in the 

physical attributes of a setting (Williams, Patterson and Roggenbuck 1992). Meanings arke 

instead fiom context, possibility, implication, and a sense of identity that goes beyond basic 

physical features (Pennartz and Elsinga 1990). 

The meaning we vest in nature shapes Our relationship with the natural environment. This is done 

through authentication of a particular understanding of the dynamics of social and physical 

relations between people and things. Cultural constraints and imperatives are fundamental to the 

construction and manipulation of al1 historical and contemporary conditions of life (Rapoport 

1982). Whatever cultural dynamics are most influentid at any given time in any given place are 

ultimately expressed through the ideas that take hold in literature, politics, scientific research, etc. 

(Larsen 1992). They are also evident in the meaning and form of the landscape that takes shape 

(Rapoport 1982). In this way it is culture that provides the framework for negotiating 

4 Lee poula out that benefits-based planning for parks and rrcreation services requires that once certain benefits are 
identified, efforts must be made to provide oppominities that maximize the benefit (Lee 1995). 



contemporary human/environment relationships. As a consequence. there are vast differences in 

the way different soçieties have k e n  oriented towards the natural environment (Altman and 

Chemers 1980). For example, what European explorers "saw" as untouched wild land in North 

America, indigenous peoples considered as "tarne, domesticated, Dandl not dangerous and under 

control" (Franks 1995,49). With eyes accustomed to seeing particular patterns of settlernent and 

ways of relating to the land, the recently arrived people failed to recognize local signs of habitation 

and social organization. 

2.3.2 Producing Landscape Images 

While books, movies and magazines document changes in social mores and opinions, it is the 

landscape that chronicles changing understanding of and relationships with the natural 

environment.5 The word landscape has a rneaning in lay language that is closely associated with 

scenery (Olwig 1993) or with the fiarning of an aesthetically alluring image of the natural 

environment. Largely through the efforts of J.B. Jackson6 and others who prornoted the idea of 

landscape as the physical consequence of social and political action, landscape has corne to be 

understood as a product of culture (Jackson 1979; Meinig 1979a; Cosgrove 1984; and Daniels and 

Cosgrove 1988). 

Viewed in terms of the convergence of history and culture, the physical form and symbolic 

rneaning of landscape changes as human "engagement with the land changes" (Bender 1993% 9; 

also Cosgrove 1984; Conzen 1990a; Burgess 1996). Differences in the actual appearance of the 

landscape, although somewhat constrained by the existing lay of the land, for the most part are 

indicative of a particular physical and ideological ordering of humadenvironment engagement in 

any given comrnunity (Sadler and Carlson 1978b; Tuan 1979; Marx 199 1 ; Greider and Garkovich 

1994; and Jones 1994). 

The proliferation of a low density, widely dispersed pattern of suburban development emerging in 

North American cities in the last fifty years illustrates this point. Contemporary society orders its 

reality on private property, fossil fuels and traditional gender roles. Culturai imperatives currently 

5 This applies to the built environment as well but the concem here is with the natural environment. 

6 See Meinig (1979b) for a commentary on and explanation of the influence of J.B. Jackson on landscape theory and 
practice. 



place high value on privacy, personal space and individuai autonomy. There is at least the 

appearance of an abundance of land. It is perhaps not surprishg that residential development has 

evolved in the shape tliat it has. The conventionai suburban style of settlement also reflects a 

certain image of the natural environrnent.7 Irnplied in the wide open style of development is the 

romantic notion of fieedom of the wilds, packageci in the safer, more easily contained imagery of 

the pastoral countryside (see Figure 7). 

Figure 7 

CommodificaCion of Nature 
(Abridged from the Calgary Herald 8 June 1996) 

An idyllic and romanticized idea of nature figures quite prominently in local newspaper 

advertisements for new housing subdivisions in the suburbs.8 It is not uncommon to see in these 

hand-illustrated artist's impressions, or coloured photographs, a picturesque view of the 

7 It should be noted, however, that residential styles of al1 kinds ultimately influence how the natural environment 
is shaped (Laituri and Kirby 1994). 

8 Thayer (1994) womes that the landscape is losing its ability to mediate between nature and human technological 
ingenuity, however, it is suggested that in this kind of evocation, landscape imagery serves as a perfect mediation 
function between the ideal of nature and the ideal of a planned community. 



countryside at the city's edge, or a family walking in the wide open spaces, with a grove of trees in 

the middIe distant, and of course, no one else in sight. The message is freedom, k h  air, and few 

neighbom. These renderings represent and reinforce a mythicai ideal of past, present, and future 

expenence with the land and thereby serve to guide experiences and consumption (Relph 1976). It 

is in this regard that urban nature becomes a cornrnodity subject to ail the pressures and whims of 

the market (Dickens 1994). Rather than king a naturaIly occurring phenomena, nature in the city 

becomes a socially constmcted cultural artifact charged with contributing to the conternporary view 

of the good life. This seems to be the case with al1 objects made or modified by human process. 

2.3.3 Creating Meaning in Urban Nature 

Some suggest that nature aiways has been shaped by "its location in a cultural project" (Bennett 

and Chaloupka 1993a, xi, remarking on Haraway). While everyone can no doubt bring to mind a 

certain image of nature, few will reaiize the extent to which that image or one's relationship with 

the natural environment is conditioned by culture (Crandell 1993; Lease 1995). The likelihood that 

everyone is aImost certain to conjure up a different notion of nature can be atûibuted in part to the 

elasticity of socid understanding of what is and is not natureg and in part to individual 

interpretation of cultural conditioning. A contemporary example of this is provided in the study by 

Duncan & Duncan (1984), which describes how a cornrnunity in Vancouver, British Columbia 

was successful in ensuring that a particular form and image of nature was preserved as 

redevelopment of the neighbourhood occurred. The authors observe that the effect was achieved 

through political action that was convincing in ternis of its suggestion that a certain kind of 

landscape style (Le. the one suiting the current residents' tastes) was more conducive to a 

cornrnunity's livability than other kinds might be. 

It has ken  suggested that when it comes to individual "reading" of socially defmed "texts," a 

person has tbree options (Burgess 1990): the conventional reading is accepted; some modification 

is negotiated in the meaning; or the conventional meaning is rejected. Children and newcomers to a 

culture are socialized to view urban nature in whatever may be the prevailing convention of time or 

place (Cobb 1977; Larsen 1992; Livingston 1994). Maturing individuals create different rneanings 

9 The pst-modern critique contests this islis not concepmalization of a phenomena It sees this approach as king 
reductionist and implores that one realize instead that it is not possible to determine with certainfy what nature is 
other than essentially a part of everything (Phelan 1993). 



fkom relationships with the natural environment as perception and experience are weighed against 

conventional understanding. Different khds and intensities of engagement (Fiske and Kinder 

198 1) with nature will precipitate different understandings. Even though there is some give and 

take in the individual understanding of ideas of nature, cultural conditions and conditioning still 

form the framework and set the lïmits of appropriate and acceptable interpretations.10 

Take, for exarnple, our culture's agreed upon understanding of the Function and meaning of a 

cemetery. Although there is likely no law preventïng it, playing football or frisbee in a cemetery, 

especially in interment areas, is not at this point in time socially acceptable. Even though a group 

of people may interpret the space as being appropriate for that kind of engagement, persons doing 

so would be considered disrespectfui. There are secondary negotiated readings of the meaning of 

cemeteries that are currently tolerated in our culture. These include using a cemetery as an axtistic 

and historical resource. The practice of taking graphite rubbings of unusual headstones, or of 

exploring grave markers when tracing a family or place history, are examples of such acceptable 

uses. In the past taking a leisurely stroll or going for a picnici 1 was an acceptable behaviour in a 

cemetery (Wilkinson 1988); today using a cemetery as a peaceful place to sit and think, or read is 

also acceptable. 

Even minor alterations in popular custom could eventually precipitate a different understanding in 

the meaning of space. For example, Douglas Coupland (1994) describes an activity he took part in 

as teenager, which he suggests was fashionable with teenagers in North America at the time. 

Termed "Harolding," afier the film Harold and Maude, it involved "hanging around" cemeteries 

and witnessing funerals, in the spirit of celebrating one's own youth-inspired sense of immortality. 

As an adult Coupland came to appreciate cemeteries as %avens of respite amid urban chaos" 

(Coupland 1994, 20). Interestingly enough these are precisely the terms by which many people 

describe the effects of urban nature. If others come to the same conclusion, there is the possibility 

of a new definition of the role of cemetenes in a cornrnunity's open space system. Collective 

10 Relph suggests however that the less mediated an experience is, especially as it relates to experiencing a certain 
place, the more authentic it is in that it is not unduly shaped by the fashions of the day (Relph 1976). 

1 1 The author recollects that in the early 1960s it was common practice at the YWCA day camp in Winnipeg to 
take young campers to a nearby cernetery for a picnic. The counsellors cautioned about not stepping or sitting on 
any graves and remarked that we should generally conduct ourselves respectfully. 



understanding of the function of cemetery space could conceivably be modified to accommodate 

changes in real life convention or necessity (Agnew, Mercer, and Sopher 1984). 

This is not to suggest that if enough people engage in a pdcular  interpretation of something that 

social understanding will necessady change. For individual activity to influence collective 

understanding, the initiai interpretation must be within the reaim of social acceptability, how ever it 

is defined at the time. To push the envelope of conventional meaning and influence collective 

understanding, individual interpretations of experience must be in keeping with a broader context 

of contemporary cultural mores. 

2.4 The Need for Urban Parks 

Perhaps because its purpose has never been as obvious or as firmly established as that of a 

cemetery, urban natural area park land does not presently enjoy the sarne degree of accord in terms 

of individual interpretation of collective meaning. As an element in a city's physical and social 

landscape, a naturd area park reflects in its forrn and function the historical record of different 

engagements with the land. The very idea of park is, in fact, indicative of a certain approach to 

organizing the natural environrnent and settlement pattern. Containing a piece of land as park 

implies the existence of surroundhg land that is not park and requires a system of defining 

boundaries. Historicaily in North America it is rationdization of land ownershipl2 and 

urbanization of human settIement that both create the need for and allow the creation of parks. 

2.4.1 Legal Rationalization of Urban Parks 

A system of organizing the environrnent that allows for the exclusive nghts to land in the form of 

private property requires a connecting system of land in public ownership. Streets, landfill sites, 

cemeteries, water storage and treatment sites, and so on are needed to enable the CO-ordination of 

public life. As the history of parks in North Arnerica shows, concerned citizens in fledgling urban 

areas early on felt that park land shouid be added to this list of public services deemed essential for 

a healthy community. 

Still, in Calgary for the first seventy years of its incorporation, public park land was acquired on an 
-- - 

12 Salisbury (1993) notes that since at least rnediaevd times the primary personhaturd environment relationship 
has been one of ownership. ïhis relationship has been increasingly fomalized through various land survey systems 
(Shepard 1991) and subdivision regdations (PIatt 1994a). 



opportunity basisl3 either through land donated by benevolent citizens or through the public 

service efforts of influentid citizens (Barraclough 1975). A few early parks were provided by land 

gants from the Federai Government and land was purchased outright for the first public cemetery 

(Ibid.).t4 With the advent of highly rationalized urban planning and development, provincial 

legislation in Alberta was enacted which enabled a municipal approving authority to require that up 

to 10% of land in new subdivisions be deeded to public ownership for park and education 

purposes. Since that time (approximately the rnid-1950s) the provision of park land is no longer 

haphazard and is recognized as a collective responsibility. This supply of specially dedicated park 

land joins the patchwork of other kinds of legally defined park space in shaping Calgary's pubIic 

park system. 

The idea of a park is not necessarily either constrained or constituted by legal survey. The notion 

that a park is fmt and foremost a social constxuct became exceedingIy obvious in a recent project of 

massive undertaking in which a Geographic Information System (GIS) data base for monitoring 

Calgary's park land was under development. The fundamental issue was the difference between a 

real-life and an administrative understanding of a park. A community's understanding of a park is 

based on the actual physical configuration and appearance of the land - taken in combination with 

individual assessments of opportunity for both mental and physical engagement with it. But the 

official administrative notion of a park is as a parce1 type based on "irnaginary" legal property Lines 

and regulated by land use designations. 

What results is a situation in which land that looks and functions like a park does not show up in 

GIS reports that are based on applications which select sites by conventional legal parcel area 

definition. For example, in older inner city comrnunities in Calgary it is often the case that a Street 

had been legally surveyed but for one reason or another never actually constructed. More often 

than not, these road rights-of-way have become incorporated into adjacent parks areas. On-site the 

resulting park may be configured as a lovely sloping meadow, while legal base maps show road 

13 Barraclough (1975) suggests that there was adecision in 191 1 to require that 5% of al1 future subdivisions be 
deeded to the city for parks purposes, however, no documentation can be located to confm this assertion. 

14 The town onginally received a land gram for a cemetery (in 1884) on what airned out to be unsuitable land and a 
new site was purchased. The original site laid derelict until converted to a public golf course in 19 14 (Barraclough 
1975). 



plans and residual parcels. The potential for emors and misunderstandings are obvious. In 

Calgary's established communities a park may also have taken shape in land zoned for another use, 

most ofien residential. Again if only land use designation is used in a GIS application to identify 

park land in the ma, this real-life park will appear as 10 or 12 subdivided residential lots, with the 

actual use totaily masked. The potential for serious rnisjudgment is evident in this case as well. 

As these exarnples illustrate, it soon became apparent to those working on the GIS development 

that in order to capture dl land thought to be park, an unwieldy number of data layers would need 

to be "tumed on."ls Short of resurveying every park site in the city not constituted by a single 

parcel, 16 the option was to ensure that al1 park sites were field-checked and modified, in person 

and by hand, in the data base as required. Under the present system of organizing the environment 

in Calgary it has not k e n  possible nor advisable to try to virtually define real-life without a human 

assessrnent of social redity. 

Figure 8 

Nose Hill Park 
rationalized boundaries 

(From an overhead transparency prepared in 1992 by Calgary Parks & Recreation) 

1s This expression refers to selecting different electmnic information files, such as utility locations, Street names, 
legai base lines and so on, from a directory or home source. and activating them in any given query. Each layer of 
information cm then individually be tumed on or off. The more layers of information required to identify an item, 
the more layers that need to be simultaneously activated, 

16 This was done for Nose Hill (see Figure 8). one of Calgary's largest naturai m a  parks. Concem was expressed 
by surrounding community groups and individuais who were informed enough to know the implications of having 
an actual and a legai configuration for the park which did not coincide. 



The particulars of the Calgary situation demonstrate that the rationalization of land ownership 

creates a need for parks in order to ensure that such land use has a place among the other kinds of 

spaces required for public life and private enterprise. Rationalization of land ownership also 

dlows for the creation of parks by recognizing and regulating the park hnctions as a legitimate and 

discrete use for special parcels of land within a cornmunity. 

2.4.2 Psychological Rationalization of Urban Parks 

In terms of the urbanization of human settlement, there are various theories as to how it is that 

urbanization precipitates a need for representation of nature within the physical structure of urban 

life. Gold (1988) suggests that human beings have a biological and psychological need for contact 

with the natural environment that urbanization can threaten if parks are not provided.17 Jackson 

(1991) identifies three social forces at work in urban areas that connibuted to the emergence of 

public parks. He suggests that parks have been created, in part, in response to a need or desire for 

oppominities for social classes to mix, a desire for better living conditions, and a belief that parks 

cm contribute to the enhancement of adjacent property values. 

The exarnple of Central Park in New York City is used by Berman & Weil (1992) to illustrate the 

idea of the democratic spirit inherent in public parks that Jackson talks about. These authors also 

found that Central Park was an attempt to recreate the feelings generated by wildemess in terms of 

transcending "worldly values and (becoming) emancipated from the everyday routines of the city" 

(Ibid. 176). In researching and documenting the history of Lynn Woods, a local natural area park 

in Lynn, Massachusetts, Jones (1 994) too found that social reform aimed at improving urban 

crowding and pollution was based on providing parks that attempted to recreate the idea of 

wildemess in the city. Implicit in this domesticated version of the wilderness is the ability of 

humans to control nature for the good of humanity. As a consequence, the 19th century parks 

modelled on the likes of Central Park provided both a visual metaphor and a physical means for 

evoking civic order. 

Nature used in this manner serves a chiefly decorative function (Platt 1994a), appealing to and 

reflecting human aesthetic sensibilities. The containment and display of natural environment in the 

17 Work in oûkr countries tends to support this notion. A ment study into the history of parks in Finland 
concluded that using parks is a "sign of urban cu1tul.e" (Mannila 1996,S). 



city also suggests a kind of collector/specimen dynamic in which favourite examples of nature are 

replicated or captured and fenced off for personal or public enjoyrnent (Crandell 1993). In the 

worst sense, this view of nature as "scenic backdrop" (Groth 1991, 136), relegates the naturai 

environment to the status of a prop designed to both enhance civic pride and commerce and provide 

respite and balance to the built features of a city. In a more positive sense "giving form to nature" 

in the city (Riley 1988, I36), not only through the manufacturing of public parks, but also in 

creating private yards and gardens, provides an opportunity for urban residents to experience 

nature kt-hand. As a consequence a relationship is established with the naturai environment that 

can contribute to a profound sense of personal well-king (see Chapter 6 for reports of experience 

with nature in the city). But Thayer (1994) cautions that a relationship with urban nature can be 

significantly compromised by the interference of technology. For exarnple, much of the 

intervention in urban nature today is designed to capture a fairly static image so that mowers, 

pesticides, irrigation, and so on play an important role in day-to-day contact with the urban naturd 

environment. There is the possibility, therefore, that relationships will be developed with a 

contrived illusion.~8 

The most recent theory to emerge conceming the view that by virtue of its very essence 

urbanization inherently creates a need for contact with the naturai environment, is the position that 

in order to sustain both a healthy habitat and viable ecosystem urban settlement should be 

integrated with the naturai environment (Hough 1984; Hough 1995; Whiston Spim 1984). By 

acknowledging the influence of obvious natural resources (Laituri and Kirby 1994) on shaping 

human enterprise, the city and the nanid environment can be "viewed as a single, evolving 

system" (Whiston Spim 1984,5). The conventional romanticized understanding of nature does 

not necessarily include this perspective. But urban cpen space systems such as those in Calgary 

which incorporate storm water management into the biophysical and socio-cultural infrastructure of 

a community by allowing play fields, walkways and meadows to be inundated with storm water 

for a specified length of time, reflect this kind of integration. An ecosystem approach to urban 

park planning and development suggests, too, that there will no longer be the luxury or the 

18 Thayer gws on to suggest that as a result, the urban natural environment is "containerized and bounded" into 
places that "nature is presumed to reside" m y e r  1994.68). 
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potentially misguided practicefg of single use park areas in the city. 

It has been suggested that an eco-vision perspective on urban parks is likely to be as 

wholeheartedly embraced by people as the "parks for a healthy city" reform movement has been in 

the past (Garcia 1993). The recent resistance to a proposai to locate an underground water 

reservoir at a popular local natural area park (Nose Hill) illustrates how this might be 

problematic.20 mie the eco-vision idea of integrating aspects of the natural environment into 

urban design is appealing, there is much less support for integrating aspects of urban infrastnicture 

into nature. Gold (1988) reports that without such compromises we may well be seeing the end of 

urban parks as economic realities exact a toll in terms of priority for public hnds. As the dry pond 

example demonstrates, the character of neighbourhood open space in Caigary is already changing 

to accommodate a more holistic notion of p x k  land that integrates multiple uses into a park's f o m  

and function. 

But if the results of the survey done for this study are any indication, these integrated builtfnaturai 

systems do not necessarily "read" as nature to the average person. The survey results suggest that, 

for many people, the traditionai idea of nature still has a strong hold on their imagination. This 

romanticized view comes through in respondents' assessments that since it is not natural for people 

to be "cooped up" in cities, urban nature is needed for respite and for the "good of the soul." On 

this basis people expect experiences with the urban natural environment to be outside of the 

ordinary day-to-day events of life in the city. In reporting on experiences with nature in the city, 

respondents describe urban nature in terms of personally rewarding and sometimes awe-inspiring 

encounters with d e ,  clean and accessible naturai environments, not regular interface with ordinary 

or mundane hnctional natural resources. The strength of the traditional view of nature suggests 

that, while local park space may indeed be undergoing a transformation, there is an expectation that 

19 This is in reference to Hough's view that "recreation conmbutes little to the land on which it occurs. In reality 
it is parasitic" (Hough 1984, 1 15), a view not shared by the author. The author's views are more in line with those 
of Williams, Patterson, and Roggenbuck who suggest that research has show that "recreation places can be 
important for creating shared rneaning or group identity" (Williams, et al. 1992.32. in remarking on iee's "Social 
defmition of recreation places," pages 68-84, in Social Behavior, Narural Resources. and the Environment, edited by 
Burch, Cheek and Taylor [L992], original source not consulted). 

20 Concerned citizens in Calgary were recentiy successhil in having an underground reservoir relocated to a less 
environmentally significant area on Nose Hill Park. in fairness, everyone involved agreed that the new location, 
along with less intrusive construction methods, created no hardship or problem for future reservoir plans. 



within the city in general there wili be opportunities to visit specirnen-like examples of nature in the 

foms of parks solely dedicated to the joy of expenencing the natumi environment, however 

controlled and contrived it may actually be. 

2.5 Summary 

In providing a testament to the histoncal efiects of both human purpose and natural processes 

(Whiston Spirn 1984), features such as public park land tend to say more about the culture acting 

on the environment than the environment itself (Greider and Garkovich 1994). Park land is one 

aspect of the emerging landscapes that is important to both the physical shape and social expression 

of community space (Mannila 1996) - it provides an opportunity for the collective interpretation of 

appropriate human interaction with the physicai world of nature (Davies 1988; Rodman 1993). 

Park are cultural artifacts and are a reflection of a socio-political context. As Carr, et aL(1992) 

sugges t: 

Ln many ways they [parks] are ideaiized nature, tamed, cultivated and predictable, 
based on romantic images . . . [parks] recall the natural setting of the city, but they 
are physicai constmctions of a particular society at specific points in time (Carr, 
Francis, Rivlin and Stone 1992, 41). 

Differences in the understanding of Our relationship with nature shape different expectations of 

what is an appropriate purpose, intent or use for a particular park. Each person cornes to her or his 

own understanding of a relationship with nature in part through indirectly just knowing about 

popular understanding of what nature is (enculturation) and in part through directly participating in 

meaningrnaking activity (experience). When the understanding is more universal - when there is 

greater agreement on how nature is to be perceived - there is less confikt over appropriate 

interactions. But when the understanding of Our relationship with nature is particularized, either 

into idedistic personal perspectives or into stylized perspectives of communities of interest, there is 

little agreement in perception and, as a result, more potential for differing expectations. 

Attemp~g  to meet the expectations for uses of naturd area park land in a diverse community is 

complicated by iimited resources (Dwyer 1995) and by the fact that in highly pluralistic cultures, 

such as is the case in Calgary today, universally agreed upon interpretations of meaning would 

tend to be somewhat unusual (Riley 1988) and likely suspect. The challenge is to corne to an 

understanding of an acceptance of a range of options for interaction with urban nature that does not 



unduly compromise any reasonable option or the short- and long-term viability of the urban natural 

environment. 

The construction of this understanding is dynarnic. As such, it is continually tempered by on- 

going public discourse, especially in the media, and especiaily if there is sustained interest in a 

particular issue involving the natural environment. Depending on whether human relationships 

with nature are viewed as rightfbl domination, privileged CO-existence, or something in between, 

different concIusions will be reached about the best way to present or relate to the idea of nature in 

the city. The spectrurn of possibilities is broad and open to debate. 



PART IK: THE CONCEPT OF NATURE 

CHAPTER 3 

Culture, Meaning, and the Idea of Nature 

3.1 Introduction 

Adequate interpretation of meaning to a large extent depends on the degree to which peopIe are able 

to identifj the underlying shape and influence of the context from which meanings arise (Bruner 

1990). Understanding the role of context in constnicting meaning from experiences with the 

natural environment is therefore fundamental to research in humanlenvironment relationships. It is 

panicularly important to the ideas in this study about different kinds of relationships people have 

with the urban natural environment because it is suggested that social context establishes the range 

of possibilities that ultirnately impact individuai views related to the provision of natural area park 

land in the city. 

Within Our cultural bounds the creation of meaning in a physical environment can be seen as a 

social embodiment of historical and contemporary intentions (Craik 1986). Hurnan ability in 

perception provides the link between intentioned knower and the environment.[ In this way 

knowledge from the past infuses meaning into the immediate experience. The act of individual 

perception of elements in the environment - such as places, events, or even sentiments and 

syrnbols2 - allows each of us  to apprehend meaning appropriate to the situation by blending 

memory, beliefs, assumptions (Berleant 1992) and knowledge with experience. It is when moving 

experience through physiologicai response to psychological interpretation that the creation of 

meaning is possible (Barton 1994). 

Creating meaning from each encounter with nature in the urban landscape reqriires that individu& 

make complex cognitive and affective connections between the experience in which they are 

engaged and that which they aLready know. The process of association which brings rneaning to 

1 Shaw and Bransford (1977a) suggest f i e r  that only perception is capable of intervening between the knower and 
the known, as knowing is a direct process. 

2 This is Simmons's (1993) view of the elements in environmental cognition. In reference to collective 
symbolisms, Peming-Rowsell observes that particular landscapes carry symbolic meaning which c m  sornetimes be 
"deliberately distorted" (Penning-Rowsell 1986, 1 15) by our own particular interests. 



an event or thing is fundamentally automatic in that meaning is seen to emerge h m  each person's 

subconscious bIending of sensations and images with mator and rnemory patterns (Barton 1994; 

Rapoport 1982). Through this interactive interpretive process, each person makes his or her worId 

meaningful by "class@hg, naming, and ordering" experience using established conceptual 

systems (Rapoport 1984.5 1). 

Further, as meanings are created by people, not found in things or objects (Rapoport, 19821, each 

person's unique internalized interpretive system defines what is perceived in relation to a personal 

pattern of knowing meaning (C. Rose 1980). In this way each individuai searches for the essence 

of an experience, thing or event, which for them wi1I define meaning (Simmons 1993). It may 

therefore be possible for two people to find different meanings in the sarne circumstance (Ibid.). 

Modifications to the physical environment, as well as to the prevailing sacial framework, or an 

individual's personal perspective, result in different meaning king taken from the seemingly same 

or sirnilar experience. There is then the possibility that a certain environment rnay not have the 

same meaning for different people, or for the same person at different tirnes (Allesch 1990). 

In fact, changes in Our culture's historical and conternporary understanding of the meaning of 

nature have been well documented over the years (see for example, Leiss 1972; Merchant 1980; 

Evemden 19% and more recently Cronon 1995; Sodé and Lease 1995; and Schama 1995). Even 

though it is formative in detemiining parameters for appropriate human interaction with the 

environment, most of the philosophically oriented work about the idea of nature is not directiy 

concerned with nature as the natural environment. The prirnary consideration is more often an 

abstract consideration of the question of how we define ourseIves as humans in order to interact 

with what we define as the environment. This essentidly takes the fom of a discussion of tnith, 

belief and understanding, which in tuni determines what knowledge can be used to constitute 

reality. These discussions as well consider both the normative aspect of nature, in contrast to the 

idiosyncratic character of culture, in establishing imperatives for human social behaviour. The 

result is a discourse which bIends and blurs the boundaries between the ideas of Nature as a 

process and theory with those of nature as a product and experience. 

This chapter begins by Iwking îïrst at theory reiated to the creation of meaning through 



experiencing the natural environment. The discussion goes on to consider the collective expression 

of such meanings, especially in terms of cultural manifestations of processes relating to the 

production of landscape. This is followed by a review of the idea of Nature in an historical 

context, using our understanding of the wildemess to illustrate the interplay between the 

objectification and the romanticization of nature. The wildemess example also illustrates how the 

process and product aspects of Nhature (Olwig 1984) corne together in shaping expectations for 

contemporary relationships with the natural environment. Subsequent chapters extend the 

discussion M e r  through speculation on the influences that the wildemess idea has in terms of 

expectations for the provision of urban nature experiences. The discussion overall is grounded in 

the view that any account of experiences with nature must take into account both social and 

psychological aspects (Evemden 1985) and m e r ,  that there is a need to re-establish human 

presence as a legitimate part of nature (Raglon 1991). 

3.2 Interpreting the Nature Experience 

3.2.1 Social Context 

ln so far as it is the human muid that creates meaning through making connections between 

immediate and past expenences (Barton 1994), it might be expected that even within the bounds of 

a cornmon culture and similar settings there would be individual differences in perceptual and 

cognitive processing that result in different rneanings k ing  extracted fiom expenences with the 

same or similar natural environments. The way in which the self defmes its circumstance 

establishes a personal context for making meaning through sensing, acting, thinking and knowing 

(Von Maltzahn 1994).3 This customized outlook on the world is the primary source of differences 

in meanings that result from interactions with the natural environment and is fundamental to 

studying the meaning constnicted from individual experiences with urban nature. 

When thinking about what might account for differences in the meanings that people make from 

experience with the environment, the fkst point to consider is historical context (Wohlwill 1983). 

Because each person creates her or his own meaning fiom the environment, there are many 

possible interpretations of the sarne environment (Svobodova' 1990a). If we are to acknowledge 

3 Evemden (1985) needs to be credited for pointing out that the fundamental environmental relationship is between 
"self and circumstance" (Evernden 1985.1 42). 



that each person consmcts a one-of-a-kind lifeworld4 from his or ber experience with the 

environment, one might conclude that it is not possible for anyone to know what another hows.5 

But if we also accept that while rneanings are personal, they are essentially "negotiated within a 

social context" (Barton 1994,85), then we corne to a different conclusion - that by virtue of k i n g  

involved in meaning-making activity, each person takes from and conmbutes to a social (or 

coilectively known) meaning. 

Putnarn explains how it is possible for personal and collective understanding to occur 

simuItaneousIy when she says that "[m]eanings are public property [in that] . . . the same meaning 

c m  be "grasped" [or interpreted] by more than one person and by persons at different times . . . 
but] "grasping" . . . is still an individual psychological act" (Putnam 1975,218). It is through 

participation in such "shared processes of interpretation" that a public meaning is created (Barton 

1994,85).6 Any public meaning that emerges in this manner is continually modified through the 

ongoing processes of personai and communal interaction (Seshachari 1992). The subtle interplay 

of meaning-rnaking interactions that takes place with others and with ourselves results in dramatic 

changes to our iraditional beliefs (Ibid.), including those that we collectively and individually hold 

conceming the natural environment. Thoughts about, and experiences with, the wildemess, for 

example, were not the same for the early pioneers in North Arnerica as they are for present-day 

urban adventurers. For one thing, our aesthetic sensibilities have changed so that nature is now 

revered rather than feared. For another, our collective urban experience is presently based on the 

perception of a scarcity, ra'ather than an abundance, of wilderness. 

The authority that culture has in establishing a frarnework for the constmction of meaning in an 

environmental context is demonstrated, as well, by the strong distinction we make in Our culture 

4 That is, a unique personal biography in which we mate ourselves (Simmons 1993). 

5 This is a concem of Hubbard's in wondering if it is even possible to scientifically study meanings "ascribed to the 
environment by virtue of individuai histories and expenences" (Hubbard 1994, 126). 

6 In talking specifically about changing attitudes towards other species as part of developing an understanding of the 
appropriate place of humans in nature. Judith Green speaks of a "kind of transactionally denved equality that 
ferninists and other diversity-focused [groups] have nghtly demanded in recent years - in which comrnon meanings 
and acceptable behaviors [in things social] are detennined through negotiations across differences" (Green 1995,388). 



between "natural" and "artificial" environments (Wohlwill l983).7 Contemporary media and 

marketing practices are exuberant in reinforcing and capitaliuig on the distinction of good/natural- 

evil/artificial. This enthusiastic exploitation is an example of what is meant by noting that our 

culture both produces and consumes meanings through specific codes and symbols related to the 

creation of the urban environment (Pennartz 1989). The capacity for endurance of the 

naturaVartificia1 "story" (or text) is representative of an influence in the collective making of 

meaning referred to as "folk psychology," which is a narrative system that has been "deeply 

intemalized [by people, and which] organizes people's experience in, knowledge about, and 

transactions with the social world" (Bruner 1990,57). The media in general plays a significant 

role in creating and sustaining certain nmtives concerning nature (images of "fresh" and "pure" 

for example). In this way, and through participating in the dissemination of certain images, 

symbols, fictions, opinions and other representations of reality, media images help a certain reality 

to crystalize and thereby contribute to a particular cultural frarnework used for establishing 

environmental meanings (Noelie-Neumann 1984; Burgess 1990). 

Even considering the influence of media messages, because there are differences in the symbolic 

systems that peopIe act within, different individuals and groups will see "different meanings in the 

landscape and other aesthetic objects" (Bourassa 1991,27). Consequently the way in which social 

symbols are understood hsis the potential to alter meaning. A feminist critique of the sell7society 

interaction suggests that marginalized individuals and groups will not necessarily see themselves in 

the social symbols available for creating meaning (Westkutt 1990). A park, which symbolizes our 

relationship with nature in its wild and free state, is meant to be pleasing but may instead be 

threatening to certain users, such as the elderly.8 Meaning emerges in different guises for each 

7 It has k n  suggested, as well, that attention to the differenbation our culture makes between natural and built 
environments should be fundamental to theorizing about nature experience (Hart& and Evans 1993). for in setting-up 
a dichotomous relationship like this, one aspect becornes ideal and the other not. The influence of dichotomous (i.e. 
eitherlor) thinking is discussed briefly later in this paper. It is seen as a carryover h m  the desire for universalisms 
in mth seeking (and of our habit of binomial organization or defining things as idis not). Paradoxically, it is seen 
as well as a barrier to the reconciliation of different points of view in the establishment of some common meanings 
for nature in the city in that eitherlor limits the possibilities of other options (Massey 1993). 

8 For example, Westover (1986) found that "[tlhe social meaning assigned to park settings is thciught to Vary with 
identifiable characteristics of the parks such as locations, accessibility. si=, facility development, and social 
homogeneity . . . [and further bat] there is evidence of gender differences in perceptions of the park's social 
environment" (Westover 1986.2). 



person involved in the interactions. In every interaction something is given and something is taken 

away fiom the social arena (Barton, 1994). That "give and take" establishes what is public or 

common meaning. Since not al1 members of a social group have the sarne kind of access to or 

influence in contributing to the formation or acceptance of social meanings, their particular 

framework for interpreting meanings tends to remain marginalized. Marginaiized groups and 

individuak are likely to demonstrate differing levels of awareness of mainstream syrnbols or 

resistance to acceptance of mainstrearn interpretations of meanings. For example, animal rights 

activists are well aware of contemporary moral standards related to animal welfare but are not 

inciined to accept them, choosing instead to fashion an aitemate set of ethics. 

If we accept that meaning is formed from each encounter with the environment, then it is important 

to realize that meanings change as contexts change (Barton 1994; Patterson 1993). Every 

interpretation is open to change as we make new connections through k i n g  engaged with the sarne 

and different environmental experiences (Barton 1994). A case in point is the social valuing of the 

naturai environment in cities. At one time an area of grass left to grow long adjacent to a roadway 

carried the meaning of "unkept" or "disorderly." Although there are still individuals who read this 

type of landscape in that way, more frequently the social context which values things natural has 

transformed this landscape's meaning to "healthy" or "natural" and, even, "thrifty." 

As Carr, Francis, Rivlin and Stone (1992) note, both the person and the setting are impacted by the 

meaning-making transactions that take place between an individual and the environment. In the 

above exarnple both the environmental and social contexts changed with respect to a particular 

kind of landscape and the physical environment continues to be transformed as a result. The 

graduai change to the social context which has provided a basis for acceptance of a different type of 

appearance to these grassed areas serves to illustrate that while the meaning we create is very 

personalized, it is nonetheless historically situated (Rotenberg and McDonogh 1993) and reflects 

only one of many possibilities at any given time (Barton 1994). 

3.2.2 Private Purpose 

Individual perception aiso accounts for variations in meaning drawn from experiences with the 

natural environment (Wohlwill 1983). Although perception in its most fundamental sense is 



essentially a "neurophysiological process" (Simmons 1993,76) in which a person intercepts a 

stimuli fkom her or his surroundings, when considering what meaning a particular perceptual 

incident has, it is necessary to move into social and cultural areas of analysis (Burgess 1990).9 

Cognition is the process that brings meaning to sensation (although ULrich [1983] has argued that it 

is not aiways necessary for cognition to occur when experiencing a meaningful affective perceptual 

event). Perception combinai with cognition has been referred to as environmental knowing 

(Simmons 1993), which is made possible by the knower accessing, sornetimes consciously, as 

well as reflexively, the ''accrued meanings of culnue" (Berleant 1992,83). Consequently in 

experiencing an encounter with nature, the sensations and meanings created are added to an 

individual's repertoire of environmental cognition.l* Each person brings to an experience with 

nature a fairly wellestablished set of public and private circumstances. 

The possibilities for intelpretation also increase when consideration is given to how involved a 

person is with a particular circumstance. Bourassa (1 99 1) suggests that people who are engaged 

with an environment will have different views than those who are detached fiom it (see also Relph 

1976). As he notes "[tlhe insider will see things in terms of practical significance for everyday 

Life, while the outsiders will largely be unconcemed with or unaware of that level of syrnbolism" 

(Bourassa 199 1,27). The results of this study suggest such an insider/outsider statu with respect 

to engagement with the natural environment. The insiders are those who are more involved with 

the naniral environment and exhibit a greater affinity for urban nature. 

Further, although there is some debate over whether something needs to have a well-defined and 

9 The conventional approach to analyzing environmental expenence "separates man frorn environments, divides man 
into responder and builder, divides environments . . . into natural and man-made and then each of these environments 
into environment as stimulus and environment product" (Inelson, Franck, and O'Hanlon 1976, 191). Neither the 
profound influence that culture has on a person's relationship with the physicai environment (üîrich 1983) nor the 
impact that social, functional and symbolic aspects of culture have on shaping space (Cam et al. 1992) has an 
opportunity to inform this kind of anaIysis. 

10 Hartig and Evans d e r  to this accumulation as "adaptedness" and explain it as "aggregated experience an individual 
brings to bear on perception and evaluation*' of the environment (Hartig and Evans 1993,435). 



generally recognized use in order to have meaning (Krampen 1979; MacLean 1993),i 1 naturai area 

park land provides a case for suggesting that meaning is not necessarily attached to a generic 

function per se, but rather is subject to the intentions of the user. In terms of experiences within 

the natural environment, the intention of an individuai's contact with nature is perhaps the single 

most defrning feature of the kind of meaning that is created. Wohlwill(1983) suggests a "given 

individuai living in a particular moment in time and in a particular location" ultimately 

conceptuaiizes nature based on prior experience (Wohlwill 1983,29). Since it is known that 

meaning is constructed in the mind as a response to experience (Barton 1994), it is important to 

this discussion to look at the relationship between "experience and the creation of meaning" 

(Barton 1994.4)- As the meaning given to things and events through experience is partiaily 

determined by intentions (Cumrnins 1989; Von Maitzahn 1994), the type of involvement each 

person chwses to have with the natural environment will result in different meaning. 

Individual intentions for interaction with the wban natural environment may in part be related to the 

different uses each person or group has in mind for a particular environment (Sless 1986). For 

exarnple, a particular park could be vested with sacred significance for a group of urban aboriginal 

peoples by v h e  of its history as a ceremonid burial ground. Visiting the site to participate in a 

remembrance ceremony would create one kind of meaning for a member of the aboriginai 

cornrnunity. But for a child visiting the sarne area to play on what she knows as her favourite 

tobogganing hi11 the experience would be infused with a different kind of meaning. Even though 

these uses take place at the same location, different intentions produce different meanings. This 

- 

1 1 Krampen (1979) suggests meanings generated by objects change from one social system to another and that if an 
object serves no useful purpose within a particular system, it therefore does not have meaning. 

This view suggests that meaning is anached to an object and is an exampIe of what Putnam (1 975) describes as a 
realist theory of meaning in which meanings are seen to be in reference to an object. Sless's (1986) observation that 
"rneanings are created in use. they are the product of action rather than the basis for action" (Sless 1986, 1 13) is aIso 
a reference type theory of meaning, but it allows that meanings will be altered as  uses change. Putnam suggests that 
it is aiso possible to consider meanings in terms of explanation, as opposed to reference. This approach she terms 
the ideaiist theory of meaning in which meanings are seen to be detennined by causal connections. Madean's point 
(1993). that as is the case with many park areas, some "objects have meaning for us apart from their usefulness" 
(MacLean 1993, 175) demonstrates this perspective. He suggests that such objects may have sacred or symbolic 
meaning, or that the meaning may arise from involvernent of our "cognitive capacities" (Ibid.). It seems that 
cognitive capacities are likely to bring both reference and explanation into play in creating meaning so that in actual 
terms the theoretical types of meaning are probably blended. Further %se" may have many foms from pracacal to 
syrnbolic. This study holds that while meaning is seen to be created ttirough use, an object does not have to be in 
use or be of use to have meaning. The "in use" state generates personal meanings from a potentiai "of use" state. 



case shows that as Craik (1986) observes, people "encounter landscapes with something Like a 

plan to attend to and process certain kùids of information" (Craik 1986,SO) as a result of the plan 

or intention. The meaning generated will be in relation to the expectations set out by this very 

personal conceptual plan, but will also be encased within the context of a social framework. 

An individuai's conceptual framework for interpretation of experiences, or plan of interaction with 

the environment, is referred to in the psychology Iiterature as a cognitive schemata, h e  or script, 

while critical theory literature describes it as personal text, story or narrative. The critical theory 

perspective suggests that the psychological framework of a person's ideas is more like a work in 

progress than a rigid set of protocols. in each case, however, the scripts or narratives are seen as 

conceptual structures that organize beliefs, feelings and knowledge in an easily accessible way 

(Tourangeau 1987). Fiske and Kinder (198 1) describe the scripts or narratives as "serviceable, 

aithough imperféct devices" (Fkke and Kinder 198 1,173) meant to provide cognitive economy as 

an individuai navigates the world. 

This is not to Say that peopIe deliberately select a certain mental framework in which to seat an 

experience or that meaning is created in isolation. As Craik (1986) suggests, cognitive sets are not 

necessarily explicitly known to the individual nor intentionally brought to bear in a situation. His 

view is that "psychological factors such as the role the person is enacting at the time or the 

individual's personality disposition" (Craik 1986,SO) can make just as significant a conhibution to 

an individual's perceptual framework While a psychological perspective necessarily emphasizes 

the role of the individual's perspective in making sense of the world, it is suggested throughout 

this discussion that individuals create meaning within the context of the established social 

framework available to them. A script or narrative provides an individualized organizing factor as 

part of the interactive process of making meaning; it personalizes interpretation. 

An interactive intepetive process includes aspects of what Patterson (1993) describes as 

"productive hermeneutics" which dismisses the idea "that meaning is the private property of the 

individual [and suggests rather that] [mleaning and action are based in a context of situational 

influences, shared cultural practices, and social ideologies that might not be immediately apparent 

to the actor*' (Patterson 1993,47). It is suggested here that both personal and social factors 

ultimately influence meaning created fiom experience. People will differ in the kind of scripts they 



have, in the ease in which they evoke these conceptual ûameworks for use in interpreting 

experiences (Fiske and Kinder 198 l), and in the awareness they have of the scripts' influence in 

constructing meaning. But if they share a culture, they share, to a greater or lesser degree, a 

context for interpretation. 

The idea of scripts and narratives is useful for analyzing meanings generated from experience with 

the naturd environment when viewed in terms of how a script or narrative contributes to 

maintaining a person's sense of self. Patterson (1993) suggests that recreationists engaged in 

leisure activities are participating in "the ongoing enterprise of constmcting a life and an identity" 

(Patterson 1993, 1 19). Assuming that each person has a sense of self ernbedded in an interpretive 

framework of various cognitive scripts, meanings reported fiom recreational experiences with 

nature in the city can be seen as representing how a person sees herself or himself in relation to the 

natural environment. It is suggested that people are likely to report rneanings fiom their 

experiences with nature that reflect a certain image they have of themselves. From 

environmentalist to outdoor adventurer, interpretive frameworks that define a certain sense of self 

would account for the different intensities in the meaning concerning connection with nature that 

people responding to the survey in this study reported. 

It is presumed that the conceptual consistency provided by a welldeveloped script, defining who 

you are and what you think, will establish not only what gets to count as knowledge, but dso what 

kinds of things deserve attention and what kinds of behaviour are appropriate. Scripts or 

narratives offer shortcuts guiding behaviour, both through encouragement and constraint, by 

establishing in advance the context in which a setting a d o r  situation will be interpreted (Rapoport 

1984). In this way the scripts or narratives focus an individual's attention to particular aspects of 

an experience (Fiske and Kinder 198 1) and, at some level, create intention. 

3.2.3 Social Meaning 

In addition to the influence that collective and personal histories have on the attachment of different 

rneanings to experiences with nature, WohIwill(1983) suggests that the actud appearance and 

character (either "real" or imagined) of the natural environrnent is a significant factor in defining 

each experience or encounter with nature. in the most obvious case, a particular environment can 

"read" as exhilarathg or threatening, depending on the circumstances of the person or the event. 





Figure 9 

The Human Condition 
(magritte by suzi Gablik 1985, page 8515) 

Landscape is then both a psycho-social apprehension and physical manifestation of human 

presence and experience in the environment. As Cosgrove notes the landscape is "the external 

world mediated through subjective hurnan experience" (Cosgrove 1984, 13).16 This definition has 

been refined by suggestions that external spaces result from detiberately created synthetic systems 

designed to meet the needs of a particdar community (Jackson 1986). Further, these deIiberate 

actions on the environment are seen as king directed at speeding up or slowing d o m  the 

processes of nature (Ibid.). If in fact actions on the landscape are essentialIy a means of 

con@olling nature, setecting natural area park land as a favoured use can be seen as an attempt to 

make nature stand still. That is, landscape manipulations can be used to preserve a certain kind of 

space with a certain meaning as a marker or syrnbol OF meaningfulness attached to it collectively by 

1s A CanCopy copyright fee has k e n  paid to reproduce tttis image. Further copying is not permitted. 

16 Porteous (1 990) points out, too, that the physical reality of land needs to be combined with the image of "scape" 
- or projection of consciousness of the human mind - in order for a Iandscape to be brought into king, 
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the comunity. In understanding that human interactions with the environment produce certain 

landscapes, it is possible to see how natural area parks can be an expression of contemporary 

relationships with nature. 

It has also been suggested that the landscape that we see at any given time represents what 

everyone who has corne before has agreed upon (Jackson 1986). This taken-for-granted 

assumption that there has been collective agreement on decisions related to changing the land does 

not attend to the politics of reality or the reality of politics. Others, too, have proposed that there is 

agreement on what is an acceptable physical expression of social space (Rapoport 1984). 

Although neither point of view suggests that such agreement is necessarily unanimous, it does give 

a false sense of social cohesion not to identify that a certain understanding of meaningfulness is 

k ing  represented in any given case. Perhaps it is understood that these would be expressions of 

the dominant elements in a culture; however, contemporary analysis needs to take into account the 

fact that many times in history there were significant numbers of disenfranchised people in a 

community, not the least k ing  women. The feminist discussions on the constant, often subtle 

pressure of the dominant culture to constrain the activity of women so that it is limited to private 

rather than public space (Walker 1990; G. Rose 1993) is one example of rethinking the idea of 

"whose ideals" are king expressed in the landscape. 

A more astute observation is noting that while every iandscape ciearly has its own message to 

relate, each is grounded in a social context of a particular land use, which is in itself indicative of 

particular power relations in a community (Penning-Rowsell 1986). In such matters, most power 

is situated in smail groups of elites who make the choices which everyone must live with (Ibid.). 

AIthough Penning-Rowsell makes this to comment on the oft-times rnisguidedness of prevailing 

tastes, rather than as a comment on the politicai inequities of the distribution of power, it 

nonetheless raises the issue of who gets to decide what in tenns of landscape development. This 

question becomes particularly important when there are a variety of competing interests in and 

understandings of a landscape such as a local sloped area that has meaning as both an econornic 

and aesthetic opportunity. 

It is possible furthemore to combine both practicai and aesthetic aspects in a landscape, which 

results in what Bourassa sees as a "rnix of art, artifact and nature" (Bourassa 1991,21). The 



potential of the landscape to accommodate multiple meanings (not necessarily simultaneously) is 

also suggested in the view that the landscape, as the largest perceptuai unit in the environment, is 

not just scenery but a setting (or environmental context) which engages human activity of ail sorts 

and senses (Berleant 1992). This conceptualization is representative of the experiential approach to 

landscape assessment, which is an approach to analysis that "views people as active participants" 

(Allesch 1990,20) in their environments. Attention is on the experience generated through 

interactions between a person and the environment. Other approaches are more concerned with 

independent analyses of the various psychophysical components of people and place, or perceptual 

and cognitive processes (Ibid.; see for example Ulrich 1983). 

In the experiential approach to landscape assessment, it is understood that a cultural framework 

provides the social parameters for an individual to perceive and interact in a purposeful way, within 

a certain environmental context, in order to come to know a particular landscape as meaningful. 

These three dimensions - social context, pnvate purpose and social meaning - are essential to 

lmking at meanings in landscapes (Thayer 1994). In Thayer's view they contribute to the 

formation of "an affective response to a particular utilitarian or technologica1 landscape" (Thayer 

1994, 1 lO).l7 These dimensions contribute as well to understanding how each individual 

constmcts personal rneaning from her or his experience with nature in the city. 

As noted, personal interpretation of experiences with the environrnent is based in a socid context 

which, in this case, defines a range of possibilities for meaningful relationships with urban nature. 

In the enormous body of work concerning the meaning of nature, there are two main ideas 

germane to this study of nature as experience. F i t  is the seminai issue of the intellectual self-exile 

of hurnans from the natural world (Rochberg-Halton 1986; Evernden 1992), which sets up the 

natural environrnent as an object of human will. Second is the culturally sustained nostalgia for a 

romantic image18 of the wild, which creates an anticipation of perfection in the pursuit of nature 

experiences. In general terms, the objectifkation of nature carefully regulates the relative positions 

of humans and the natural environment as separate and apart prior to the commencement of any 

17 Thayer (1984) also believes that the interaction between these three aspects - perceptual, funcaonal. and 
symbolic - of evaluation contributes to the public's assessment of what might ultimately come to be considered an 
undesirable or intolerable landscape. 

18 See Budiansky (1996) for one succinct summation of the essence and effects of this romanticization. 



interaction between the two. The romantickation of nature, on the other hand, provides the ideal 

notion for a collective impression of the anticipated and desirable outcome subsequent to any 

humanhatural environment interaction. Contemporary manifestations of social context are 

refiected in these contrasting ideas about nature, the environment, and the human condition. 

3.3 The Idea of Nature 

Throughout the history of civilization, the meaning of Nature has been a central concem in al1 

cultures in tems of pondering the question of the proper order of things in the world (Lease 1995). 

Due to changes in the understanding of both physicai and social reality, every culture or era in a 

culture rnay look upon nature quite differently, making it a concept that eludes precise definition 

(Nichols 1994; Phelan 1994). The situation is compounded by works, ideas, and circumstances 

that do not distinguish between the political theory of Nature and the explanation of human 

responses to the functions and processes of the physical world of nature. The consequence is that 

these concepts come to be viewed as variations on a theme, or as essentially interchangeable. 

Written commentary and verbal deliberations literally and figuratively tend to blend and mix the 

notion of Naturdnatural impulse as a normative mode1 and a moral imperative for human life and 

behaviour with discussions of Naturdnatural environment as a physical object of human worship, 

pleasure or utility (Olwig 1984; Simmons 1993). 

In general, the intensity and volume of both classical and contemporary work that sets out to 

chronicle human intrigue with Nhature is incredibly exhaustive in tems of depth, breadth, 

intellectual rigour and candour. The intention here is to trace three partjcularly influentid threads of 

thought in order to fonn an impression of how various bits and pieces of knowledge and 

conjecture come together in shaping today's perspectives on humanlenvironment relationships. As 

represented in the more recent interpretations, these are: nature as a process for defuihg reality, as 

an object of human enterprise, and as an ethical obligation. 

3.3.1 Nature as Process: Defining Reality 

Knowing about the history of an idea helps to clarifj the present understanding (Bowler 1993), 

although it is necessary to acknowledge, too, that "once bom ideas pursue a life of their own" 



(Worster 1977,345). The history of the theory of Nature19 shows that thinking about nature's 

role in the process of defining reality has moved through stages that have seen Nature king 

viewed as everything that there is in the world; Nature as the domain of the divine; Nature as the 

template for al1 matter and physical impulse; and Nature as social system (Evernden 1992; Bowler 

1993). in the exsemes of these philosophical debates over what constitutes Nature, even life itself 

at tirnes has been excIuded fiom the definition, as human consciousness can be s h o w  to be merely 

a function of neurochemical reactions (Evemden 1992). At the same time as the theory of Nature 

has become more disassociated from hurnan life, human lifestyles have created a greater distance 

fiom experiences with the natural environment. The physical world of nature has become at once 

progressive1 y more objectified and ultirnately more romanticized. With each transformation in the 

understanding of Nlnature, one or two fundamental beliefs survive or are re-constituted in 

subsequent incarnations. The first part of this discussion considers each of these changing views 

on the reality constituting process of Nature in terms of the formative ideas that continue to have 

influence today. 

Part of the idea that Nature is everything in and of the world is the notion of kinship with the earth. 

Merchant speaks about the reverence and respect for Mother Earthm and for the father of the 

cosmos which together put constraints appropriate to kinship on relationships with the natural 

environment (Merchant 1980). This holistic perspective was also part of the medieval outlook on 

the world (Jolly 1993) in which knowledge was based on metaphysical understanding, myth, 

dreams and other kinds of socially producd information. But even back at that point in the history 

of humanity, no single idea about Nature prevailed. For some it was a force to be sûuggled 

against and for others it was a source of contemplation and pleasure (Oggins 1993). The idea of 

kinship is still a part of contemporary views on humanlenvironment relationships, but rather than 

arising from a fundamentally integrated philosophy of Nature, it is based in the strength of 

individual sentimental impulse. 

Perhaps the most enduring historical conceptualization of Nature is found in the theological 

19 See Leiss 1972; Evemden 1992; and Bowler 1993 for excellent historical andyses. also Merchant 1980 for the 
best consideration of the consequences of the theory of Nature on relationships with the natural environment 

20 Merchant's (1980) discussion is specifically tied to the historical record of oppression in the femininelfemde 
experience. 



interpretation (BowIer 1993) in which Nature in general and the natural environment in particular 

are seen in the context of divine force and inspiration. Divine design raises the possibility of a 

universal naturai order of things, over which human life has dominion. Implicit in the divine orde! 

perspective is the clear separation of humans from other life forms into a different plane of 

existence and importance. In setting up the natural world as an object of creation, the theological 

view also provides for the eventuality of a sense of awe and wonder to arise from the appreciation 

of the natural environment as an expression of divine work. Public concern for the physical world 

of nature tends to focus, as a result, on aesthetics (Ibid.), which in turn helps to sustain the 

rornanticization version of nature still strong today. 

If divine purpose sets humans apart, the divide has been widened with changes in understanding 

brought about by science. In the scientific interpretation, knowledge and truth are identified as 

extemal ideals that await discovery (Evemden 1992). Nature becomes knowable and the natural 

environrnent is increasingly seen as materid to be studied and pressed into service to enhance the 

human condition. With a more widespread and intirnate insight into previously mystifying and 

unexplainable functions of nature, there comes a decline in reverencezl for the naturd environment 

(FulIer 1988). People see their free will and capacity for reason as king superior to the 

automatic, instinctriven processes of the natural world. As a new understanding of reality 

informed by science takes away the mystery of nature (Borgmann 199S), people corne to view the 

physical world as king there primarily, and naturally, for the use and benefit of humankind 

(Bowler 1993). 

In viewing the naturai world as matter and physical impulse to be used primarily for the good of 

humanity, and in not assigning it the sarne sanctity as human life, it is with a clear conscience that 

society seeks to exercise its perceived right to control and dominate nature. Further, there is a great 

sense of pride in people's ability to bring the natural environrnent under the influence of human 

progress and indusûy (Marx 1988) in order to excel at improving the quality of human life. 

Arguably the two most influentid factors that ultirnately legitimize the massive exploitation of 

21 Seschachari (1992) disputes that reverence for nature has ever been a part of Western "religioculturai heritage." 
noting that cultural vdues of the West specifically do not include "non-hierarchical and egaliîarian" approaches to a 
climate of mutual respect between humans and the naniral environment, but instead are steeped in a heritage of 
"misogyny and paÛiarchyn (Seschchari 1992, 164) obvious in the exploitation of the natural environment 



natural resources comrnon today are mechanization of the production process combined with the 

secularization of Nature (McLaughlin 1985). Science has been instrumental in both cases, fust by 

providing explanations that demystify what was once profoundly sacred and secondly by 

contributing to the development of technology capable of large scale manipulation of nature. In 

this process the dominant social outlook has changed from one of passively contemplating the 

place of the natural environment in Nature to one of aggressively smving to master the environment 

in order to effect as Leiss suggests, a "social transformation" in Nature (Leiss 1972,87). 

An essentially mechanistic (as opposed to organic) system of knowing, in which "things" are more 

of a reality than relationships (Merchant 1980), also insinuates into the human psyche normative 

aspects reflected in the pursuit of social ideals thought to have a basis in the laws of Nature 

(Evemden 1992). People are cornforteci when they have science to seek out and define the 

certainties of Nature. Finding and following natural laws of behaviour is preferable to bending to 

the whims of human discretion. Human agency is suspect for its susceptibility to the politics of 

circurnstance @id. 1992). In a restructured world where Nature is considered to be, as Salisbury 

descnbes, a "rationally understood phenomena" (Salisbury 1993, xvi), mattering less for its 

rneaning than for its laws predicting cause and effect behaviour (FitzSimmon 1989), the stage is set 

for the modem era with its predorninately utilitarian human.environment relationship. 

Challenges to the rnodemist understanding of social reality have been increasingly forthcorning. 

Pseudo objectivity has constrained and excluded certain groups fiom contributing to or benefiting 

from the authentication of knowledge. But the pnvileged status of scientific fact as the verification 

of knowledge is king questioned (Bennett and Chaloupka 1993a). Logic that has in the past been 

held up as value fiee is more often seen in the context of rhetoric masqueradhg as scientific fact 

(Ibid.), especially in cases of embittered environmental disputes. Leiss (1972) suggests further 

that in many ways, society has yet to recover fkom the "crisis in modem ethics" (Leiss 1972,209) 

that has resulted from the role of science as the arbitrator of al1 knowledge, especially as it pertains 

to understanding and relating to the natural environment. 

The mechanistic and matenal view of Nature and naturai environment promoted by science and 

technology removes much of the opportunity for creation of personal meaning in nature (Jolly 

1993). But as people corne to see that the rationalization of Nature leads to estrangement from it 



(Von Maltzahn 1994), contemporary understanding of both Nature and the natural environment is 

re-orienting itself away from the mechanistic view of knowledge and knowing nature towards a 

more inclusive approach. Imagination, art, music, dance and so on are increasingly considered as 

legitimate guides to understanding nature. Some have suggested, for exampie, that storytelling has 

been a particularly neglected form of this kind of knowledge (Raglon and Scholtmeijer 1996). 

Although the evidence suggests that contemporary understanding of the natural environment is 

becoming substantially more informed by a variety of stimulating sources, a lingering influence of 

the normative aspect of Nature and natural laws remains. The seemingly irresistible urge to 

continue to attribute moral ideals to the fûnctions of Nature (Shepard 1991; Bennett and Chaioupka 

1993a) continues to bear upon popular notions about the goodness of al1 things natural. But these 

parameters are fairiy confining. They do not include, for example, pestilence or natural disasters 

The moral imperatives of innocence and purity have been a part of al1 earlier conceptions of Nature. 

The idea that Nature is al1 encompassing, that it is a product of the divine, and it is the one tme 

order of things, al1 implicitly sustain this illusion. The notions of innocence and purity continue as 

strong influences today in ideas about the artificiality of human presence in the natural 

environment.22 Further, in defining Nlnature as "purity, fieedom, mystery, . . . growth, change, 

[and] continuity" (Gallagher 1993,210). the idea of naturalness continues to set standards for or 

precipitate conflicts over identity, tolerance, sexuality and so on (Connolly 1993). 

Moving modem science away from its privileged status (Keller 1990) reduces the objectivity with 

which we are prone to view the naniral environment and may also serve to lessen the moral 

authority of Nature and the idea of natural. However, a new moral imperative for an ideal social 

system is arising in the ecosystem mode1 of understanding Nature. Certain ecological processes 

acting within the natural environment are seen to represent the proper order of things in tems of 

hurnan/environment relationships (Merchant 1992). In suggesting an ecological perspective as a 

prototype, a new normative standard is being forged in which unity, stability, and harmony among 

life forms are introduced as the moral irnperatives for social processes as well. 

22 It has been suggested that world views that contrast Nature as pure and good with Nature as base and brutal are at 
the rwt o f  a fundamental inability to molve conflict thmugh reasonable debate, in that these are two vimially 
imconcilable viewpoints (Evernden 1 992, 19). 



Some however question the validity of the ecosystem model (Smith 1979), suggesting that there is 

no moral judgment inherent in the process of succession and further that cornpetition, domination, 

conflict and change are also part of an ecologicai context. In other words, as Smith observes, the 

"primitive rhythm of life are not ail peacehl and haxmonious" (Smith 1979, 197). Still, as 

contemporary ideas conceming Nature and the natural environment are products of our current 

understanding of the world (Wohlwill 1983) which includes popular (mis)conceptions, what 

people believe to be so is just as important as what actually is (Evemden 1992). in any case, 

moral imperatives for defining reality are now increasingly being grounded in an ecology in which 

we are urged to see Nature as the model for appropriate social relationships and the environment as 

an essentid condition of life (FitzSimrnons 1989; Berleant 1992). 

3.3.2 Nature as Object: Dualistic Legacy 

A second theme important to the history of human relationships with nature is the seating of nature 

as an object of human enterprise. The dudistic thinking style of mechanistic systems promotes this 

outlook. Ultimately ideas about the natural environment and humanlenvironment relationships 

have k e n  shaped by how Nhature is and is not conceptualized. This idisn't way of classifying 

information creates a distinction between natural and not natural. As Evernden (1992) notes, as 

soon as the idea of nature emerges, there is not nature, which he suggests essentially has come to 

rnean humanity. 

Writers and thinkers blame the naturehot nature way of thinking on the human propensity to 

classify and identi@ "self' in relation to "other." Contained in the dualisms of mincilbody, 

naturdculture and so on, there is again the subtle suggestion of normative influence. Rather than 

being an equally rnatched union, one element in the combination is seen as more rightfully 

"natuai." The "other" has its definition in relation to the ided as a thing that is not present 

(Massey 1993). mis valuing of natural as supenor, in combination with increased urbanization in 

which the rnajority of people no longer make their living directly from nature (Mannila 1996), 

serves to loosen connections between humans and the environment (Platt 1994, on Mumford). 

While this initialIy has the advantage of reIeasing humanity from some of the random impulses of 

nature, it eventudly results in the n a t d u i l t  distinctions (Hartig and Evans 1993) that stigrnatize 



the urban environment as not natural and celebrate a nature without the presence of humans9 

Recently there have been calls to recognize and move away from thinking in dualities that devaIue 

the "is not" side of a duaiism,24 marginalize the "other," and threaten the possibility of the 

emergence of third, fourth or fifth dimensions of a combination (Soja and Hmper 1993). For 

exarnple, it is has been suggested that by dropping the naturaVbuilt bipolar conceptualization, a 

continuum of landscapes, which includes the cultural manifestations of environment in cities as 

part of our natural way of life, would have an opportunity to take hold in the collective imagination 

(Cronon 1996). This idea is fundamental to the existence of nature in the city and the discussion 

will retum to this later. 

A M e r  legacy of duaiistic and dichotomous organization of phenomena is the formation of 

paradoxical imperatives. The point of paradox is that while a naturalhon-nad dichotomy 

produces a moral valuing of natural over artificial categones, the world viewed in t e m  of another 

duality - that of humadnon-human, reinforces the objectification of nature and subsequent 

subordination of the natural environment to the will of humanity. The paradox creates an 

irresolvable conundmm that continuaiiy pits human sentiment25 against human enterprise in the 

establishment of humanfenvironment relationships. 

It has aiso been suggested that in any given time and place human/environment relationships 

inevitably fdl into one of three kinds of circumstances that are grounded in the dualistic separation 

of humans and the natural environment. Relationships between humans and the environment are 

based either on human subjugation to nature; human incorporation into nature; or hurnan 

domination over nature (Hartig and Evans 1993). This may be the result of our historical process, 

but it is not necessarily inevitable (Ittelson, Franck and O'Hanlon 1976). There are alternatives to 

23 Hartig and Evans (1993) note that Tuan (1974) bas pointed out that this kind of thinking has existed since 
ancient rimes. 

24 Shepard (1991) blarnes the persistent division of "man and nature" on the tendency of science to reduce human 
existence to abstract and depersonalized statistics. Implied in this is that a rehumanization of the physicat body is 
needed in order to bridge the humanhaturai, naWnatura1 duality gulfs. 

25 See Neiburg (1984, 14) for a good description of the differences beniveen belief and sentiment. 



the objectifkation-based oppositionai dualism.26 For example, a dialectical type of dualism 

(Westkott 1990) could generate interaction and connections that would be more coilaborative. A 

collaborative style of interacting would precipitate different understandings not only about human 

relationships with the natural environment, but about relationships between naturd and built 

environments. While the future holds the possibility of mutudy enhancing dualistic embodiments, 

contemporary understanding of the place of people in relation to the natural environment is f m l y  

grounded in the dualistic notion of naturaVnot naturd that results in the objectification of nature and 

the non-naturalness of humans. 

This objectification of nature and subsequent intellectual and emotional isolation of the natural 

environment has had at least three significant effects on contemporary humdenvironment 

relationships. First an objective attitude towards the naturai environrnent encourages the illusion 

that it is possible to "transcend our bodies" and somehow live only in the realrn of thought (Hayles 

1995,56). We become outside of not only nature, but outside of Our body dispassionately looking 

on. A well-known example of this detachment is the NASA image of the blue-green poster view 

of Earth (Raglon and Scholtmeijer 1996) in which the viewer is outside and above, looking back 

and d o m  on, the planet-as-globe hanging in space. The mind-body dualism demonstrated by this 

blinds us to the connections that actually exist between humans and the naniral environment 

(Berleant 1992). The disassociation or reliance on Our thought and intellect manifests in a 

confidence in Our ability (with the help of technology) to overcome whatever the natural 

environment might toss in our way. It seems that so long as we manage to keep nature in its place, 

it is possible to perpetuate a "manipulative stance toward the world of physicai processes and social 

smictures" (Tnbe 1976,75). 

The second effect of objectification of the naturai environment is entcenchment of an emphatically 

anthropocentric orientation with respect to human/environment relationships. Anthropocentric and 

biocentric ideologies are fundarnentally irreconcilable. One is based on the understanding of the 

central place of humans in the world, the other on undifferentiated status for al1 living sentient 

26 The ecofeminist perspective suggests partnership models (Eider 1990) to define relationships between such 
things as nature and culture. as opposed to the present domination models in which one part of any given duality is 
viewed as somehow inherentiy more superior. 



things. This difference foms the basis for conflicting views conceming ideas about the best way 

to Iive in the world. 

Anthropocentrkism views humans as having a privileged place on eanh (Rubin 1994). Human 

beings are considered to be at the centre of al1 transactions, elevated to the special status as 

impartial observer (Coles 1993). From this perspective it is possible to see the ongins of a 

'physical theory of nature" (Von Maltzahn 1993, 127) manifestai in human control and 

manipulation of rational space @izard 1993). Through ordering and categorizing,27 power is 

extended over the environment (Sirnmons 1993). This has been the dominant way of socially 

organizing relationships with the environment (Raglon and Scholtmeijer 1996), both natural and 

built. 

The third way that the objectification of the natural environment shapes human/environment 

relationships is by de-contextualizing the physical world of nature. Placing the natual 

environment separate and apart fkom more critical and iherefore more universal concerns of 

humans implies that it is not essential to the human condition. Consequently there is a greater 

tolerance for a broader range of contexts from which to establish meaningfulness. The "extemal 

reality" of the natural environment can not be denied (Von Maltzahn 19944; Cronon 1995a). But 

granting that an understanding of nature is socially consmicted, an unusual situation is created. 

Because of the latitude in interpreting its significance, the nanirai environment - while having an 

actual physical form - is understood differently at different times and places or circumstance 

(Wohlwill 1983; Berleant 1992). Science is non-judgrnental in the definition of the natural 

environment in concrete, biolog icaI naming and identification 3 But contemporary, culturally 

influenced, aesthetic and ethical views inject syrnbolism and meaning into the physical reality of 

nature. In this respect the natural environment is extremely dynarnic both in terms of natural and 

psychological processes (Pickett, Kolasa, and Jones 1994). The dynamism is hielled in part by 

27 Chaloupka & Cawley (1993) suggest that names for nature are in fact codes for identifying appropriate 
humanlenvironment relationships. So that in classiQing something as "wilderness," for example, a certain 
expectation for interaction is encapsulated. It is hurnanity's attempt, as the authors Say, "to mate  out of our own 
will or representation, the other we choose to encounter" (Chaloupka and Cawley 1993,4). 

28 McLaughlin (1985) suggests bat this allows for the absence of ethical barriers in interaction with the natural 
environment. 



projections of our "innerrnost longings and amiecies" @izard 1993, 1 12) on to nature,29 of which 

the phenomena of stewardship is a prime example. 

3.3.3 Nature as Obligation: Stewardship Impulse 

in the idea of stewardship, the human propensity to b t h  sentimentalize and manipuIate nature 

fmds an ideai outlet, The stewardship impulse is, as well, indicative of the "nature as obligation" 

theme that forms the third and finai strand of influentid thought considered here as formative to 

contemporary views on the natural environment. Origindly a theoiogicai concept30 arising ftom 

what was seen as a divine decree for humans to be rnasters of the earthly domain, stewardship is 

seen today as the belief that humans have an obligation to manage and control naturd resources in a 

responsible manner (KeIlert 1995). The paradox of dualisrns is resohed in this secular notion of 

stewardship in that the goodness of the naturai (in the nanirallnot natural dudism) cornes under the 

guardianship of human authority (in the humdnon-human duaiism) in what seems to be a 

comfortable union based on righteous benevolence. 

The view that the natural envuonment needs taking care of shapes both social understanding and 

personal interpretation of the humarienvironment relationship. In a social context, the 

contemporary conceptualization of stewardship is at the very heart of mainsrrem 

environmentalism. Based upon the conviction that we are doing the best that we can to make wise 

decisions for the good of al1 life on earth, tmditional environmental ethics focus on experience with 

nature, rather chan the theory of Nature. As such it establishes a cultural rnanifesto for human 

experience with nature that dlows, and perhaps even encourages, highly personalized 

intexpretations of what constitutes appropriate interaction between people and the natural 

environment. Further, it is suggested that the high level of tolerance for personal discretion in 

judging what constitutes acceptabIe interaction with nature is based on the understanding that any 

given humadenvironment relationship is not viewed within the broader context of social 

consequence but rather is judged to be pnmariiy a matter of individual conscience. 

29 See also Schmder (I991) regarding the difficulties that can result when individuals fai? to realize chat this kind of 
projection of expectation is taking place. 

30 See Beavis (1991) for a good discussion of the secularization of stewardship and its application to planning and 
public policy. 



This tacit seating of responsibility for establishing appropnate humardenvironment relationships at 

a personai level is reflected in the privatization of action directed at reducing environmental 

damage. While the enthusiastic embracing of household and indusmal recyciing and other forms 

of resource conservation practice does contribute to creating a collectively cIear conscience, it 

nonetheless deflects attention away from what radical environrnentaIists see as the "structure and 

relations that have brought about our current crises" (Sandilands 1993,46).31 This is not to 

suggest that such personal initiatives are totally futile or misguided but rather that there is a need to 

attend to the broader context of social change. 

In this respect non-traditional environmentalist thought has as its focus the promotion of a 

particular social theory grounded in a certain philosophy of Nature. Persond experience with 

nature is of secondary concem to social context or is not at issue. The principles of appropnate 

interactions with the natural environment are well defined and not a matter of individual 

prerogative. For exarnple, the philosophy of deep ecology32 which ernphasizes a deeper, more 

spiritual approach to understanding the place of both human and non-human life in Nature (Devall 

and Session 1994), proposes "the reorganization of politics and society dong bioregional lines" 

and a return to the "ritualization of human life" through a "reenchantment with nature" (Rubin 

1994, 193). The theory king put fort '  in this is that in organizing administrative junsdictions 

necessary to conduct civil society, it makes more sense to use naturai boundaries, such as 

watershed areas, rather than artificid boundaries arbitrarily created by hurnan society. 

Implicit in this philosophy is, once again, the mord imperative that "nature is best" and not 

surprisingly, deep ecologists reject the notion of stewardship as k ing counter to the natural order 

of things and propose instead a retum to a non-hierarchical relationship with Nature (Rubin 1994) 

in which the human species takes its place dong with aU other speries thereby ailowing the 

harmony of Nature to prevail. This biocentric philosophy as a consequence suggests certain kinds 

of political organizations and perspectives on public policy (Deval1 and Sessions 1994) such as the 

31 Sandilands's (1993) point is also that in making environmental concern a home or consumer-based, rather than 
political matter, the brunt of the responsibility for accountability is deflected away from govemments and big 
business towards women. 

32 According to DevaIl& Sessions (1994). the t e n  "'deep ecology" was coined in 1973 by Arne Naess, a 
Norwegian philosopher, in an article for Inquiry, titled "The Shallow and Deep, Long Range Ecology Movements." 



downsizing and decentraiization of human settiement included in the idea of bioregionalism, but 

which critics observe are not necessarily inherently more ecohgical (EJookchin 1994). 

Critics of the deep ecology philosophy suggest too that such a view deflects people who are 

concemed over the environment away from recognizing the need for radicai social change 

(Oelschlager 1991,304, on assessing Bookchin's view). They feel that it puts forth a view of the 

world that tends to be "devoid of human presence" (Merchaut 1992, 1û3) and that it is especially 

disrespecthl of the experience of aboriginal peoples in living with the land (Ibid.)33 

Roponents of social ecology3-r on the other hand, are adamant in the view that the world is above 

al1 else social (Bookchin lm). In stressing that the mots of ecological problems lie in the way a 

society is organized, social ecology "draws its inspiration from . . . [those] who have challenged 

society's vast hierarchicai, sexist, class-ruled, statist, and militaristic apparatus" (Ibid. 1994,229). 

Furthemore, fundamental to the social ecologists' phitosophy is the understanding that to be 

human is to be natural (Ibid.). In honouring the idea that thinking human beings have evolved out 

of nature, social ecology rejects the biocentric notions of deep ecology. 

While purporting not to support any kind of "centrism," the stewardship mode1 of 

humanlenvironment relationship is implied in the social ecologist view that human beings have a 

natural capacity to rationaiize the use of environmentai resources. What social ecologists take 

exception to is the fact that this rationalization presently takes place within the context of capitalism. 

In their view society fails to acknowledge that the capitalistic perspective has been fundamental to 

precipitating the current environmental crisis. They cal1 for a social solution to a social problem 

that can be effected only by a political and economic restructuring of contemporary society. 

Ecofeminism3s is also about reco,&ing the seeds of environmental crisis in contemporary social 

33 Nabhan (1995) cautions, though. lhat it is tempting to scntimentalize the idea of  aboriginal peoples "living in 
harmony" sith the land, noting that in the case of North Amcrican plains over the centunes there have bcen 
millions of indigenous people, spwking a variety of languages. modifying the land to their ne&. 

34 Social critic Mumy Bookchin is closely associated with the political philosophy of  socid ecology. He is 
descrïbed as "a severe and irreverent critic of dccp ecology* by Van De Veerand Pierce (1993,224). 

35 Archambault (1993) and others aitribute the tenn "ccofcminism" to Francoisc d'Eaubonne who is bclicvcd to 
have first used it  in 1974. 



structure and practice. Drawing from the theory of ecology which in part emphasizes the 

interco~ectedness of al1 life forms in an ecosystem and feminist andysis that links the oppression 

of women with the domination of nature, ecofeminist philosophy "seeks to integrate personal, 

social, and environmental issues that are ofien separated, [thereby] providing directions for a 

potential transformation of social h s  titu tions" (Lahar 1 993,4445). 

Although ecoferninism is first and foremost a political philosophy concemed with ensuring the 

incorporation of feminist and ecologicai perspective in social problem de f~ t ions  and analysis 

(Archambault 1993), it also includes an element of spirituality centred on personai relationships 

with nature (Lahar 1993). The ovemdhg concem of ecofeminist thought, and the thinking in deep 

ecology and social ecology as well, is with the creation of an altemate social context from which to 

consider the philosophy of Nature in terms of guiding the realities of human interaction with the 

natural environment. 

The ideas coming out of various radical environmental movements are beginning to influence 

traditional views conceming how environmental issues are defined. However, the way in which 

solutions to environmentai problems are h e d  shows littie evidence of either a change to the 

underlying social organization or a desire to change this organization. It appears that this is the 

case even though it has been suggested that the greening efforts of household recycling and so on, 

while personally based, have the potential to alter public opinion and eventually influence political 

action (Burgess 1990) conceming human/environment relationships. If a transformation does 

begin to take place it will for quite sometime likely continue to be within the context of influencing 

individual consciousness rather than reforming social structure. 

3.3.4 Summary 

In discussions related to human/environment relationships the course of environmental thought 

marks a great divide between reflection on major philosophical perspectives conceming a political 

and social theory of Nature and consideration of pragmatic concems related to experiences with the 

physical world of nature. Although both radical and traditional environmentaiism have their mots 

in the evolving ideas about the physicai world of nature, a point of departure is evident when tallc 

focuses on social theory as opposed to personal experience with the natural environment. For 

example, accusations that proponents of the traditional conservation-oriented stewardship mode1 of 



environmentaiim are an eiitist speciai interest group, with concerns that are seIdom relevant to 

poor, non-white populations in the city (Marx 1988), and that they are more concemed with nature 

than with human life (Gottbeb 1993), move critical analysis of human/environment relationships 

into the realm of social theory.36 

The discussion here will continue to expIore the idea of personal experience with the natural 

environment in relation to defining appropriate humadenvironment relationships. As well, in order 

to consider its contribution in shaping contemporary views on the meaningfulness of expenences 

with urban nature, the wilderness idea is used as the framework to demonstrate the evolving 

character of human interaction with the naturai environment. 

3.4 The Wilderness as ProcesdProduct of Ninature 

The convergence of social theory and personal experience with the natural environment is evident 

in a number of contemporary situations. For example, studying changes in the role and meaning 

of gardens37 or exarnining the history of agriculture in Our society would provide compelling 

perspectives on the dynamics of human/environment relationships. But the idea of wilderness, 

although not unique in its ability to illustrate the corning together of metaphysicai and physical 

ideas of Nhature, is of particular interest 38 - not only because it provides an avenue for looking at 

the expression of experience with nature, but dso  because it has infiuenced understanding about 

what constitutes a fegitimate natural environment. This is surprisingIy true even in t e m  of 

creating expectations within an urban context. 

36 Regrettably it is not within thc scope of this study to pursue further in depth analysis of social theory, as such 
the reader is directed to BowIer (1993) and Gotclieb (1993). two excellent historical analyses of environmentalism. 

37 Riley suggests that the wildemess has replaced the garden as the favoured fom of symbolic nature, mainly as a 
consequence of a "traditional American preference for remote and spectacular grandeurs [combined with a] gmwing 
dismay over our power CO rework nature" (Riley 1988,141). 

38 As mentioned previously, the stewardship modet of humadenvironment relationships is primarily concemed 
with the expenence of nature in that the enthusiasm and intentions of stewardship are directed at a specific image of 
the theory of Nature. Consequently the "wildemess" and its preservation is a cenaal issue to mainsneam 
environmentalist concerns. For radical environmencalists the priority issue is the need to fundamentally alter the 
politics, economics or basic sociai structure of a place so as to provide a new context for heaIthy 
human/environment relationships, of which personal experience with the natural environment, including the 
wildemess, is a part. Indications are, however, that even mainstrearn environmentai practice may be moving away 
frorn preserving wildemess for its own sake towards preserving wilderness for its role in contributing to holisiic 
habitat health (see Dave Foreman [tg%] founder of EarthFirst! and a director of the Sierra Club for a critique of 
present conservation practice which clieates islands of wilderness rather han integrated envuonments). 



3 -4.1 Transforming the Wiiderness Ides 

Throughout ancient history the idea of wilderness changed continually in response to the influence 

of myths, superstition, retigious beliefs and social customs (see Merchant 1% Oelschlager 1991; 

also Salisbury 1993 and Schama 1995 for particuIarly rich, detailed accounts of prehistory and 

medieval times). However during this tirne wildemess was more tikely to be viewed with fear 

than with affection (Nash 1982, and McK bben 2989). Subsequently in modem history three 

factors combined to create a situation in which the wilderness is no longer viewed as k i n g  

distasteful or threatening, but is seen instead as awe-inspiring - through increased familiarity with 

wild settings, an aesthetic sensibility that canonizes the wild, and alarm over environmental 

degradation, the wildemess has become something to be cherished and revered for its wildness. 

The first factor to affect this fundamentd tumaround in social understanding was the influence of 

science and technology in causing the wilderness to be both intellectually and physically more 

accessible. When no longer seen as intimidating (Fleischner 1992), the wildemess became an 

exhilarating place in which to experience direct contact with the natural environment. Participation 

in outdoor recreation pursuits ,orw as a consequence. It is likely that the more privileged class had 

the time and the money to take part in nature activities. In this manner the scene was set for an 

infiuential constituency of avid outdoor enthusiasts to both exert social pressure to conserve 

wilderness areas (Booth 1994) and prornote the virtues of experiences with the natural environrnent 

by including elernents of nature into the urban environment in the f o m  of parks. 

The second factor that altered the way in which the wildemess is perceived was the tendency to 

closely associate nature with the work of a divine creator. Viewed in these terms, a certain notion 

of nature - conceived primarily as a pastorai landscape emanating peace and tranquillity - was seen 

to afford a special oppottunity to commune directly with a higher power. As Cosgmve explains, 

this was very appealing to people bound by "the context of a religious tradition which stresses 

individual salvation" (Cosgrove 19û4,185). Even within this context, however, the enthusiasm 

for the nature experience did not necessarily extend to the more rustic and untidy settings of 

wildemess. It took popularization of work by naturalists such as  Thoreau, who emphasized the 



theme of transcendence through striving to become one with nature (J. Bennett 1993),39 to extend 

the romanticized idea of nature into the realm of wildemess. The influence of Thoreau is strong. It 

was he who suggested that what was to be vaiued most in nature was its wildness (Raglon 1991). 

This view effectively linked the notion of freedom with that of pur@ and goodness into the idea of 

wi1demess.a 

The increase in personal comfon with wild nature and the emergence of the ethos of fieedom of the 

wild were joined by the generai insinuation of technology into cornmunity of life in enhancing the 

wildemess idea. The impact of this third significant condition has been twofold in that both 

lifestyle and the natural environment have been affected. Modem transportation and 

communication technology have allowed vivid evidence of the deleterious consequences of human 

hdustry and commerce on the land to be brought fully into the awareness of the average person41 

More direct encounters have resulted from an increase in travelling to and through disturbed 

landscapes. Second-hand accounts provided by newspapers, photographs, persona1 testirnonies, 

and more recently cornputer simulations, have become more readily available. As a consequence, 

even the most remote situations are able to offend people's sensibilities and concern has arisen for 

protecting impressive wild environments (see Figure 10). 

Pigram sums up the fundamental change that has taken place in the wildemess idea as follows: 

For much of history, wildemess held a negative connotation either as wasteland, or 
as some vast hostile and dangerous place to be avoided . . . or else to be tamed, 
controlled, and exploited Today, people in many parts of the world have corne to 
think more positively of wildemess as something to be valued, used and managed 
with care and respect, and preserved for a future world in which it could become 
increasingly rare (Pigram 1993,415). 

39 Bennett (1993) reports that Thoreau recounted an occasion in which he insinuated himseif so completely into 
nature that for an instant he did not notice his own human presence and was able to practice the "delicate and 
deliberate act of forgening . . . (as in the relaxation of self-consciousness)" (J. Bennett 1993.261). 

40 The famous, often misquoted (according to Cronon 1996) saying by Thoreau is that "in Wildness (not 
wildemess) is the preservation of the World" (Penguin reprint of Thoreau 1995.25). through which he surmises "al1 
good things are wild and free" (Ibid., 36). 

41 Laituri and Kirby (1994) suggest that it is "urbanism in capitaiist socicties (which msforms) our understanding 
of, and our relationship to, nature" (Lainui and Kirby 1994, 124). I wanted to include the idea that technology has 
contributed to the decreased time required for images and infoxmation to reach people and so have used the notion of 
industrialization instead. 



Figure 10 

A worid in which the wilderness is increasingly rare 
(concept by Tim Yearington, EXPLORE JundJuly 1995, page 74) 

3.4.2 Layering the Meaning of Wilderness 

In the two hundred years or so since this initial complete transformation in the understanding of 

wildemess, changes to the idea have k e n  less radical. Rather than being substantially altered, 

over recent time the idea of wildemess has instead ken  subtly reshaped by layers of accumulated 

meaning. Accumulation implies that each new layer does not supersede the previous one. New 

elements augment existing ones so that at any given time a variety of meanings are retrievable. 

Specifically bis means that although the original idea of wildemess was very place-based, it 

rapidly came to include a generalized expectation conceming relationships with wild nature 

(Chaloupka and Cawley 1993). The feelings generated by compelling site-specific characteristics 



such as a spectacular natural form and features, and littie or no indication of human influence42 

(Kaplan and Talbot 1983 cited in D-Bennett 1994),43 set the standard for imagining what a nature 

experience should be like. 

The wildemess experience has also come to include situations that are not necessarily bound to a 

particular place. They are based on highiy planned and contrived interactions with the natural 

environment where the activity, rather than the place, is the point. The expectation is that the 

experience will provide a simulation of the retum to more primitive circumstances in which there 

are fewer artificial demands placed on one's behaviour (Bullock and Newton 1992) and more 

oppoctunity for selfdiscovery through direct contact with the ceal world of nature (Ibid.). Whether 

through undertaking deliberately constructed situations designed to challenge one's ability to be 

self-sufficient in the wild or through engaging in intentionai quests to find connections with the 

natural world, contemporary wildemess experience in rnany ways is a secularization of the 

saivation and transcendence themes in the dderness idea that have as their goal achievement of a 

joyous sense of purity (or renewal) and freedom. 

The most recent layer of meaning to be incorporateci into the idea of wildemess is an elaboration of 

this pursuit of a personai sense of fulfilment. Contemporary understanding is that not only is 

wildemess a place and an experience, but it is also a state of rnind44 @izard 1993; Cronon 1996), 

achievable through evoking memory and imagination, as well as through direct contact with both 

wild nature and natural settings closer to home (Cronon 1996). This state of mind was aptly 

described by a participant at a recent symposium on the wildemess when she declared "Ah 

42 Although as Berleant (1992) notes, it is unlikely chat there is any wilderness left in the developed world today 
that has not in some way been subject to human agency. As he explains, the landscape at any given urne and place 
reflects al1 previous and ongoing human interaction with it. McKibben (1989) cakes this further when he cites the 
fact that humans have even managed to change earth's climate in making his case for how it is that prima1 nature has 
corne to an end. 

43 The citation provided by Bennett (1994) is: R. Kaplan and J.F. Talbot 1983. Psychological benefits of a 
wilderness experience. in Behavior and the natural environment, eds. 1. Altman and J. Wohlwill, 148-149. NY: 
Plenum. The original source was not consulted. 

44 It is the assumption throughout this discussion that the idea of wilderness is in fact subject to the influence of a 
greater social context which defines our understanding of nature (Oelschaeger 1991) and shapes our perception of the 
natunl world (Nash 1982). The state of mind hem refers to individual contemplation rather than the more general 
social consmction of reality. 



wildemess, after al1 these years, I chink I've finally achieved it*' (Henderson lW6,3 1, quoting 

Deborah Freeman, who was speaking at the Wildemess Canoe Symposium held annually in 

Toronto, Ontario). 

3.43 Contemporary Views on the Wilderness 

Ms Freeman's undeniabIe expression of fulfilment of aniving at a symbolic place is the very 

essence of al1 meaning accumulated to date in the wildemess idea. Each layer added over tirne has 

brought progressively more abstract dimensions to the idea, which in many respects has become 

more and more distant from the physical reality of the natural environment. That is, in reworking 

our understanding of wilderness to incorporate not only the original concept of place, but dso to 

include certain kinds of relationships with places, and eventually to encompass the special feelings 

generated through reIationships with places, the idea of wildemess has become grounded less in a 

specific setting and more in the affective response to a generalized and perhaps even idealized 

vision of the wild. 

There are two aspects in particular that have contributed to this trend in the way nature is 

experienced by people. F i t ,  most people in the world either are not in the position to appreciate 

nature45 or do not have the resources to pursue the kind of leisure activity that brings them into 

contact with authentic wilderness environments. The opportunity to diiectly experience the 

breathtaking majesty of pristine, virtually unpeopled, wild nature is a privilege accorded to only a 

small minority of earth's citizens. Consequently for much of humanity a pleasurable encounter 

with the wildemess is either not an issue or more commonly takes place in a highly mediated 

situation such as a park or a rnovie theatre, in which a certain image of nature is simulated. 

Further, the experience with a facsimile of wild nature seems able to conjure up the anticipated 

affective response just as well, if not better than, the real thing. 

The other aspect of conternporary experience with nature that contributes to a reduced need for 

direct contact with wild places is the suggestion that while people generally seem to have a high 

45 For exarnple, Gailagher cites Csikszentmihalyi noting that (in making his case that appreciation of nature is a 
luxury of the affluent) "[pleople trying to survive in a garbage dump in Mexico City do not care about beauty and 
nature" (Gallagher 1993,217). Csikszentmihaiyi may in fact be taking a liberty in speaking for others, however 
during times when particularly harsh living conditions prevail it is doubtful that the aesthetic aspects of life would 
be a major concem. 



level of awareness of the natural environment, most encounters with nature are superficial* and 

tend to be influenceci by a stereotypic view of both the physical fonn (Mech 1992) and 

psychological benefits of nature. The m e y  conducted as part of this study confirms that for the 

most part people's perspective on nature is both constrained by the forma1 organization and 

administration of space (McGinnis 1994) and conditioned by conventional expectations.47 

This preconceived notion of nature is manifest in the fact that people do not accord the same degree 

of attention or attachment to ordinary, mundane or unattractive features of nature as they do to 

those which are more compelling either by v h e  of their uniqueness, beauty, or appearance of 

naturalism (Le. devoid of human interventions).a Encounters with controlled natural 

environments and with wildlife such as deer or ducks in the city are predictable in their fmus. 

Experiences that encourage feelings of peace. tranquillity and personal fulfilment dorninate 

descriptions about the meaningfuhess of nature close to home (for example, see narrative 

responses in subsequent chapters). For the majonty of people the joys of urban nature do not 

include the biodivenity of species thrivhg in vacant lots and overgrown boulevards, or pigeons in 

the downtown. In fact the narrow band of toIerance for what counts as nature is such that thistles 

at natural area parks are problematic.49 

Panly as a hinction of the history of the idea of nature which has culrninated in this particular view 

(Sinden and Worrell 1979), but also as a consequence of seeing past relationships with the naturai 

environment fkom our cument place in time (Nichols 1994). the romanticized version of nature has 

fashioned a strong hold on our collective imagination. Although it has been suggested that few 

people actually think that it is possible to achieve the romanticized state in which unspoiled nature 

46 Cobb (1977) suggests that for children "nature . . . is sheer sensory experience" (Cobb 1977,28); Mech might 
agree that for children the experience is different. 

47 The Nature in the City survey results are kss supponive of the idea that most encounten with the natural 
environment axe superficial in that there was a wide range of both psychological and physical involvement with 
nature reported by survey respondents. 

48 These features, along with an organism's resiliency and conmbution to support of human life. are what Brooks 
(1976) describes as "themes in the valuation of nature" (Brooks 1976, 122). 

49 The thistle issue is an example of an institutionaiized judgement on nature in that as per the Provincial Wecd 
Control Act, Canada, the thistle is categorized as a weed which is contmlled in Calgary (Calgary Parks & Recreation 
unpublished Drufi lntegrated Pest Management Policy, November 1996). 



flourishes (Worster 1995)' people have an exceptionally strong tie to traditional views and 

expectations conceming the natural environment (see survey results discussed in detail in 

subsequent chapters). Perpetuation of the romantic ideal of nature however is perilous for a few 

reasons. 

A case in point is the consequence of a stewardship mode1 of humadenvironment relationships that 

is founded on extending human guardianship only to those "natural objects and environments that 

are . . . conventiondly pretty" (Thompson 1995,295) or that are naturally wild (Cronon 1996). 

The fundamental dilemma arising from this approach to caring for nature is to figure out whose 

specifications and sensibilities are to prevail in the definition of worthiness. An obvious example 

of this would be the noxious weed status cumently assigned to dandelions.50 Another exarnple is 

the recent prohibition of bird feeders, put up in past winters by people enjoying the Weaslehead 

area in Calgary. The practice is discouraged on the grounds that it encourages the sparrow, 

considered to be a Pest species, to thrive. It has been suggested that it will not be possible to have 

a meaninfil environmental ethic unless we can move beyond using these mainly visual quality 

and antiquated hierarchies of value as indicators of the worthiness of any particular natural 

environment (Thompson 1995). 

But perhaps the most compelling reason for trying to get past the romanticized notion of nature as 

our benchmark of quality in expenences with the natural environment is the shadow it casts on 

humans and human enterprise. As Rubin (1994) describes it: 

The ethic of human withdrawal from nature, of maxirnizing "wildemess," depends 
on a highly artificiai pretence that human beings are somehow so "unnatural" - one 
might even Say unworidly - that we we need to be ghettoized lest we compromise 
nature's purity (Rubin 1994,249). 

The traditional stereotype of wild nature, in which human agency is considered to be a IiabiIity, 

could be replaceci with a concephialization of nature that, as Thompson suggests, recognizes its 

ability to creatively accommodate the eventualities of both human and non-human life processes 

and in so doing finds human effects to be no less beautiful (Thompson 1995). 

50 Dandelions are controlled by a Weed Control Unit in Calgary Parks & Recreation, as required under the 
provincial Weed Control Act Most of the cornplaints to the Unit office related to problems with dandelions and 
orher broad leaf weeds (Unpublished monograph, Planning Section, "Weed Control Unit 1996 Customer Satisfaction 
Survey Report of Results, November 1996," Calgary Parks & Recreation 1996a). 



Relying primarily on the romanticized, stereotypic idea of nature and vicarious or limited direct 

contact with the wild to inform individual understanding of nature precipitates an increase in 

abstraction and distancing from the tangible reality of wild settings. It creates a situation in which 

the idea of wildemess is more real to people than the actual wide range of conditions in the wild. 

Through this authentication of the rnetaphysical realrn of experience with nature, the cultural 

context for what counts as legitimate kinds of interaction with the natural environment is alrnost 

unbounded, king lirnited only by individual interpretation of the idea. 

When engagement is with an idea rather than an entity, the organizing point of the nature 

experience becornes one of resolving individual emotional or psychological need through 

interaction with the natural environment. Such an approach is not overly concerneci with 

accounting for, or maintaining and controlling, the collective impact of the physical consequences 

of those interactions in any particular encounter with nature. The focus of humadenvironment 

relationships is then more likely to be on particularized or personal indulgence as opposed to 

generalized or social restraint. The cultural imperative that M e s  human/environrnent 

reIationships in this context is one based more on the right to gratification than on the obligation for 

preservation. This rnay in part explain why even rnainstream environrnentalism has failed to 

generate any kind of widespread social agreement on appropriate lirnits to humadenvironment 

interactions. 

in addition to providing a weak foundation upon which to build a preservation ethic, the 

disengagement of affective response to the wilderness from the actuality of wild nature in secluded 

places pemits the generalization of this response to facsirnile settings such as one might find closer 

to home. Research suggests that urban nature is capable of inspiring the sarne feelings of 

regeneration, competency and kinship as is vested in the wilderness idea (see survey results in 

subsequent chapters). Some have suggested that it is the characteristic of wildness, as Thoreau 

believed (Cronon 1996; Henderson 1996), which is at the heart of our response to nature. But 

there is evidence to suggest that settings that conform to a certain specuum of visual and 

psychologicai factors, not random or unfettered wildness, are responsible for defining and 

realizing satisfactory experiences with nature in the city (see survey results). 



Figure 11 

The urban nature experience 

(Illustration by Eva Resovsky. Nose Hill Park Master Plan Review 
Calgary Parks & Recreation 1993, 4) 

It is important to keep in mind that as a result of the layering in meaning of the wilderness idea 

many versions of the seminai nature experience exist coincidentdly in the urban context. 

Attachment to place, exhilaration in outdoor recreation experience, and achievement of spiritual 

well-king are more or Iess meaningful to different individuals. Tt is nevertheless the case tbat 

these are essentiaily al1 meeting social and aesthetic goals in the community (Berman and Weil 

1992), no& necessarily celebrating the presence of wildness (see Figure 1 1). 

Et is in finding that most people do not appear to differentiate their expectations of a nature 

experience on the basis of either proximity or wildness of the natural environment that the idea of 

wilderness is of most interest to this study. The fact that urban nature is expected ta accommodate 

the same or similar experience goals as the wildemess has several implications for the planning and 

management of urban naturd area park land. Briefly, the most pressing are the need to resolve 

potential conflicts based on a wide range of experience goals (see Nature in the City survey 
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results); to reconcile the paradox of arrificiai naturalism (Simrns 1992; Thayer 1994); and to modify 

constraints of preconceived aesthetic standards (Thompson 1995; Cronon 19%). 

There is one final point to make in considering wilderness as an exarnple of how the experience of 

nature moves in and out of the theory of Nature. It must be stressed that in journeying to and from 

the place of wilderness, be it in mind or body. the transactions are bounded by a social context 

(Green 1995). The social context for understanding interaction with the natural environment is 

extremely broad. As a consequence it has the potentiai to entertain a vast range of personalized 

intexpretations of the nature experience. Social, psychologicd and physical environments alike are 

shaped by the influence of particular cultural perspectives51 concerning, for exarnple, what is to be 

cherished and what is to be feared. It is cultural ideais and practice that establish the acceptable and 

agreed upon parameters for understanding phenomena, evaluating experience, and interpreting 

meaning. 

3.5 Conclusion 

The complex meaning systems that are dominant at any given time in any given place are the very 

essence of culture.52 Customs and certain ways of thinking form an interpretive frarnework that is 

always changing as it is shaped by collective and individuai events and experiences @uncan and 

Duncan 1984). In providing a vehicle for synthesizing collective experience, Our cultural 

frarnework structures reality for most people (Agnew, Mercer and Sopher 1984). But viable 

cultures need to provide more than just a shared understanding of one reality. It is aiso necessary 

to have interpretive procedures that accommodate, to some reasonable degree, the different ideas of 

reality that arise in any diverse society (Bruner 1990). In less diverse societies (or in societies or 

times when diversity is less tolerated) it rnight be understood that only one truth is possible and that 

science plays the most important role in uncovering the truth. 

51 For this reason, culture also is instrumental in "both defining and soIving environmenta1 problems" (Raglon and 
Scholtmeijer 1996.36). 

52 This is based on an understanding of culture as described by Geem (1973). in which "historically created systems 
of meaning" provide patterns or programs that guide individuation processes (Geertz 1973.52). Halton (1995) 
suggests. however, that there are in fact organic influences that shape "human conduct" (Halton 1995,244), so that 
for him cultural imperatives can be "biosemitoic" in ongin (ibid., 277). He uses as an example our spontaneous. 
unconditioned pleasure response to sunshine on our face, although the growing concern over UV rays and melanoma 
seems destined to infuse even that simple pleasure with more sinister meaning in our culture. 



The effectiveness of science in establishing procedures for interpreting what is real is not in 

question here. However, in our culture, in order for community living to survive, there is a need 

to augment scientific truth by validating interpretive procedures such as empathy and intuition in 

tmth seeking. It could be argued that the conflict seen over establishing what is meaninfil in 

terms of natural areas in the city can in part be attributed to a lack of tolerance for diversity in 

interpreting meaningfulness. The conflict could also simply be a function of our culture's tendency 

to regularly reinvent new symbols and modify old ones, resulting in an essential instability of 

meanings generated from shared social symbols @miels and Cosgrove 1988). This post-modern 

perspective suggests that the references for our meanings are being changed beyond recognition, 

so that they are no longer reliable sources upon which to base Our interpretation of experience. 

The implications are that it may no longer be possible for any symbol chat is meaningful in a sirnilar 

way to significant numbers of people in a cornmunity to become stable enough for a public 

meaning to crystalize. This most certainly would seem to be the case in terms of social symbols 

related to urban nature as presented in public park development. m i l e  Cranz (1 982), Jones 

(1994) and others have had little difficulty in identifying the social symbols king represented in 

early parks in North America, the underlying symbolism in these post-modern times has been both 

less evident and less prevailing. 

For example, there is less and less agreement on what in fact even constitutes a park. One gets the 

sense from the focus group work done for this study that in people's minds a "park" means some 

sort of controI or bounds are expected to be put on nature in order to make it safe and accessible for 

everyone. On the other hand, if something is controlled then it is not seen as natural. Park 

planning practice that supplies subdivisions with generic open spaces in the interest of the 

efficiencies provided by uniformity and standardization in design (features which Krampen 119791 

notes are inevitable consequences of industrialization) may in part be responsible for losses of 

potential to create meaning. Context becomes so blurred as to be unusable in the construction of 

meaning (Coupland 1 995). 

. 
Not everyone is cornfortable with the social constmctivist view on shaping reality that is outlined 

here (Hayles 1995). In suggesting that changes in cultural conditions and ideas result in changes 

to what gets to be identified as science, nature, or reality, there is something to disturb both 



scientists and environmentalists. The notion of the privileged place of science in tmth making and 

the fundamental assumption of the intrinsic value of nature can both be challenged by the social 

consmctivist perspective. However, in trying to reconcile the legitimacy of science, nature and 

constructivisn, it has been suggested that we actuaily operate in a kind of "constrained 

consüuctivism" in which contemporary interpretive procedures and the "positionaiity" (or the 

subjective position) of the knower serve to constrain the range of viable options for shaping any 

given reality (Ibid. 53).53 By accepting that tmth can not always be known in certainty, it is 

possible to compare certain representations of reality to each other, and not to some superior ideal 

of universal üuth. The ultirnate value in positionality is that different representations question the 

assumptions of the dominant views (Op. cit.). By questionhg assumptions, different possibiiities 

emerge and we work with those in shaping Our world. The possibility of reproduction of social 

structure and space such as park land, through knowledge gained in a person's "everyday 

interactions with other people" (G. Rose 1993,20) and with the natural environment, is in any 

case the perspective that will be employed here in the continuing discussions of the dynamics of 

finding meaning in humanlenvironment relationships. 

In spite of the very personal differences in making meaning that result in part from different kinds 

of IcnowIedge, it is still theoretically possible to create a common world through negotiations that 

defme social and naturd phenornena (Greider and Garkovich 1994). Our way of life depends on 

the rneanings we generate king at least in part public and shared, because we are joined together in 

culture (Bruner 1990). Bruner suggests, as others have, that the continuance of public meanings 

depends on "shared modes of discourse for negotiating differences in meaning and interpretation" 

(Bruner 1990, 12). The development and implementation of park planning policy provides one 

such opportunity for shared discourse. 

It is in the ongoing negotiations that stnicture our social reaiity that some symbols and meanings 

may be reinforced and some may change, or be interpreted differently, as each person or cultural 

group serives to maintain or reconstnict a certain reaiity (Greider and Garkovich 1994). In terrns of 

experience with the natural environment, elaboration of cultural understanding of 

53 Hayles explains constrained constmctivism as follows: "[tlhe positive identities of our concepts derive from 
representations which gives hem form and content. Constraints delineate ranges and possibilities within which 
representations are viable. Constrained consuuctivism points to the interplay between representations and 
constraints" (Hayles 1995.53). 



humanlenvironment relationships takes place in the physical constitution of the Iandscape and the 

social construction of park land as part of any given local context. 

The next section reviews the differing perspectives that Calgarians who particigated in a recent 

survey have in terms of elaborating on the rneaningfulness of existing representations of urban 

nature. The section following considers these fmdings in relation to the influence of social context, 

or shared reality, on views concerning the provision of natural area park land in general. 



PAEtT III: NATURE IN THE CITY - SURVEY RESULTS 

CHAPTER 4 

Survey Background and Methodology 

4.1 Introduction 

The next three chapters consider the results of the Nature in the City public survey. This chapter is 

a detailed review of the background and methodology of the survey. The next chapter looks at the 

demographic profile of respondents and the responses to forced-choice questions of respondents' 

behaviour and opinions conceming the urban natural environment. The final chapter in this Part 

considers the respondents' narratives about experiences with urban nature. The discussion begins 

with looking at information that provides a background for the research. 

4.1.1 Background 

The Nature in the City survey was conducted in the spring of 1995 in Calgary, Alberta. It was 

undertaken in CO-operation with Caigary Parks & Recreation, Planning Section. The primary 

purpose of the survey was to explore contemporary relationships with urban nature. The survey 

also looks at views related to the provision of public park land in Calgary. Dimensions of 

experience such as perceived benefit, meaningfulness, park use patterns, and general outIook on 

nature are examined for the contributions they make to creating an ongoing relationship with the 

natural environment. The analysis uses opinions, reported behaviours, and descriptive narrative in 

the characterization of perspectives on the appropriate use of natural area park land. In order to 

provide an opportunity for longitudinal comparison of public opinion related to the planning and 

management of natural area park land, two questions in the survey are replicated from an earlier 

local study on urban parks - the 199 1 Pulse on Parks survey.1 

1 The Pulse on Parks survey was conducted during November and December of 199 1. In 1989, as a result of a 
Provincial Governent program designed to promote the provision of urban parks in Alberta, fun& became available 
to plan for the future of Calgary's river vdley system. Following City Council's approval of Uie required concept 
plan, the "survey was undertaken by Calgary Parks & Recreation in order to establish an objective badine of 
information related to the parks and open space needs. preferences, and priorities of Calgarians" (Caigary Parks & 
Recreation 1992, 1). Quesuormaires were provided for delivery to ail residentiai dwellings in Caigary (267.779), as 
per Canada Post records to November 15.1991 (Calgary Parks & Recreation 1992. ii). By the January 1 1. 1992 data 
enuy cut-off &te, 46,384 valid questionnaires were renirned. This represents a 17.3% response rate (Md.). See 
Appendix Vm for a sumrnary of the rnethodology for the survey, 

The magnitude of participation in the Pulse on Parks survey was such that planners felt confident in applying the 
results in the preparation of the U r b ~  Park Masrer Plan, which included extensive additionai pubIic participation, 
and the Namrd Area Managemenr Plan. both approved by Council in 1994 (refer to Appendix M for an overview of 
the results of the Pulse on Parks survey). 



The repiicated questions concern public opinion on the protection and care of open space, and on 

priorities for open space hnding. These questions were included in the 1995 survey for two 

reasons: to track any changes in public opinion, and to provide a substantial base of cornparison 

for factors in this study important to operationalizing the concept of eco-affect. 

The main issue under consideration in this research is the increasing pressure on undeveloped park 

land in urban areas to be put into other more economicaily or socially productive uses. Park land is 

gradually being tumed over to other municipal service uses seen to be more pressing, such as 

roads, or to private residential and commercial development. Recent examples of this in Calgary 

include the extensive private redevelopment of the river bank area through the downtown core 

(10th Street to Fort Calgary); disposai of developable public escarpment lots for residential 

development; placement of an elevated river crossing through an existing park (Bowness Park); a 

proposed river crossing in the Weaslehead; and the Planning Commission approval of a residential 

institution development (for Alzheimer's patients) in an area dong the river proposed for a future 

park (Carburn Park). These actions indicate that undeveloped park land or park land with a low 

intensity of developrnent is not seen as a priority use in highly cornpetitive land use situations. 

One way to study this problem is to look at what rnight influence people and theu communities to 

be inclined one way or another towards supporting natural area park land use. This can be done 

through searching for cause-and-effect relationships. In this case it would involve explonng 

connections between expenences with nature and the formation of attitudes toward natural area 

parks in the city. Experience with nature has the potential to generate perceived benefits which in 

turn could make a meaningful contribution to the kinds of preferences a person is inclined to 

express about the appropriate use of urban park areas. 

But there are compeliing arguments in recent attitudehehaviour literature (Kim 1993) that lead to 

the conclusion that, in rnost circumstances, attempting to establish causal links between attitudes 

expressed in surveys and eventual behaviour remains at best illusive and at worst ill-advised? For 

researchers who intuitively feel that there is both a logical and empirical connection between certain 

2 Much earlier Dunlap & Van Liere (1978) observed that causal connections between general attitude towardç the 
environment and specific behaviours are especially unreliable, suggesting it is not pehaps even reasonable to expect 
people to display consistencies in this respect, as people may be generally unaware that they have views that conflict 
at some point. 
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attitudes and behaviours, the iiterature does ailow that the more d ien t  and welldefmed the issue, 

the greater the likelihood that attitude will be a reliable indicator of behaviour (Ibid.; Fiske and 

Kinder 1981). However, factors such as the tendency for individuals to have more than one view 

on an issue (Strack and Martin 1987; Tourangeau 1987). or for people in generai to have varying 

degrees of understanding and interest in an issue (Wojciszke 1989) suggest that there is likely 

considerable difficulty in being able to adequately assess attitude indicators, especially in survey 

research. 

Operationalizing the concepts involved in cause-and-effect relationships can also be problematic. 

This was illustrated during the initial research phases of this snidy. When conducting the focus 

groups interviews to identiQ response categories for the public survey data collection instrument, 

the concept of "benefits of nature" did not spontaneously emerge from group discussions (see 

Appendix 1 for focus group transcriptions). Participants spoke of what was important to them in 

experiences with nature in the city, but not necessarily in terms of what is beneficiai to them as 

individuals or to the community as a whole. 

Research that helps make sense out of phenomena can generate knowledge as valuable as results 

from research that tests the tnith of theory (Oatly 1978). The positivist tradition suggests that 

results produced by an explanation method of analysis are not broadly generalizable and that they 

may even produce explanation and speculation that is "meaDge and inadequate" (Patterson 1993, 

56). But it has been suggested that with respect to the leisure expenence, purely empirical methods 

do not always provide the opportunity for the depth of understanding of experience that is needed 

to act on any of the research findings (Ibid.). 

As a result, this study uses a research approach that rather than Iooking for a definitive cause-and- 

effect relationship, seeks to identiQ and describe phenomena that have not been previously isolated 

or explored. The research plan is designed to shift away from the idea of benefit towards 

expression of rneaning as a key factor in the exploration and analysis of experience with nature. 

The point of the research is not only to make a contribution to the understanding of an issue in 

generai, but also to try to develop a direction in which to begin to resolve a particular dilemma 

(Erlandson, Harris, Skipper, and Allen 1993). 



The intent is to look at experience in terms of what was reportecl in one open-ended question. 

Open-ended questions are, however, notorious for their low rate of completion, with rates of non- 

response typicaily ranging anywhere fÎom 30% - 75%. Moving away from a singular causal 

anaiysis affords more flexibility in operationalking the dimensions of experience. Looking to 

identify and describe influences, rather than definitively explain causes, ultimately permits two 

important procedures to occur: it is possible to explore al1 variables for their potenuai conmbution 

to the phenomena of relationships with nature in the city, and to include al1 survey respondents in 

the analysis. 

Within this framework, the questions guiding this research are: "What factors seem to defme 

relationships with nature in the city?" "How is this relationship expressed in terms of expectations 

for natural area park land use?" and "What implications do these expectations have for planning 

natural area park land?" The specific points considered are: 

(a) meanings interpreted from respondents' experiences with urban nature; 

(b) opinions related to use of natural area park land; 

(c) views on planning urban natural area park land; 

(d) sirnilarities and differences among various categories of respondents; and 

(e) speculation on the source of sirnilarities and differences. 

The survey research is also based on the understanding that nature has different meanings for 

different people in different circumstances; that people display a variety of inclinations towards the 

use of natural area park land; and that parks reflect contemporary relationships with urban nature. 

Connections between these various conceptualizations and other aspects of opinions and behaviour 

are explored in seeking to come to tems with the different expectations that people have 

concerning use of natural areas in the city. 

This chapter looks at the research methods used in conducting the Nature in the City survey. For 

the purposes of the survey, natural area park land is taken as those natural areas formaily identified 

as Natural Environment Park in Calgary (as per the 1994 Natural Area Management Plan), such as 

the Inglewood Bird Sanctuary and various escarpments throughout the city, dong with other 

undeveloped public land identified by survey participants. Theory generated from this inquiry, 



while Calgary-specific, is informative to explorations of similar ideas elsewhere. From a park 

planning perspective, consideration of the various dimensions of contemporary relationships with 

urban nature is ultimately reflected in local land use policy and subsequent development patterns of 

natural area park land. The implications for park planning are discussed in a subsequent chapter. 

4.2 Study Method 

This section reviews the data collection and processing methods used in conducting the survey. 

There were two phases to the field data collection: focus group interviews and a two-part, self- 

adrninistered questionnaire, mailed to a random sample of 1,600 Calgary households. 

4.2.1 Focus Croup Interviews 

A focus group interview is a group interview technique in which a panel of 4 to 12 participants 

takes part in a moderator-led, smictured discussion of a parûcular issue. This method can help 

provide prelirninary indications about how various types of individuals rnight feel about an issue of 

interest to the public (Nieburg 1984; Saykaly 1994). Onginally used in market research as part of 

the product development process, focus group interviewing has recently become popular in the 

testing and development of public poiicy. The method was chosen for use in this study for two 

reasons. First, the focus group interview process was seen as an efficient way to provide the 

author with an opportunity for face-to-face contact with participants in the early stages of exploring 

an issue of interest. Second, it has been suggested that the technique has value in ternis of 

providing direction in the development of questions for inclusion in a questionnaire survey 

(Krueger l988).3 

Consequently, focus group participants were secured through recruitment postings at the Calgary 

Municipal Building, Calgary Public Building, Calgary Public Library and Alberta Vocational 

Centre. Notice of the need for volunteers was also provided to selected individuals involved with 

various outdoor recreation groups and to a professor at the University of Calgary, Faculty of 

Environmental Design. Prospective participants were screened for sorting into gender groups and 

an effort was made to diversi@ the gender groups on the bais of ethnicity, age, occupation and 

3 It should be noted that as Greenbaum (1993) suggests, the quality of the engagement of participants. including the 
participants' generai knowledge. interest in the issue. communication skills and so on. is extremely important to the 
qudity of data produced through the interviews. 



ability (physical). Respondents agreeing to participate were mailed a letter of confirmation of their 

scheduled group, a consent form to be filled in and brought to the session, and if the session was 

held downtown, a note indicating a light lunch would be provided. 

The selection process resulted in 17 people taking part in three different focus groups. One group 

was comprised of a group of six gender-rnixed graduate planning students. The student focus 

group was held as part of a graduate seminar class in community planning, however, participation 

was voluntary. A second group of five male participants, comprised mainly of City of Calgary 

employees, but including a rnix of ethnicity and ability, met in a downtown seminar room- The 

third group of six women, half of which were Calgary Parks & Recreation employees, was mixed 

in terms of ethnicity, age and occupation; they also met downtown. 

Focus group participants were provided in advance with the discussion questions. They were also 

given a copy of a draft of the fmt part of the proposed questionnaire for the public survey. 

Participants were asked to complete the draft and provide constructive criticism as to the design and 

wording of questions. They were advised that information from their sessions would be used in 

future dtafts of the questionnaire. Each focus group discussion lasted about an hour and 15 

minutes. Although the questions were worded slightly differently in each session, each group 

addressed the issues of: 

O main benefits of nature in the city 

O nature in the city and image of Calgary, and 

O rneaning of nature in the city. 

Al1 sessions were moderated and tape recorded by the author. The tapes were transcribed and 

edited transcripts subjected to an independent analysis for thematic content. In preparing the 

thematic sumrnary, the analyst c o n h e d  the author's view that the types of responses and group 

dynarnics were markedly different for each group.4 Specificdly, the graduate students were fairiy 

non-interactive, tending to address their cornments to the moderator rather than to one another. 

The students cdled upon abstract ideals and generalized experiences when discussing the various 

questions put to them. The dl-male focus group was even more non-interactive, as each 

4 The analyst's observations as noted in discussion and sumrnary notes are presented in combination wirh the 
aurhor's in this paragraph. 



participant spoke in turn throughout. As with the students, experience aspects were basd on 

general situations, but unlike the students, the all-maIe group respondents included responses 

basd on personal ideas and opinions. In contrast, the dl-fernaie focus group was extremely 

interactive - from the first moment when the participant initiating the discussion turned to the next 

participant while she spoke. There was a great deal of discussion among the female participants 

and seldom did anyone direct her cornments to the moderator. Instead the all-femaie group 

participants asked questions of each other and responded to each other's cornments throughout the 

session. The responses from this group were primarily personal in nature and based on very 

speci fic experiences. 

Although the group discussions al1 proceeded differently, in addition to group-specific matters, the 

discussions generated topics common to al1 three groups. The following is a list5 of ideas that 

came out in various forms in al1 of the focus group discussions: 

(a) Personal experience with nature: 

O convenient escape from city pressures 

O a source of solitude and mquility, where one is at peace with one's seIf 

O a unique social setting 

O an important opportunity to educate and expose children to nature (note: did 

not arise in the student group). 

(b) Image of Calgary 

O natural areas provide a visuaI break from the built environment 

O Calgarians have corne to expect naturd areas as part of their cityscape 

O natural areas are accessible, no one needs a car or an entrance fee to enjoy them. 

(c) Specific features of naturai areas: 

O natural areas are dynamic, one can observe the cycles, rhythms of nature 

O natural areas provide opportunities to corne in contact with other forms of Iife 

O natural areas can decrease park maintenance costs 

O naturai areas condition aesthetic ideals 

O natural areas need to be treated uniquely, in relation to location and users. 

5 ?he original list was prepared from typed transcripts, for the author, by an independent analyst. Ann Dahlberg, 
Research Assistant, Calgary Parks & Recrcation, May 1995. 



These results were subsequently used to construct response categories in the question conceming 

benefits of naturd area park land used in the public opinion survey. 

4.2.2 Self-Administered Mail Qnestionnaire 

The second phase of the field data collection was the implementation of the self-adrninistered, mail 

questionnaire. Although there is a continual debate about the accuracy or usefulness of the survey 

method, particularfy in rneasuring public opinion, the decision to use this method was in part based 

on the usual considerations of expediency, plus a belief on the part of the author that rneaningful, if 

not definitive, information can be generated through the administration of a thoughtful. well- 

designed questionnaire on a topic of interest to the public.6 

Public surveys c m  provide an indication of the range of opinion. preferences, and priorities that 

exist in a community conceming issues of interest, as defined by the party undertaking the research 

(Keeney, Von Winterfeldt, and Eppel 1990). Where the survey method is less effective is in its 

ability to predict likely behaviour or outcornes. This rnay be either because the opinions offered 

have oot k e n  thoroughly considered by the respondents (Tumer and Martin 1984), or because the 

researcher fails to appreciate the reasoning behind seemingly inconsistent opinions and behaviours 

(Eischhoff and Cox 1986), or because the phenomeaa under consideration sirnply can not be 

reduced to one-dimensional, cause-and-effect circurnstances. Whatever the degree of confidence 

conceming the effectiveness of surveying the public, survey research has become "a ubiquitous 

part of contemporary life" (Turner and Martin 1984, SI), providing a relevant source of data for 

infonning the developrnent of public policy. On this basis, the survey rnethod was selected to 

explore the capability of a variety of variables to explain the humanlenvironment relationship, and 

as a mnsequence to enable the author to contribute knowledge on theory related to the urban nature 

experience. 

6 Turner & M d n  (1984) suggest that in the classical sense of thc tcm. the aggrcgate response of individual 
opinions is not public opinion. They advise that discourse, or the learned exchange of thoughis and opinions, must 
happen in the formation of public opinion However, these authors do acknowlcdge that in contemporary tirnes, 
public opinion has becorne aIrnost synonyrnaus with the findings of polls. But it shouid be noted that wirh a mail 
survey such opinion is provided by people with a rixed address, who are literate in the language of the questionnaire, 
and who are inclined to take part in this kind of research. 



Figure 12 

NATURE 
IN THE 

CITY 

"A study of the sole and benefit of Calgary's 
naturai atea park lands' 

G l p y  Park & Recrcation is CO-sponsoring this project 
with rescarchen a i  the University of British Columbia. 
School of Communiry and Regionai Planning, to find ouc 
what Glguians think about the rolc and bencfir of narural 
araparklandinourciry. . 

Nature in the City questionnaire 
(Developed by the author) 

In designhg the Nature in the City data collection instrument (see Figure 12) the fsst part of the 

two-part questionnaire underwent numerous minor revisions and one major revision following 

extensive pretesting by the seventeen focus group participants and ten additionai volunteers (five 

fiom a men's recreational hockey team and five female musicians). It is interesting to note that in 

terms of the openended question conceming experience with nature in the city, the 27 pretest 

responses covered the same range of thematic content as ail of the survey respondents ultimately 

did (see Appendix II for results of the part one pretest). 

The fuial version of part one of the questionnaire was a six-panel, brochure-style form bat, dong 

with the second part of the questionnaire, a cover letter and a postage-paid retum envelope, could 



fit into a regular sized business enveIope (see Appendix III). This was an important point in terms 

of the cost of mailing out the package and in delivenes to apartments that have srnall mail boxes. 

Part two of the questionnaire, the referendurn-style question, was developed in consultation with 

planning staff from two City of Calgary departments and a member of the author's supervising 

cornmittee from the University of British Columbia. 

A referendum-style question provides researchers and policy analysts with the opportunity to 

clearly explain any issue in which the public will participate in deciding the outcorne.? The 

question chosen solicits public opinion on whether or not more park land should be left in a natural 

state either at the time of subdivision or  by reclairning manicured park areas (see Appendix iV for a 

copy of the foms). Part two of the questionnaire describes the issues, the options and the 

consequences and includes a ballot for "voting." The instrument was extensively pretested by 25 

people. This included six volunteers from the focus group and 19 adult students from an evening 

market research class and a day-time computer programmer training prograrn, both held at the 

Southem Alberta Institute of Technology (SAIT). Pre-testers were asked to read the information, 

vote, and fill-in a comment form that asked: 

1. Was the issue easy to understand? 
2. Was the explanation: Too long? - OK length? - 
3. Were the options clearly different? 
4. Were the options different enough to encourage you to vote for just one? 

7 The form used in this survey is a modification of the suuctured value referendum (SVR) described by Tim 
McDaniels. a professor in the Westwater Research Centre and the School of Community and Regional Planning at 
the University of British Columbia, Vancouver. in an unpublished and undated monograph titled "The Smctured 
Value Referendum: Eliciting Preferences for Environmental Policy Alternatives." In his abstract, Dr. McDaniels 
describes SVR as a "voting-based method for eliciting public preferences." He suggests that the development and 
implementation of a SVR "can be viewed as a version of public sector decision anaiysis, in which problem 
shucturing occurs on a large scale through voter selection among specified alternatives." Professor McDaniels 
consulted on the development of a question and the ballot for this study. 

Prior to settling on the issue of park planning related to supply of naniral m a  park land, two other issues were 
scnously considered for inclusion in the study. The first was public policy conceming the use of pesticides in park 
maintenance. This issue was not pursued as Department staff were in the initial stages of preparing to address this 
issue with the public and there was a concern that a public survey would be premature. Calgary Park & Recreation 
subsequently pursued this matter by issuing a cail to the public for interested parties to fonn a task force to conduct 
an in depth review of pesticide use in parks and recreation areas. At the time of writing. a draft Intepted Pest 
Management Policy is pending for public review. The second issue of interest to the author was storm water 
management policy, specificatly as it relates to use of dry pond areas. The theory is that when a dry pond is not 
inundated due to storm water, it cm function as a recreation m a  of some type. The issue is the impact of the kind 
and duration of inundation on the sice's ability to function as a recreation resource. This issue was rejected on the 
basis of k ing  too technical and from the perspective that it would not provide clear options for testing public 
opinion specifically related ta nanid area park land. 



Basic pre-tester dernographics were dso coilected concerning gender, age, and frequency of use of 

natural area park land. 

In terms of the referendum-sty le question pretest analysis, over 90% of the pre-testers said that the 

issue was easy to understand and this figure included al1 of the males. Approxirnately 12% felt the 

explanation was too long. Further, while 90% indicated that the options were clearly different, 

36% said that the options were not different enough to encourage them to vote for just one. This 

was irrespective of whether the test fom contained three or four options (two versions were k ing  

tested) and was only slightly lower for women than for men. Interestingly enough, the breakdown 

on frequency of use of natural area park land by the 25 pre-testers closely resembled the eventual 

profile of the survey respondents overall (see Appendix IV for part two pretest results). 

Two park planners also reviewed the ciraft of part two of the questionnaire and provided written 

comment5 conceming the "explanation" and "consequences" parts of the form. in order to test the 

viability of comprehension further, four 20-minute, one-on-one interviews were also conducted. 

Volunteers who previously had no knowledge of the study were asked to read the information and 

answer questions on its content. The two women and two men, ranging in age from mid-twenties 

to early-fifties, were asked individudly: (1) to explain what it was we are asking about; (2) to 

descnbe in their own words the pros and cons of each of the options; and (3) to reiterate what it is 

they thought they were being asked to vote on. Two commented on the three-option form and two 

commented on the four-option fom. 

Two of the comprehension testers suggested that the referendum-style question was asking about 

whether we need to change our park planning method while the other two described it as asking 

Calgarians about their park planning priorities. Al1 testers clearly understucd the consequences, 

especially the point that if more natural areas are created, there will be less of other kinds of park 

space available, but better access to natural areas for more people. The testers characterized what 

they thought they were k ing asked to vote on in somewhat different terms. One suggested 

Calgarians were king asked which "direction to go"; one said they were being asked for "input 

into how to plan parks in the future"; and one said that they were being asked about this "in order 

to save money and provide a better quality of life through natural areas." The fourth tester 



characterimi the issue in terms of king asked to make a "choice based on your personal value 

system and your willingness [to accept] moderation." 

Based on ail of the testing some rninor modifications were made to the wording of the 

bbexplanation" section on the front of the fom and the "consequences" section on the ballot on the 

reverse side of the form. The options were not changed, as it was judged that the students' 

remarks regarding not king able to rnake a choice between the options had more to do with not 

king able to choose than with the options not being clearly defmed. In order to address concerns 

noted in the iiteranire about the way in which choice questions are presented (Payne, Bettman and 

Johnson 1992; M a c h  1993), two adjustments were made to the ballots. It was decided to test 

both a three- and a four-option response, and to Vary the position of the status quo option on the 

form. Using this approach, onequarter of the sample received each kind of ballot. 

4.2.3 Survey Sample 

In order to distribute the package containing survey information, a SAS program was used to 

generate 1,800s mailing Iabels for a random sample of Calgary households. Previous experience 

with generating a random w p l e  of this nature had exposed a sampling problem that required 

hands-on, rather than electronic, adjustment. The addresses are generated from the civic census in 

which enurneration is conducteci by households. At locations where there is more than one 

household, a non-Iegai address is generated for a tenant. This appears as a "z" suite on the label 

(the author had discovered this protocol in the past as a resu1t of a number of "return to sender" 

mailings containing a "z" code) which the pst-office does not recognize. For example, farnily A, 

on the main floor of a house has an address of 900 - 7th Ave. N.W. while the student living in the 

basement suite is assigned an address by the census system as 9002 - 7th Ave. N.W. This is not a 

problem when mail is addressed to a particular person, but mailings to "Occupant" at non-Iegal 

addresses are usuaiiy returned as undeliverable. Because of previous experiences, the author 

estimated that about 5% of the sample would contain "z" suites. Deleting these addresses from the 

sample rnaintained a random distribution by geographic quadrant but may have affected the results 

8 As the author wanted a data set of not less than 150 cases, a 1,800 case ~ample was generated in anticipation of a 
return race as low as 10%. This is in agreement with Lake (1987). who suggests that it is common practice to 
'estimate a response rate bas&d on p s t  experience" (Lake 1987,82), then calculate how big a sample one needs to 
draw to compensate for the estimated response rate. As noted, the author was aware that other adjusunents would be 
required rhat would reduce the mail-out to around 1,650, so that an original draw of 1,800 seemed in order. 



in terms of homeowners king more likely to receive the mailing. Aiso deleted from the original 

1,800 labels were addresses for which a postal code was unavailable, addresses which could not 

be confmed as within the city limits, and University of Calgary student residence addresses (the 

mailings were sent out in rnid-May). This reduced the random sarnple by 7% to 1,676 

househoids. 

Figure 13 

NATURE IN THE CITY 
PUBLIC SURVEY 

Nature in the City survey postcard reminder 
(Developed by the author) 

It was anticipated that an original sarnple of 1,676 would have about a 3% undeliverable rate due to 

vacancies, and in fact 27 items were retumed (just under 2%), so that 1,649 became the sample 

base. Experience had suggested that in a s w e y  of this type one could expect from 10% - 25969 of 

the sample to retum completed questionnaires, so that between about 165 and 400 responses were 

expected. The 263 returned in time for data entry represents a response rate of 16%. which is 

within the expected rate of return. This rate was achieved with the assistance of two reminder 

postcards (see Figure 13) sent at one-week intervals following the original distribution. 

- -- 

9 This is in line with the observation that "[jlunk mail elicits a response rate from 1% - 5% [~hile] a well-designed 
survey mailed to the public at large can bring in a 20% - 30% rate of response.** Questionnaires about highly salient 
issues can result in 30% - 60% (Saykaly 1994,59). 



4-2-4 Data Processing 

AI1 of the responses received by the end of h n e  1995 were fmt processed by hand-coding using a 

code sheet. Data entry staff entered observations from the code sheets into a CMS Xedit  file and 

checked each case for entry errors. The file was initially downloaded onto an OS2 PC and 

manipdated by various SAS programs written and modified by the author. The open-ended 

question underwent extensive independent analysis as well as analysis by the author. A 

combination of SAS and WordPerfect @OS 5.1) was used to generate copies of initial listings of 

the various calculations and manipulations. Subsequent analysis was performed using SAS 6.1 1 

for Windows. The following two chapters look at al1 of these results in detail. 



CHAPTER 5 

A Review of Respondent Characteristics and Opinions 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter continues the discussion of Nature in the City survey results. It considers the 

respondent demographic profile and the frequency of responses to al1 forced-choice questions 

(Appendix V contains a question by question listing of these results). The discussion starts with a 

cornparison of respondent characteristics compared to those of the Calgary cornmunity in general. 

5.2 Demographics 

This section reviews the basic demographics of the survey respondents. Respondent age, gender, 

ethnic heritage, and education are reported and analyzed. Household income and composition in 

terms of number and type members are also discussed. Length of residency in Calgary was 

considered dong with representation of the respondents' communities. This includes reporting on 

the overall geographic dispersion of responses, representation by quadrant, style of development 

of the comrnunity, and proximity of community residents to natural area park land. 

5.2.1 Age 

in order to provide the maximum flexibility in analyzing the age variable, respondents were asked 

to W t e  in their age rather than check-off a predetemhed category. From the written responses 

three different types of coding were performed. The fmt procedure coded the age in census 

categories used to report on the Calgary civic census figures, the second procedure coded 

respondents into decades ranging from teens to seventies, and the third procedure grouped the 

decades into two groups of one younger than fifty years and one fifty years of age and older. The 

fifiies decade was selected as a dividing point based on an average age of 46, which was calculated 

fkom ages as reported by the retums of the first 155 respondents. 

To compare the results of the Nature in the City survey to civic census data, the adult population 15 

years of age and over for the city was used as the base figure (58 1,000) rather than the total 

population (738,000; figures rounded fiom 1994 civic census). On this basis, the 4% of Nature in 

the City respondents in the 15 - 24 years of age category is an under representation in cornpanson 



to this group's 18.5% rate of occurrence in Calgary's adult popu1ation.i Conversely, the 30% of 

survey respondents in the 45 - 64 years of age category is an over representation compared to the 

Calgary rate of 23% of the aduIt population. Respondents aged 25 - 44 years comprised 46% of 

the survey, whkh closely compares to the 49% of adults in Calgary in this age group. The sixty- 

five years of age and over category makes up 15% of survey respondents but only 1 1 % of 

Calgary's adult population in general. As well, 5% of survey respondents did not report an age 

that could be assigned to a census category. Overail, respondents in the Nature in the City survey 

exhibit an older age profiIe than the Calgary population in general (see Figure 14). 

Figure 14 

( Cornparison of Age Groupt (percent) ] 
I 

unknown 

65+ yean of mg0 - 

45-84 y e i n  of ags 

25-44 yean of mgs 

Nature ln the CHy City of Calgary 

Comparison of Nature in the City respondent age profile 
to City of Calgary actual age profile 

(Developed by the author) 

An analysis of the age coding by decade shows the 30s as the most cornmon category, with 

approximately 30% of al1 respondents falling into this group. The teens category (15 - 19 years of 

age) was the lest  cornmon category comprising less than -5% of the total number of respondents. 

The civic census oldest age group is "65 years and o1der." Coding by decade allows for the 

separarion of people in their seventies and older and in this respect the survey results showed that 

1 This was not unexpected given that younger people in this age group likely live at home with their parents and 
historically have not been the ones to respond to a household mailing. 
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8% of respondents are in their 70s. The respondents in their 80s were categorized as "other," 

dong with responses that were too general to code. No respondents reported ages in the 90s 

decade. 

Although the ce11 size for the 70s decade is too small (N = 22) for comprehensive analysis, this 

survey initiates a data base on opinions and behaviours related to parks for this age category.2 In 

this respect the results show that respondents in their 70s included slightly more wcrmen than men, 

with half of al1 the people in this age group reporting that they live done, and over half choosing 

not to respond to the open-ended question concerning mernorable experiences with nature in the 

city. The majority (60%) of respondents in the 70s decade category are not regular users of natural 

area park land, although over one-third have indicated that they are regular naturai area park users. 

Forming two age categories based on the decade closest to the average age of respondents results 

in an approximate 60/4 split between those respondents under the age of 50 and those 50 years of 

age and older respectively. An initial review of the results for these two age groups showed that 

aside from household and income, where variations from the survey nom were observed with 

respect to presence of children in the household and percent with income below average, there 

were not enough differences to warrant a full analysis of the collapsed category age variable. In 

subsequent data manipulations involvhg scoring of responses, the variable provides a point of 

cornparison among the various subgroups. 

5.2.2 Gender 

In terms of gender, 57% of respondents to Nature in the City are female. Male respondents 

comprise 40% of the survey, and 3% did not respond to the question. This ratio suggests an over- 

representation of women in the respondent data pool, compared to the Calgary population as a 

whole. Women also responded proportionately higher to the 1991 Pulse on Parks survey where 

they made up 54% of the survey sample. 

Chi-square analysis of cross-tabulations of gender to other variables in the Nature in the City 

2 It has not been possible to identify trends in this age group as histoncally they have been collapsed into the "65 
and over category." This research provides some initiai data for these older seniors. Note that "W refers to the 
absolute number of respondents in the category. 



survey show that for the most part gender is not a significant factor in differences with respect to 

basic demographic- or opinion-based questions3 For example, men in the survey were more 

likely than wornen to have attended university, but not significantIy more likely to have above 

average incorne (chi-square = 4.37,90% confidence level = 2.71; chi-square = 3.95,90% 

confidence level = 4.61 .)4 As well, neither gender is significantly more likely to support 

preservation strategies or procedures overall. However, the behaviour-based responses show that 

women are more regular users of natural area park land and tend to find meaning in kinship with 

nature. Men, on the other hand, are over-represented in both the occasional users category and in 

the group who did not report on meanings generated fiom experiences with nature in the city (chi- 

square - 9.26,90% confidence level - 4.6 1 ; chi-square - 6.6 1,90% confidence level = 4.6 1, 

respectively). 

There is one opinion-based question in which a significant difference on the basis of gender is 

apparent - the question conceming a particular strategy reIated to the care and protection of natural 

areas. Women are more likeIy than men to express some degree of appropriateness for prohibiting 

human use as a strategy to preserve natural areas (chi-square = 7.18,90% confidence level = 2.71, 

N = 226). This echoes the findings of the Pulse on Parks survey which found that men were less 

3 Chi-square anaiysis is used throughout as the test of significance. As Vincent (1995) suggests, "when data are of 
the nominal or ordinal type, the assumptions of [normal curve perfommce] are not met, and non-pamnemc 
statistical procedures must be used" (Vincent 1995, 195 - 6). As he explains funher, "[clhi-square is used to compare 
two or more sets of nominal data that have k e n  arranged into categories by frequency counts" (Ibid.). 'Ihrough a 
formula that takes into account the difference between an observed frequency and an expected frequency (expected in 
tems of a known disuibution that is in this case relative to the aggregate survey response patterns for any variable 
or variable grouping), a chi-square value is calculated. To show significance, the chi-square value must be greater 
than the standardized value for a specific "degree of freedom" (a term for the combination of cells in the cross- 
tabulation). The standardized value provides a point of comparison from which to judge the likelihood that any 
observed differences in frequencies are atmbutable to chance (chi-square calculations assume a nul1 hypothesis that al1 
differences in frequencies are due to chance [Op.cit]). 

4 The notation "chi-square - x, 90% confidence level - x" is meant to be interpreted as follows: if the calculated chi- 
square value is higher than the 90% confidence level standardized probabiIity value for differences due to chance, then 
the finding is significani. in this First calculation. the caiculated chi-square value of 4.37 is higher than the 90% 
level of confidence standardid value of 2.71, so the difference in the number of men and the number of women 
having attended univetsity is likely not due to chance. In the income comparison, however, the calculated chi-square 
value is lower than the standardized probability for a 90% confidence Ievel, sci the difference is likely amibutable to 
chance and is therefore not significant. Significance cari also tie calculated at other confidence levels such as 95%. 
They refer to the probability of the findings being correct (çee Vincent 1995. page 78) in repeat applications. A 
confidence level of 90% means that similar results could be expected 18 tirnes out of 20. Unless the calculated chi- 
square value is specifically given in this text. either the significance for the reported differences has not k e n  
calculated or the differences presented are discussed in anecdotal t e m .  



likely to view pmhibiting human use as an appropriate strategy to preserve naturd areas (chi- 

s q w e  = 43634, WO confidence Ievel = 2.71, N = 39,800). But differences in responses to the 

entire set of strategy questions are not signif~cant enough to suggest that ane gender or the other is 

overall more or less IikeIy to be preservation ofiented. A subsequent chapter considers this point ir 

more detail- In generai, the breakdowu in gender mainly provides a point of interest in comparing 

various subgroups within the study. 

5.2.3 Ethnic Heritage 

Respondeots were asked to write-in their ethnic heritage (or they could check off "prefer not to 

sayw)- This question was included in the study for two reasons. First it provided an opportunity 

to expIore the descriptors respondents might offer in terms of personal heritage and second it has 

the potential to establish a basis for the formation of subpups in which similatities and 

differences in respnse patterns, especially with respect to interpretations of the meanhg nature 

has, could be analyzed. In posing the question, the questionnaire gives the respondents two 

examples of what is meant by ethnic heritage - European and Asian. 

On this basis, responses to the ethaic heritage question were reviewed and coded into one of five 

categories drawn from the specific and generalized terms that respondents provided. Overall, 37% 

indicated their beritage as "European" (any individually mentioned European country was coded 

into this p u p ) ,  27% stated "Canadian," 15% gave "British/English as a category, 4% noted 

"French-Canadian" and another 4% indicated "Asian." In addition, 2% were coded into "other," 

4% chose not to say and 7% did not answer the question. In choosing not to answer, a few 

respondents wrote in questions asking why we would want to know this, or "what difference does 

it make?" The response to this question illustrates that, as Smith (1984) supgests, factors such as 

multiple nationalities, different concephralizations of ethnic origin, and "accidents of birth and 

geography" combine to make objective measurement of ethnicity extremely difficult (Smith 1984, 

125). As a result of this and in view of the lack of diversity in respndents, the question was 

abandooed after the initiai codiog. 

Although the open-ended response format of the ethnic hentage question was designed to try to 

overcome the limitations of the survey method in studying this demopphic variable, it was not 

successful. Che way to pursue the original goal in the future might be to study differences in the 



meaning of nature through focus groups that target specific cultural groups. As well, a better 

question rnight be one that asks respondents to suggest if they feel that their views on nature are in 

any way affected by their cultural heritage. This type of question could be used in a culturaIIy 

diverse focus group. 

5.2.4 Education and Incorne 

Respondents were asked next to indicate from a list of options the last level of education they had 

completed Almost one-third of the respondents checked that they had completed some university. 

An additional 26% indicated that they had a university degree, 22% had completed high school, 

and 8% finished a trade or technical training. A further 8% provided a response coded as "other" 

and 5% did not respond to the question. Data was not available for a direct comparison of 

education levels reported by survey respondents to the Calgary population in general. However, 

information gathered by Statistics Canada for the 1991 federal census in the Calgary Metropolitan 

Area (CMA) indicates that just under onequarter of the CMA population has completed some 

university training, 15% have a university degree, and one-third have finished high school. These 

results suggest that people who responded to the Nature in the City survey have a higher completed 

level of education than the general population, with just under 6056 of the swey  respondents 

having attended at les t  some university compared to approximately 40% of the CMA population 

overall. 

Cross-tabulations of education levels to basic variables in the study produced some variations in 

response but none sufficient enough to wanant îùrther analysis of each category. Collapsing the 

categories into two basic groups, based on whether or not the respondent had attended at least 

some university, provided more interesting points of comparison among subgroups in the study. 

Respondents were dso asked to check from a list how their household income compared to the 

199 1 Calgary average of $52,000. Iust over one-third of respondents reported that their 

5 A cross-tabulation re-sorts the values of two variables into groups exhibiting the combined characteristics of both 
variable values. For example, a cross-tabulation of a gender variable with three d u e s  to a variable for age groups 
with three collapsed values produces nine possible new groups - women fi@ years of age and older, men fifty years 
of age and older, women under fifty years of age, men under fifty years of age. unreported gender fifty years of age 
and older, unreported gender under fifty years of age, women with unreported age, men with unreported age, and 
unreported gender with unreported age. In this study, if an initial cross-tabuIation showed differences greater than the 
margin of error when cornparhg ceii percentages to the survey nom, an analysis of the significance of the difference 
was performed thtough chi-square. 



household income was below average, just under one-third indicated it was above average and 

h o s t  20% stated that it was close to average. An additional 10% chose not to disclose a response 

and 5% did not respond or provided an invalid response. These results indicate that in terms of 

income, the Nature in the City survey sample tends to have a profile similar to Calgary overall. A 

cross-tabulation of income to other basic variables shows variations mostly in terms of variables 

also rehted to age, rather than opinion or behaviour. Consequently an in depth analysis of the 

income categories was not conducted and the results are used primarily as a point of comparison. 

5.2.5 Household and Residency 

Respondents were provided with a list of categories descxibing various household types and were 

requested to check the category that best described their situation. At 34%, the largest category 

checked was Toupie, no childrenlno children at home." "Couple, children at home" followed 

closely with 28% in this category, then 24% indicating "Living alone." The "Lone parent" 

category had a frequency of 5%. Although not directly comparable, the 1991 census figures from 

Statistics Canada, for the Calgary area, suggest a couple with children as the dominant household 

type, comprising 37% of the population. As well, lone parent households occur at a rate of 9% of 

the Caigary area households. Nature in the City survey respondents therefore have a lower percent 

of households reporting children at home than the population overall. 

A cross-tabulation of the household categories to other basic variables did not show many 

variations other than rnight be expected due to age (for exarnple a higher percent than average of 

couples with no children or no children at home in the fifty years and older age group). No further 

analysis was perforrned on the household categories. The variable is used as a point of comparison 

in the analysis of study subgroups. 

A final demographic question conceming the respondents' length of residency in Calgary was 

hcluded in order to see if the types of experiences with nature seem any different for people who 

had lived longer or shorter periods of tirne in Calgary. Part way through the data collection period 

155 responses were reviewed and tabulated to establish the average length of time reported by 

respondents. The average at that point in the data collection was 24.8 years and the longest 

reported tirne was 72 years. On this basis four categories were established - two above and two 

below the average. Al1 responses were coded accordingly. 



An initial review of ms-tabulations baseci on residency suggested that since most of the 

variations occur in the group indicating a residency of 46 years or more (N = 25), the differences 

could most likely be attributed to either the small ce11 or to age - 44% of the respondents in this 

category are in their seventies. It is interesthg to note that this subgroup of long-the Calgary 

residents is one of the few which did not identify the main benefit of nature in the city as the "peace 

and tranquility" it provides. Qualities related to an attractive city, opportunities for family time and 

no charge to use the natural areas are the benefit categories that received higher frequencies within 

this subgroup. Interestingly enough, the "five years and less" residency subgroup aiso identified 

an attractive city as the most important benefit of nature in the city, just slightly above "peace and 

tranquility." With such srnall cells in both cases, these variations may be due to margin of error. 

One other manipulation was conducted on the length of residency data. To provide larger celIs, the 

four categories were collapsed into two, forming one group with a residency of 25 years or less 

and one group with a residency of 26 years or more. Twenty-five years had been identified earlier 

as the average length of residency. But frequencies at the end of the data collection indicate that 

about 60% of respondents fall into the category of having lived in Calgary for 25 years or less. A 

cross-tabulation of these two groups to meaning categories showed almost no variation fiorn the 

survey nom. After these initial manipulations, this question was not used in any m e r  anaiysis. 

5.2.6 Geographic Cornmunity 

Respondents were next asked to narne the community district where they live. This information 

was processed in three different ways. First the community was coded according to quadrant. 

Calgary's addressing system divides the city into Northwest, Northeast, Southwest and Southeast. 

The quadrants produced in this way are commonly used to organize and compare demographic and 

service-based infornation. Since the original sample of households was proportional to quadrant, 

this procedure provides a check to assess how proportionai the response sample is in comparison.6 

. - -- . . - . . . . 

6 The reader should note that the survey sample is based on households rather than population. The Northeast 
quadrant in particular is known to have a higher than city average occupancy rate, so that the population proportion 
by quadrant may be different h m  that of households. 



Table 17 
Cornparison of Household Distribution by Quadrant 

( +/- 100%, figures rounded) 

Quadrant % Households Nature Nature 
in the City in the City 

(1 994 data) mail sarnple responses 

Southwest 35% 35% 38% 
Southeast 20% 20% 11% 
Northwest 27% 28% 24% 
Northeast 18% 18% 13% 
Unknown - - 1 4% 
N= +/-278,000 +/- 1,600 +/-263 

Table 1 shows that, as anticipated, the random sampling approach created a sample for the Nature 

in the City survey that closely resernbled the actual city household distribution by quadrant. 

However, the response sarnple is quite under-represented in responses from the Southeast 

quadrant. This is partiy due to 14% of responses being unclassifiable. 

The second procedure for analyzing the comrnunity variable involved coding responses into 

categories based on development type. Comrnunities in Calgary were identified in advance as 

k ing  either "Newer*' (built 1980 or later), "Established" (built prior to 1980) or "Redeveloping" 

(built prior to 1980 and having an approved Area Redevelopment Plan). Table 2 ( s e  next page) 

shows the comparison of actual distribution of comrnunity type to comrnunity type of respondents. 

As Table 2 shows, the community type of respondents closely resembles the distribution of actual 

types in Calgary. The question was included to provide a potential point of comparison for the 

referendum-style question conceming planning for natural area park land. Newer communities in 

Calgary exhibit very different open space systems fiom those developed earlier. But initial 

analysis showed no significant relationship between the type of comrnunity in which the 

respondent lived and his or her choice in the park planning poll and the results were not used in 

any further analysis. 

7 Al1 Tables have been developed by the author unless otherwise noted. 
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Table 2 
Cornparison of Community Type 

(Figures rounded,+/- 100%) 

City 
rate of 

Community Type: occurrence 

Newer 20% 
(built 1980 or later) 

EstabLished 
(built prior to 1980) 

Redeveloping 20% 
(built prior to 1980 andfor 
has an approved ARP) 

Nature in the City 
rate of 
occurrence 

The third manipulation of this data assigned the 159 communities a code based on proximity to a 

n a d  area. Cornmunities with natural area park land as part of their reserve dedications were 

categorized as "Nature Reserve" (13%). Cornrnunities with no natural area reserve dedication but 

with their total population within one kilometre of a natural area were classified as "Near Nature" 

(36%). Comrnunities with no natural area reserve dedication but with part of their population 

within one kilometre of nahuai area park land were classified a s  "Part Near Nature" (13%). The 

remainder of the communities were in the category of "Not Near Nature" (40%). Of the 

respondent communities that could be classified (N = 237), ihose categorized as "Not Near 

Nature" (34%) and "Near Nature" (30%) are slightly under-represented, while those in the 

category of "Part Near Nature" occur at twice the rate as in the city overall(22%). The "Nature 

Reserve" category is close to actual at 15% (see Table 3). This question was also included to 

provide a potential point of cornparison for the referendum-style question conceming park planning 

and also did not show any significance. Initial chi-square analysis indicated an approximately IO% 

probability that differences in opinion in the poll were due to chance rather than to the sort factor of 

proximity to community natural areas and the results were not used in any other analysis. 

8 Land taken into public ownership at the tirne of subdivision. A11 undevelopable areas qualify as environmental 
teserve; up to 10% of temaining m a  (minus m a s  for any major freeways) becomes dedicated as municipal or school 
reserve (public open space). 



Table 3 
Cornparison of Proximity to Natural Area Park Land 

(Figures rounded,+/- 100%) 

City Nature in the City 
rate of rate of 
occurrence occurrence 

Proximity to public 
natural areas 

Nature Reserve 
Near Nature 
Part Near Nature 
Not Near Nature 

In addition to these three coding procedures, responses to the comrnunity question provide a check 

on the geographic distribution of survey respondents. Figure 15 (see next page) shows the spatter 

pattern of respondents' communities. Although multiple responses and non-responses in this 

question result in not al1 159 comrnunity districts being represented in the response set, there is an 

excellent geographic representation of households from al1 areas in Calgary. 

5.2.7 Demographic Summary 

Overall the demographic analysis shows that respondents to the Nature in the City survey are 

slightly older and have more formai education than the adult population for the Calgav area in 

generd. It shows, too, that women, as well as couples with no children living at home, are over- 

represented in the responses in cornparison to the Calgary population. The sarnple maintains a 

good random geographic distribution of households and is representative of the different types of 

communities in Calgary. These factors provide a sound basis for analyzing the various behaviours 

and opinions expressed by respondents and reported on in the next sections. 
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5.3 Behaviours 

Two aspects of park use behaviour were investigated in this study. The fmt  was to explore which 

natural area parks were k i n g  used the most. The second was to inquire about frequency of use of 

these park areas. From the responses to the first question additional information can be 

extrapolated. It is possible to get an indication of which parks people think of as natural areas. 

The frequency of use responses provide an independent variable for analysis of resuh in relation 

to various opinion questions. 

5.3.1 Last Natural Area Visited 

Respondents were fmt asked to give the narne of the last naturai area park they visited in Calgary. 

They were next asked to indicate when the visit took place by checking off a response. The 

response categories ranged from "within the past few days" to within the "past year." There was 

aiso a category which allowed that "No Visit" had ever been made to these kinds of parks. The 

question was included for two reasons, One was to establish the range of places that Calgarians 

see as naturai a r a  park land. The second reason was to provide a check to the question in which 

frequency of natural area park use is reported (see next section). As well, the responses in terms 

of timing of the latest visit to a naturai area park provide a point of cornparison of reported 

behaviour arnong the various subgroups in the study. 

Overall, 90% of respondents named the natural area park they had visited last. An additional 5% 

indicated that a visit took place, but no park was named, and 5% either did not respond to the 

question (3%) or indicated that they had never visited a naturd area park in Calgary (2%). 

Specifically, one-third of the respondents last visited one of Calgary's two major natural area parks 

- Nose Hill Park (see Figure 16, next page) in the northwest (17%) and Fish Creek Provincial 

Park in the southwest (16%). Over twenty other park areas were Iisted by the remaining 

respondents. The areas named range from smaller natural areas dong the rivers (Bow and Elbow) 

to a highly developed land-locked area in an imer-city neighbourhood. 



Figure 16 

Nose Hill Park - Most frequent natural area most recently visited 
(Photo by Alister Thomas, from the author's personal collection) 

Over 40% of respondents said that their last visit to a natural area park took place in the past few 

days. Another 25% indicated that the visit was during the past few weeks and a further 20% 

indicated it was in the past few months (15%) or year (1  1 %). Collapsing the categories shows that 

just over 40% visited a natural area in the city within the past few days, while for just over 50% of 

the respondents, this visit took place in the past few weeks or longer ago. 

If the responses are broken into subgroups based on the quadrant of the city in which the 

respondent lives, the role of proximity or easy access to certain natural areas arises as a factor in 

boih the park visited and the timing of the most recent visit. Of the respondents living in the 

Northwest quadrant (N = 63), 41 % named Nose Hill Park as the 1 s t  park visited, yet only 1 1 % of 

those Living in the Northeast (N = 35) named this park. The fact that the most frequently named 

last park visited by respondents living in the Northeast is Fish Creek (14%), which is located in the 

south of the city, cm most likely be attributed to the fact that Deerfoot Trail provides quicker and 

more direct access to Fish Creek than other routes can provide to Nose Hill, even though Fish 

Creek Park is much further away. However, as respondents in the Northeast quadrant report a 



lower than average percent indicating that they had visited a natural area park in the past few days 

(29% as compared to 41% overail and up to 48% in the Southwest), the general lack of 

opportunity to visit natural areas is evident for residents in this part of Calgary? 

The most frequentiy named park by respondents in both the Southeast (N = 30) and Southwest (N 

= 99) quadrants was also Fish Creek (mentioned by 50% and 18% of those respondents 

respectively). However, the variety of areas available to residents of Southwest Calgary is 

demonstrated by more park areas king named by a higher percent of respondents than overall. In 

general, the results to this question suggest that opportunity, perhaps more appropriately described 

as convenience, is a strong factor in estabiishing natural area park use patterns and, M e r ,  that 

there is a considerable range in people's understanding of what constitutes a natural area park. 

5.3.2 Frequency of Use of Urban Natural Area Park Land 

The fmal question asked respondents to indicate their intensity of use of natural area park land by 

circling the response that best describes their situation. This question was included in the study in 

order to provide a sort variable for comparing responses to the open-ended reported expenence 

question and among various other subgroups in the study. 

Overall, 35% of respondents indicated that they "Occasionally'* use naturd area park land in the 

city; 32% "Frequentiy" use it and 29% "Regularly" use it. A m e r  2% of respondents stated that 

they never use natural area park land and 3% did not respond to the question. A thorough review 

of the results for each subgroup showed somewhat confusing results. The "middle" group tended 

to display characteristics that resemble the survey nom rather than displaying values that would 

indicate a logical progression from "Occasional" to "Frequent" intensities of use.10 Combining 

9 The 1991 Pulse on Parks survey asked respondents to identify (from a list) their most common reason for not 
ushg the park system in general. The three most fkequently chosen reasons were: "pmr weather" (19%), "too far 
away" (18%). and "too busy" (17%). But in one northeast Calgary ward (Ward S), 41 8 identified "<oo far away" as 
the number one reason (Calgary Parks & Recreation 199 1). Parts of Northeast Calgary are considered to be among 
the more fiordable and more ethnically diverse areas of the city. En addition to a lack of opportunity due to a 
shortage of n a d  areas in this quadrant. there may be other socioeconomic factors such as automobile owneship 
that are constraining park use behaviour. 

10 On this basis, analysis of the subgroups was initially abandoned and the question was mainly used as a point of 
cornparison between other data sorts However, while looking at the results in relation to the Pulse on Park study 
(which used different use value labels and provided parameters for the label, Le. "regulaf' use - more than 1 1 times 
per month), the idea to collapse the categories was considered and implemented. 



"Frequently" and "Regularly" categories into a "Regular user" category and grouping the 

"Occasionally," "Never" and non-responses into a "Non-replar user" category results in 60% of 

survey respondents being categorized as regular users and 40% as non-regular users of urban 

natural area park land. The variations that one might logically expect then becarne more apparent. 

In t e m  of the anticipateci relationships, the variations shown in a cross-tabulation between "use 

pattern" and 'haturd a m  park land care and protection strategies score" are p a t e r  than would be 

expected by chance. The relationship indicates that as one might think, more regular users of 

natural area park land tend to be more preservation oriented in theû support of strategies and vice- 

versa for the non-regular users (chi-square = 4.93,90% confidence = 2.71). As well, the regular 

users tend to take a more ecological perspective on nature in the city than do non-regular users (chi- 

square = 7.14,90% confidence level = 2.71). 

A cross-tabulation of use patterns to meaning categories (colIapsed) generated from the openendeci 

"reported experience with nature" question also demonstrated variations of significance. Regular 

users of natural area park land are under-represented, and non-regular users are over-represented, 

in the group which did not report meaningful experiences with nature. Non-regular users are also 

under-represented in the group that derived meaning from experiencing a kinship with nature (chi- 

square = 5.66,90% confidence Ievel = 4.61). 

Age and household situation were shown to be somewhat related to use. A cross-tabulation of 

respondents grouped in "under 50 years of age" and "50 years of age and older" to use patterns 

demonstrated that regular users of natural area park land are over-represented in the younger than 

fifty years of age group, with the opposite king the case for non-regular users (chi-square = 3.66, 

90% level of confidence = 2.71). As well, the cornparison of fiequencies for the different use 

patterns for survey respondents in a one-person household (N = 62) suggests that people living 

alone tend to be less regular users of natural area park land (chi-square = 6.18,90% level of 

confidence = 4.6 1). 

Although it is not unreasonable to suggest that there would be a relationship between frequency of 

use of natural area park land and preferred funding options, a cross-tabulation of collapsed 

categories for funding priorities to park use pattern did not produce any differences of significance. 



A cross-tabulation of collapsed categories of benefits of naturai area park land to park use patterns 

also did not show variations p a t e r  than rnight be expected by chance. 

Tt is not possible to directly compare the park use results from the Pulse on Parks survey to the 

results from the modified use categories in the Nature in the City survey. But there are some 

points of interest to development of a profile of park use in Calgary. For example, just over 65% 

of al1 Pulse on Parks respondents indicated that they used Calgary parh in general either "ofien" 01 

bbregularly" (at least two times a month), with approximately 25% of a11 respondents notinp that 

usually the main reason for their visit is to "enjoy nature." As well, in terms of using 

parks specifically for nature appreciation, 50% of Pulse on Parks respondents indicated they 

engage in this activity at parks or pathways at least two times a month. The results from the Nature 

in the City survey indicating that 60% of the respondents use narural area park land regularly seem 

reasonable by comparison. 

Unlike the Pulse on Parks survey, which was a census sarnple of al1 Calgaq households, the 

Nature in the City survey was sent to a random sarnple of households. It is therefore possible to 

speculate that between 55% and 65% of Calgary househoIds contain people who consider 

themselves to be regular users of natural area park land. This point could be an important 

consideration in planning for the future of natural areas in Calgary in thinking about what kind of 

participation regular users of natural area park land should have, especialIy in terms of decisions 

related to appropriate uses. 

5.4 Public Opinion 

This section reports on the results of the questions designed to gauge public opinion on a number 

of issues related to providing natural area park land in the city. These included views on strategies 

for preserving natural areas, the funding priority of natural areas, and the benefits of having nature 

in the city. The results to questions on respondents' general outlook on urban nature and views on 

resolving conflicts over human needs and environmental concems are also included. Results from 

the poll using a referendum-style question on whether or not park planning practice should be 

changed are presented as well. 



5.4.1 Strategies for Preserviag Natural Area Park Land 

The questionnaire probed public opinion on appropriate planning strategies for protecting natural 

area park land. The "strategies" set of questions identified six ways to plan for the protection or 

enhancement of natural areas. Respondents were asked to indicate how appropriate they felt each 

of the strategies is by circling a number corresponding with a value on a five point Likert-type scale 

as follows: 

(1) Not Appropriate 
(2) Somewhat Appropriate 
(3) Appropriate 
(4) Very Appropriate 
(5) No Opinion 

The six strategies that respondents were asked to give their opinion on were: 

How appropriate is it to . . . 
a) Acquire lands identified as environmentally sensitive? 
b) Acquire lands to complete the river valley? 
c) Develop open space and allow controlled human use? 
d) Preserve open space and prohibit human use? 
e) Preserve open space for wildlife use? 

f) Increase public education programs?i 1 

This set of questions was included in the study for two reasons. First, these questions provide a 

way to operationalize how an individual rnight be inclined towards the preservation of natural area 

park land. Second, as noted previously, the questions replicate those in the 199 1 Pulse on Parks 

public survey. The replication of the questions frorn Pulse on Parks provides a benchmark for 

cornparisons of public opinion expressed in the Nature in the City survey. 

In this respect, responses to the set of questions were remarkably similar in the two surveys. 

Except for four individual cells, al1 responses are within 5% of each other for al1 scale items in both 

surveys (see Appendix VI for a chart comparing results). The four items that differ show a 

movement fkom the "Appropriate" rating to "Very Appropriate" for items @) acquiring river valley 

land and item ( f )  increasing public education programs. In both cases the "Very Appropnate" 

rating is 10% (rounded) higher in the Nature in the City survey than in the Pulse on Parks survey. 

1 1 See Appendix I for the exact wording of the question. It is  suggested that one is better able to judge the results 
in a survey if the actual context and wording of the question are given (Turner & Martin 1984). 



Since the Pulse on Parks study was conducted to increase public awareness and solicit opinions fo 

the master plan for river valley parks, this siight shift in emphasis in public opinion Likely reflects 

the success of the Urban Park Master Plan on both counts. 

The fact that results for this set of questions in the two surveys closely resemble each other 

suggests very little movement in public opinion on the issue of natural area park land presemation. 

Results in both cases reflect a public opinion that clearly supports strategies designed to preseme o: 

enhance the land base of natural areas but is divided, if not polarized, on the issue of restncting 

human use as a preservation strategy, In both surveys between 60% and 70% (rounded) of 

respondents found al1 the strategies, with the exception of item (d), which relates to the 

appropriateness of prohibiting human use in natural areas, to be either "Very Appropriate" or 

"Appropriate." Only 20% of respondents to both Pulse on Parks and Nature in the City found 

prohibiting human use to be either a "Very Appropriate" or "Appropriate" strategy for planning 

natural area park land. An additional 20% in both cases found the strategy to be "Somewhat 

Appropriate." This item has the effect of dividing the respondents into two groups in which one 

group finds limiting use of natural areas to be appropriate to some degree and one group Ends such 

a strategy to be "Not Appropriate," with between 40% and 45% of respondents in either group. 

The groups formed in this manner reflect a basic orientation towards the natural environment. 

Those who fmd it appropriate in some way to limit human uses are more environment-centred 

(46% in the Pulse on Parks survey, 44% in the Nature in the City survey) and those who find it 

not appropriate to lirnit human use are more human-centred (42% of Pulse on Parks, 44% of 

Nature in the City). 12 A hird group is formed by respondents who did not respond to the question 

(12% in both studies). The groups provide a ba i s  on which to compare sirnilarities and 

differences in ethical orientation towards the naturai environment and are used as a key son 

variable in a cross-tabulation to establish eco-affect groups (see Chapter 9). 

Five of the six items in the "strategies" questions are also used in the Nature in the City survey to 

- - -  - -- 

12 See Chapter 9 for a more in depth discussion on this variable. 
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calcuIate a score 13 which identifies a respondent as more or less inclined towards preserving 

natural areas. Using the median14 (or 50th percentile) as a dividing point, those with scores at or 

below the 50th percentile are judged as king less inclined towards preservation and are labelled 

"Pro-Use." Those above the 50th percentile are seen as more inclined towards preservation and 

are labelled "Pro-Preservation." Because the groups are based on the median, this categorization 

results in the formation of two aimost equal groups, =ch comprising 50% of the respondents. 

These categories provide a point of comparison between various data sub-sorts concerning views 

towards the preservation of natural area park land. 

5.4.2 Priority of Funding for Natural Area Park Land 

The question conceniing funding open space initiatives asked respondents to identiQ from a list 

their fmt and second priority areas for receiving fûnds. This question is a modified replication of 

one that appeared in the 1991 Pulse on Parks survey. It was included in the Nature in the City 

s w e y  to provide a comparison to the 199 1 baseline and to provide a variable to compare arnong 

respondent subgroups. 

Respondents in the Nature in the City survey were asked to select a fmt priority for open space 

funding from the foiiowing six choices: 

a) Regional athleac fields 
b) Local parks 
c) Locai walkways 
d) Regional pathways 
e) Regional parks for informal activities 
f) Naturd areas. 

They were then asked to indicate their second priority. 

13 The score is calculated by assigning numeric values to corresponding nurnber codes so that circling a I provides a 
score value of 1, as per Likert's (1967) assessrnent that "for purposes of tabulation and scoring. a numerical value 
must be assigned to each possible (response) alternative" (Likert 1967.91). Values are recoded in item (c) so that 
code 1 - a value of 4 in order to reflect the fact that in the other items, a code of 1 - a value of 1 and is an indication 
of being less preservation oriented. "No opinion," "no response" and "invalid" responses receive a score value of "O". 
The score for each case is calculated by adding the values for items a - e together, for a possible low score of O and 
high score of 20. The Liken method gives an impression of comparative values but does not aIIow for judging the 
differences in value between each scde item (Sinden and Womll 1979). However, it does provide an acceptable way 
of measuring the salience and pdarization of issues of interest to the public (Nieburg 1984). 

14 50th percentile - a score of 12 on scores from O - 20, N - 263. The mean in this case is dso 12 (rounded). 



The Pulse on Parks survey included options similar to the six listed in the Nature in the City 

survey, plus two additional categories -one for IocaI playgrounds and one for infotmal play fieIds. 

It is possible to compare results fiom both surveys by collapsing each data set into broad categories 

for regiond features, local parks, and natural areas. On this bais, results from both surveys are 

quite similar. The order of first priority rankings of the categories is the same in both studies and 

the corresponding frequency percents are w i t b  5% of each other in the three collapsed categories. 

Natural areas rate third in both cases, with 16% of Pulse on Parks survey respondents and 18% of 

Nature in the City survey respondents indicating this as their fmt priority for open space funding. 

It should be noted that results for this question are not directly comparable as a result of grouping 

"playgrounds," "informai play fields," "local parks," dong with "walkways," ail into local parks 

in îhe Pulse on Parks collapsed categories. Also uncollapsed data in the Nature in the City survey 

showed that aithough 40% of respondents cIearly support hnding to regional parks as a first 

priority, both locai parks and natural areas garnered 18% of respondents indicating these as a fmt 

priority for funds. Only when adding walkways to the local open space category did natural areas 

slip into third place overail in the Nature in the City survey. 

When looking at the data for the uncollapsed funding priority categories it is also interesthg to note 

that 28% of the Pulse on Parks survey respondents indicated pathways as their fmt priority for 

funding while only 15% of the Nature in the City survey respondents did. The decrease in priority 

rating for fundimg of pathways cm likely be atiributed again to the success of the Urban Park 

Master P h .  The public would be aware of the numerous capital development projects for major 

pathways that were identifieci in the Plan and undertaken in the last three years. These include a 

substantial redesign and renovation of the pathway dong the Bow River through downtown 

Calgary and construction of a pedestrianfcycle overpass spanning Deerfoot Trail fieeway, designed 

to provide residents in outlying northeast Calgary communities with access to the river valley 

pathway system. 

In 1994 City Council also directed that a comprehensive pathway use study be conducted. Over 

the two-month period of data collection for the PathWatch '94 study 1,700 pathway users were 

interviewed and over a quater of a million trips were documented. Public education pro,orams 

regarding pathway safety and positive media coverage of the study and pro,ms combined to give 



this project a high profile. Fïally, the fact that National Infrastructure Program funds were used 

in some pathway projects dso no doubt conmbuted to the public's assessment that pathways have 

received a good deal of funding attention in the four years between the two studies. 

Participants in the Nature in the City study were asked to indicate a second priority for hinding. 

The top category selected was regional parks, with 21 % of respondents choosing this category. 

However, the second category at 20% was "no response," third, natural areas (1 8%)' and fourth, 

local parks at 16%. In view of the possible effects of a +/-6% rnargin of error,ls only the 

uncollapsed and collapsed data from the part of the question conceming a respondent's fust 

priority for open space funding were used in M e r  analysis. 

5.4.3 Benefits of Urban Nature 

The Nature in the City questionnaire contained questions related to the benefits of natural area park 

land. As benefits-based planning is an area of interest for Calgary Parks & Recreation, a question 

conceming public views on the most important benefit of nature in the city was included. As noted 

previously, three focus group discussions were conducted to generate meaningful benefit response 

categorïes for inclusion in the survey instrument. 

Each of the focus groups had five or six participants who voluntarily took part in the sessions. 

One group was comprised of mixed gender graduate planning students, under the age of 30, with 

no visible minority representation. A second group was made up of men only, ranging in age fiom 

mid-twenties to late-forties, either employed by the City of Calgary or selfemployed; one of the 

participants was visually impaired, and two were frorn visible minority groups. The final group 

was comprised of women only, ranging in age frorn late-twenties to mid-sixties, either employed 

by the City of Calgary or selfemployed; one participant was retired and two were from visible 

15 According to Lake (1987) "[a] simple random sample of 200 has an error of +/- 7%" (Lake 1987,73). Note. 
however, that Turner and Martin (1984) caution that this might be an under assessment of the actual error rate due to 
errors other than those precipitated by sampling. In general. as margin of error theory is based on normal curve 
assumptions, it is popuIar convention that legitirnizes the use of the idea in situations for which nomal curve 
behaviour does not apply, as in the case of polling opinions. (The assistance of Sambhu Nath, former Coprate  
Statistician, City of Calgary, is gratefùily acknowledged for discussing and verifying the author's understanding of 
conventional practice in tenns of appIication of the margin of error.) Consequently, in accordance with 
contemporary polling practice, and on the basis of a 263 case sample set, +/-6% is used as the benchmark margin of 
en-or throughout the analysis of Nature in the City survey results. 



minority groups. Each group was asked to discuss the question: "What do you see as the main 

benefits of nature in the city?" 

Both the student group and the women's group suggested that not having to directly pay to use 

naairal area parks in the city was a significant benefit. One participant in the women's group 

pointed out bat  the fact that natural areas and parks in general are available to everyone equally, 

free of charge, is particularly important to people she knows who are new to Canada The benefit 

of a "free" attraction was not observed in the men's group. Both the men's and women's groups 

identified the benefit of fresh air. The men remarked on this in terms of general opportunities to 

exercise (especidy on the pathways). Half of the wornen particularly mentioned the health and 

recreational benefit of taking their dogs for walks in natural areas or dong the pathways. The 

student group specifically identifiecl the quality of life that Calgarians have corne to expect as a 

benefit; the women's group wove the idea of benefits to family and children throughout their 

discussion; and the men's group was the only one to discuss the benefits of the sounds of nature. 

This is likely due to the influence of a profoundly visually irnpaired participant in the men's group. 

Al1 three groups taliceci about easy access and relief from the built environment as key benefits. 

Based on this pool of information, seven benefit categories evolved for indusion in the Nature in 

City questionnaire: 

a) opportunities to exercise conveniently out-ofdoors in relaxing, 
refreshing settings 

b) places for people with dogs to go to get fresh air and exercise[s 

c) chances to appreciate the sights, sounds, and wonders of nature 
in close proximity to home 

d) contributions to the quality of life in CaIgary which rnake the city attractive 
to residents, visitors, and people or businesses looking to relocate 

e) chances for children and families to spend time together discoverhg and 
leamhg about nature in safe, convenient locations close to home 

f) availability of wide open spaces for everyone to explore and 
make use of at no charge 

g) easy access to go to experience the peace and tranquility of nature in 
contrast to the stress and built form of the city. 

16 The April 1995 Civic Census counted dog and cat companion animals in Calgary. According to these figures, 
almost 72,000 dogs were reported (Mitchell 1986). which indicates an average of about 2 5 8  of Calgary households 
with dogs (not taking into account multiple dog households). 



Based on responses to these predefined categories, public opinion on the most important benefit is 

fairly inconclusive. Although 27% of respondents identified item (g) - easy access to peace and 

tranquility of nature in contrast to the stress and built form of the city - as the most important 

benefit of urban nature, family time (16%), quality of life (16%), appreciation of nature close to 

home (15%). and availability of open spaces for everyone to explore at no charge (12%) are within 

four percentage points of each other as the second most often selected most important knefit. 

With a margin of error of +/- 696, the order for these categories could Vary considerably. 

However, the fact that item (g) - easy access to peace and tranquility of nature in contrast to the 

stress and built form of the city - ranked fmt overall is consistent with previous research that 

suggests one of the most important benefits that interaction with the naturai environment has for 

people, especiaily in an urban context, is the opportunity to experience a stress-reducing sense of 

peace and tranquility (Kaplan and Kaplan 1989; Schroeder 1991). It is suggested that this benefit 

is greatest when one's stress level is high to begin with (Ulrich 1983), and that the benefit is 

achieved through relieving mental fatigue by reducing the variety of stimuli requiring one's 

attention (Kaplan and Kaplan 1990; Gallagher 1993). This perspective is also firmly based on our 

culture's view that the social complexity (Wohlwill 1983) and artificial form of the urban 

environment are inherently stress inducing. 

Cross-tabulations of groups that selected different benefits as the most important suggest that, as 

one rnight expect, those who chose the "opportunities to exercise" (item a) category are more 

Frequent users of natural areas. This sarne group is also less preservation oriented. Almost 75% 

of the group indicated that it is "not appropriate" to prohibit human use to preserve naturaI areas, 

while just over 30% of those who chose "chances to appreciate . . . nature" (item c) as a primary 

benefit fell into that category. The breakdown for the "appreciate nature" group suggests that as a 

whole the group is very preservation oriented. 

However, the small cells resulting from the cross-tabulations make these findings inconcIusive. 

More valuable results rnight have been achieved by providing fewer options, andjor by 

encouraging respondents to write-in their own perceived benefits (an "other" calegory was not 

included in the response set). As well, unlike previous work (Ulrich and Addoms 198 1 and 

Pigram 1993, for exarnple) which suggests that the presence of nanual areas provides both 



personal and environmental benefits, the focus groups discussions used to define the response 

categories did not include any reference to what could be temed the ecologicai benefits of urban 

nahite. That is, none of the participants mentioned that natural area park land is important in terms 

of increased biodiversity in the urban environment or of the potential benefit of addressing urban 

engineering problems such as Storm water management through more naturd processes.17 As 

both of these benefits have a long history of king  cited by park planners and designers (such as 

Wright, Braithwaite, and Forster 1976; Hough 1984; Whiston Spim 1984; McColskey 1989; 

Hierlihy 1990; and Berman and Weil 1992), in retrospect it might have been worthwhile to include 

ecological benefit categories such as these, even though the focus groups did not generate any, in 

order to provide a broader range of options for the public to consider. 

In an effort to establish more meaningful data, the seven benefit response categories were collapsed 

into type groupings. On this bais 42% of respondents favoured Psychological benefits, 28% 

Social benefits, 27% Physical benefits, and 3% were unclassifiable.18 The strength of the 

Psychological benefit category, taken in combination with the fmding that the pattern of use of 

naturai area park land is not significantly related to reported "most important benefit" (see 

frequency of use section later in this chapter), supports the notion established in previous research 

(Ulrich and Addoms 198 1; Kaplan and Kaplan 1989) that people likely benefit from the existence 

of the urban nahiral environment even if they are not in regular and direct contact with it. Both 

active park users and "passersby" are able to witness and connect with natural processes such as 

the changing seasons (Cooper Marcus and Francis 1990,7) or the foraging of wildlife in city 

parks. The comments provided by Nature in the City respondents show that imagination and 

mernories serve to keep people in ernotionally close contact with their nature expenences so that 

physical proximity becomes irrelevant to recalling the pleasure that urban nature b ~ g s .  

The collapsed categories provide a more substantial basis for cross-tabulations, but in gened the 

raw data fkom this question is disappointing, especially in view of the highly interactive method of 

17 In view of  the fact that context is important to how a survey question is inierpreted (Tourangeau 1987). this may 
have k e n  as a result of  the groups king in a recreationd mindset when they were thinking about benefits, however. 
it is surpnsing nonetheless that the student group in particular did not consider ecological benefits at ail. 

18 Johnson (1990) suggests four different categones related to the ways people benefit from nature in the city - 
emotional, intellectuaI, social and physical (Johnson 1990,236). The typoIogy used here combines emotionai and 
in tellectual into psychological. 



identifjhg the categories. The development of Calgary-specific data is hindered in this anaiysis by 

the ultimately stereotypic character of the pre-established response categories. This narrow 

interpretation of benefit perhaps speaks to the limitations of the focus group method - the small 

number of participants provides a relatively small pool of experience and outlooks from which to 

draw data. However, it also highlights the fact that while ecological, econornic or social benefits 

may have a high profile in the minds of park planners, this perspective is not necessarily shared by 

the public. 

Respondents were next asked to choose a second most important benefit. A M e r  27% chose 

item (g) - so that overall close to half of the respondents identified "easy access . . . to peace and 

tranquïiity of nature in contrast to stress and built fom of the city" as their first or second most 

important benefit of nature in the city. The tightness of the response spread for the other second- 

most important benefit categories rendered the results less than meaningful. Respondents' first and 

second choice in benefits were combined through recoding to create two groups that reflect 

fundamental outlooks on benefits of urban nature. The groups have k e n  classified as king either 

primady amenity oriented or affiliation oriented in their perception of the most important benefit of 

nature in the city.19 These ratings are used in the analysis of general intensity of involvement with 

urban nature which is discussed in Part IV, 

5.4.4 Basic Viewpoint on Urban Nature 

A "Viewpoint" question asked respondents to look over four different descriptions of possible 

outlooks conceming nature in the city and to rank the various perspectives in an order that best 

described their point of view. The question was included to identiQ within the sarnple population 

the prevalence of the various perspectives. In this respect, over half of the respondents (53%) 

indicated that an ecological or idealistic preservation oriented perspective best describes their point 

of view conceming nature in the city. A M e r  30% suggested that a wise use or pragmatic 

conservation perspective best represents their viewpoint, 7% indicated that aesthetic appreciation 

19 Cohen (1991) uses a matrix to categorize benefits of leisure in generai in which he characterizes benefits as 
having either a "compensatory function" or an "inrrinsic meaning" (Cohen 199 1,441). Matthews (1989), on the 
other hand. argues that the benefit seen to accrue fkom involvement with nature, is necessarily instrumental in that 
somediing can have value only in dation to human purpose and interest (Matthews 1989). The above categories are 
chosen to best reflect the character of the original closed-ended responses, with an amenity-orientation most closely 
corresponding to an instrumental value-based benefit of nature and affiliation relating to the inninsic value-based 
benefit of nature. 



best describes their outlook, and 2% said that a practical or utilirarian perspective best describes 

their point of view. A further 8% either had no opinion (a category provided) or no response. 

Table 4 
Viewpoint on Urban Nature 

Viewpoint Best Describes Next best Third best Least 

Ecologicai 53% 19% 14% 4% 
Conservation 30% 39% 13% 0% 
Aesthetic 7% 23% 48% 2% 
Utilitarian 2% 1% 3% 75% 
No Opinion 2% 12% 1 4% 1 0% 
No response/Tnvalid 7% 6% 6% 9% 

Total (rounded) +/- 100% +/- 100% +/- 100% +/- 100% 

Of those who indicated that an ecological outlook (N = 139) best described their point of view, 

over 60% identified the conservation perspective as the next best description, about 20% chose 

aesthetic appreciation, and none chose the utilitarian perspective. As well, just under 10% of this 

group refused to identiQ a second best option. Of those who chose a conservation orientation (N 

= 80) as the best description, just over 55% chose ecological as next best, close to 40% chose 

aesthetic appreciation, about 3% chose utilitarian, and 1 % did not speciQ a second best choice. 

The majority of those who indicated that an aesthetic appreciation perspective best described their 

outlook (N = 17), selected the conservation perspective as next best (77%). Cells for the utiIitarian 

perspective as the best description (N - 5) were too small to make further analysis meaningful. 

The most frequent combination of first and second best descriptions selected by respondents was 

EcologicaVconservation at 30%, next was Conservation/ecological at 17%, followed by 

EcologicaVaesthetic and Conservationlaesthetic at 1 1 % each. Overall, one-third of al1 respondents 

suggested that an ecological perspective "best," and a conservation perspective "next best," 

represents their point of view. Funher, as Table 4 shows, 48% of ail respondents chose aesthetic 

appreciation as the third best option md 75% indicated that the utilitarian perspective least describes 

their outlook conceming nature in the city. 



While it is perhaps not surprising that the majority of respondents to a survey on nature in the city 

claim to hold an ecological perspective on urban nature, it is interesthg that the claim tends to be 

substantiated through responses to other questions in the survey. The "strategies" question 

provides a case in point whereby only 40% of those in the Iess preservation-onented group said 

that an ecological outlook best described theu viewpoint. The more preservation-onented group 

showed an even greater consistency with 67% of the group claiming an ecologicaI perspective. As 

the survey n o m  for holding an ecological perspective is 53% percent, these two groups, aIthough 

not showhg a perfect correlation with the indicator, do exhibit the anticipated direction in their 

profile. 

The responses to the "Viewpoint" question provide a basis for cornparison for various other 

subgroups identified in the study. in addition, the fmt and second choices are applied in further 

analysis. The various combinations are assigned numenc values between O and 13 and used in the 

caiculation of the Hinity index (this index splits respondents into two groups displaying a greater 

or lesser intensity of involvement with natural area park land in the city). As by far the majority of 

respondents selected the sarne "least" category and "no response" or "no opinion" was the second 

largest "third best" category at 20%,*0 respondents' third and fourth choices were not used in any 

further analysis. 

5.4.5 Conflicts Over the Use of Natural Area Park Land 

The survey included a set of questions designed to probe how a respondent is likely to resolve 

conflict over use of park land. The specific question posed was: 

In situations conceming natural area park land in the city where a decision must be made 
between conflicting human needs and environmentai concems, would you say that you: 
a) Tend to put the environment first? 
b) Tend to put human needs first? 
c) Tend to ay to fmd a way to balance both human needs and environmental concerns? 
d) Tend to look at each situation a different way, depending on the circumstances? 
e) Couldn't really Say. 

20 The order in which the options were listed may have influenced this outcorne. Or it might be that the range of 
viewpoints provided was not representative enough of the actual range of respondent viewpoints (Panerson 1993). It 
also could be as a function of respondents' desire to provide socially acceptable responses. 



Respondents were asked to circle one response onfy. This question was included for two reasons. 

It provides a basis, in terms of aggregate anaiysis, for checking the logical consistency in 

responses to a subsequent question in a respondent's basic point of view on natural area park land 

in the city (see earlier discussion of the "Viewpoint"question ). It also provides a point of 

comparison for subgroups of respondents. 

By far the majority (54%) of respondents indicated that they would try to balance both hurnan 

nseds and environmental concems in conflicts over urban natural area park land. This clearly 

points out that most people at least like to think that a compromise is possible in conflict situations. 

The categories of "It depends" and "Environment fmt" are second in the frequency responses, 

with almost equal numbers choosing each (1 9% and 18% respectively). As well, 7% of 

respondents indicated that they would put "Human needs fmt." A further 2% did not respond to 

the question or checked off "Couldn't really say." The low non-response rate for this question 

suggests that not only is there a high level of interest in the issue, but it is also likely that many 

respondents have previously given some thought to their views on the matter (Strack and Martin 

1987). 

Looking at responses broken down by the subgroups formed by the four main conflict resolution 

groups provides some insight into the way in which the various perspectives differ.21 The 

"Human needs fust" subgroup (N -19) is on average oIder, with over one-third of the respondents 

in their sixties, and contains a greater percent of men than average (63% as compared to 40% 

overall). This conflict resolution group is less preservation-oriented (26% compared to 50% 

overall) and is the only one of the four categories that clearly favours local packs as a funding 

pnority. 

The "Environment first" group (N - 48) on the other hand has the highest percent of any subgroup 

identified in the survey supporting natural areas as a n u m k  one funding priority (46% compared 

to an average of 18% overall). This group is also substantially more supportive of strategies that 

promote the preservation of open space for wildlife (65% find this strategy to be very appropriate, 

cornpared to 37% overall) and is more preservation oriented in general(77% cornpared to 50% 

-- - 

21 Caution is used in interpreting these results due to the small ceIl sizes, especially in the "Human needs first" 
category where N = 19. 



overall). The group as a whole is somewhat younger than average (59% in 25 - 44  years of age 

group, compared to 46% overail), but has an average representation of men and women. 

The respondents in these two extreme subgroups demonstrate a strong consistency in their 

opinions and choices related to their stated conflict resolution petspective. However, the T t  

depends" and "Both in balance*? subgroups are less well defmed in this respect. In terms of 

responses to the "strategies" and "Iùnding" questions, these two moderate groups demonstrate 

very little difference to the overaii survey nom, which is not surprishg in that together they 

account for almost threequarters of the respondents. On this basis their "strategies" responses are 

also sirnilar to the "Human needs first" group, and their fünding priority fmt choice is regional 

parks, as  with the survey overall. 

in addition, it is curious that these N o  groups do not differ greatly from each other. The main 

differences are that the "It depends" group is siightly younger and has a higher percent of 

occasional natural area park users than does the "Both in balance" group or the survey overall. As 

well, the "Both in balance" group has a majority of respondents (53%) indicating that it is not 

appropriate to prohibit human use of natural area park land, but is slightly more preservation 

oriented overall than the "Tt depends" group (although the difference may be more Iikely a result of 

the +/-6% margin of error). A higher percent of respondents in the "Both in balance" group also 

provided an answer to the open-ended question concerning experience with nature in the city. 

The results of this "conflict" question are used in further analysis regarding respondent's intensity 

of involvement with natural area park Iand. 

The second part of this set of questions asked respondents if they would have a different outlook 

on confiict resolutions between environmental concerns and human needs if the situation involved 

wildemess areas. This question was included to begin initial exploration into how perspectives 

might be different for domesticated nature and for wild nature. The majority of respondents (57%) 

indicated that they would not change their approach for wildmess situations. Of those who said 

their outlook would change, the majority (66%) seIected "Environmental concerns fmt." Taken in 

combination with those who indicated that they would adopt an "Environment first" approach in 

both urban and wilderness conflict situations, just over 40% of d l  respondents stated that in 

wildemess situations they would tend to put environmental concerns first as compared to the 18% 



who said this is their preferred approach to confiicts involving cornpethg needs in urban natural 

area park land. These results suggest that the majority of the public sees a clear distinction between 

nature in and nature outside of the city, with the domesticated nature king under more pressure to 

have its use compromised. 

5.4.6 Referendum-Style Question 

The Nature in the City questionnaire included a separate two-sided page detailing the referendum- 

style question about whether or not Calgary communities need more natural area park land. One 

side of the form explained both the question style and the issue under consideration. The other 

side was designed like a ballot, with a box to put an " X  or check mark. The numbered options 

were listed and a clear statement of the consequences of each option was provided. Respondents 

were asked to read the complete explanation about the way park land is cumently planned in 

Calgary and then as in a "real" referendum, turn to the ballot on the other side of the page and 

"vote" for one of the options. 

in terms of planning for cornrnunity park Imd, the issue is basically whether more, les, or the 

same amount as is presently left, shuuld be kept in a natural state upon initial subdivision. There is 

also the possibility of reclaiming existing developed park sites to a natural state. Because it was 

important to begin to get an idea of pubIic support on the reclaiming option, half the ballots were 

printed with three options, and half included a fourth reclamation option. To control for the 

possible effects of positioning, haif the ballots listed the status quo option fmt and half listed it 

last.22 

This results in four possible fom types, which test ail options and provide a built-in check on the 

randornness of the response sarnple (see Appendix 1 for copies of the forms). Listing four options 

also provides two choices for "more" natural areas in communities and could either "split" the vote 

on the "more" option or weight the vote to the "more" option. These various chuacteristics were 

22 During the final stages of designing the ballot rhe question arose as CO the appropriate positioning of the status 
quo option. Pretest interviews testing comprehension of the issue specifically asked about whether question order 
influenced choice of options. Although none of the participants indicated that order was a factor, it was decided to 
vary the position anyway. 



ai l  tracked with coding for fom type, nurnber of options on a ballot (three or four), and order of 

the status quo option (first or last). 

Responses were received on foms in which 50% had three options and 50% had four options (N 

= 253,4% of respondents did not return a ballot with part one of their questionnaire), indicating 

that the randomness of the original sample has ken  maintaineci in the response sample. Just over 

50% of those who retumed a balIot submitted forms listing the status quo last, and just under 50% 

submitted forms listing the status quo first.23 The difference of 3% is not significant enough to 

suggest that those who received a "status quo last" option form were more likely to reply to the 

survey (chi-square = 1.01,90% confidence level requires 2.7 1). 

To compare the choice of options among respondents across al1 of these variables, responses were 

coded in two ways. F i t  the actual option selected was identified. The option was then recoded 

into one of three categories that represent choices to either maximize the natural area park land 

provision, keep it the sarne, or reduce it. In both the three- and four-option cases, the status quo is 

the single category with the rnatjority of votes (53% of three options, 43% of four options), and in 

both cases approximately 5% of respondents voted for less naturai area park land. However, in 

the four-option cases (N = 127), 28% voted for keeping more park land in a natural state and 23% 

voted for reclairning existing park space so that just over 50% of the four-option group actually 

voted to maximize natural area park land in some way, rather than to leave it the sarne. This 

compares with 40% of the three-option group voting to maximize na- area park Iand. A chi- 

square analysis of order of the status quo and the collapsed categories of voting choice suggests no 

relationship between the two variables. A cornparison of the number of options to vote shows a 

slight likelihood that less choice in options tended to favour the status quo, and more choice 

favoured the vote to maximize natural area park land (chi-square = 2.88,90% leveI of confidence 

requires 2.7 1).24 

23 Oveml1 f o m  received from respondents were close 10 the original random dismbution of 25% of each type of 
fonn, with slightly more three-option and four-option status quo last type forms (27% and 26% respectively) and 
slightly less four-option and hee-option siatus quo fmt type foms (24% and 23% respectively) evennidly king 
retumed. 

24 This is more likely due to the coding method which assigns two of the four choices on the four-option form to 
the maximizing category. 



Chi-square analysis suggests that there is a ~ i ~ c a n t  relationship between choice of park planning 

option and park use, preservation orientation, opinions on funding for naturai areas, and general 

outlook on urban nature. Voting in favour of a change to park planning practice that mslximizes the 

provision of natural area park land corresponds with a higher than average level of park use, 

propensity to support natural area preservation and funding strategies, and tendency to have an 

ecological outlook on urban naturai environments. Vobg in favour of the status quo corresponds 

with a lower than average level of park use, propensity to support natural area preservation and 

funding strategies, and tendency to have an ecological outlook on urban natural environments. The 

analysis suggests, as well, that age and education are possibly related to voting choice, with 

younger, university educated groups king more prochange. There is no evidence of significant 

relationships between choice of park planning option and gender, income, length of residence in 

Calgary, household type, meaning theme of experience with urban nature or, as noted above, the 

order of the status quo option on the ballot. 

in general, those who voted for the status quo in park pIanning procedures tend to be in the 50 

years of age and older age group, tend not to have gone to university, are non-regular users of 

urban natural areas, are less supportive of strategies to preserve such areas, and not surprisingly, 

do not see natural area park land as an open space funding prïority. The oldest in the group are 

typical of this profile. Just under two-thirds of the respondents in their 70s tend to favour the 

status quo in the provision of natural area park land. Respondents overall are split in their support 

for change to park planning in that the aggregate response to the referendum-style question 

indicates that 46% of al1 respondents voted for the status quo and 43% voted to in some way 

maximize natural area park land. In addition, 5% voted to change the planning procedures in order 

to provide less natural area park land, 4% did not return a ballot, and 1 % did not respond or 

provided an invalid response. 

5.5 Summary 

This chapter reports on the findings in ternis of the question: What factors appear to define 

relationships with urban nature? This initiai review of the survey findings fiom the forced-choice 

questions suggests two important observations reIative to human relationships with the urban 

natural environment. First, this preliminary analysis shows that factors defining a relationship 

with urban nature go beyond basic demographic characteristics or individuai views on perceiveci 



benefits of nature in the city. The analysis also suggests that various kinds of relationships are 

reflected in respondents' views concerning presemation of naturd area park land, funding priority 

for natural mas, and p l d g  policy for providing urban nature areas. But more in depth data 

manipulation is required in order to understand the complex influences that underlie the 

development and sustainment of different kinds of relationships with the urban natural 

environment 

Second, the longitudinal cornparison of results from the Pulse on Parks survey to those of this 

Nature in the City s w e y  demonstrates a remarkable degree of consistency conceming the 

distribution of human-centred and environment-centred eco-ethics in the Calgary public. This 

suggests that the eco-ethic dimension provides a legitimate starting point around which to pursue 

an andysis of the Calgary comrnunity's relationship with urban nature. Before moving on to 

consider these factors in more detail, the responses to the openendecl question on experience with 

nature in the city need to be examined. The next chapter is an extensive review of the responses to 

this question. 



CHAPTER 6 
Natare in the City: A Review of Public Sentiment 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter continues the review of survey results. It considers only the responses to an open- 

ended question conceming a respondent's experience with nature in the city. The methods of 

analysis are discussed and the responses are analyzed from a number of perspectives. The resuIts 

provide insight into the meaning, expectations, images and interactions that people have in their 

contact with urban nature. The results dso give an indication of the range of relationships that 

people have with the urban natural environrnent. 

6.2 Describing the Urban Nature Experience 

Individuds are able to experience both naturai and mediated environments in a number of different 

ways. As the ability to situate ourselves in space is an important part of the human development 

process, early on we leam to experience environment as separate and apart from our person 

(Ittelson, Franck, and O'Hanlon 1976). The experience of an environrnent as a physical place, 

providing a setting for everyday Iife, dominates our interaction with local environrnents. 

However, people wiil also experience the environment psychoIogically, perceiving it as an 

important part of thernsdves, defiaing themselves through sarneness rather than through 

difference. This in part explains why any change in environrnent tends to provoke uneasiness. 

For some people, a change in the environment rnay in fact be experienced as a change in seIf (Ibid. 

202). 

In terms of the interactions with the natural environment, an encounter with urban nature involves 

physical and psychologicai experiences with aspects of the environment that people acceptas 

natural in appearance, regardless of whether or not human intervention has altered, caused or 

sustained it, Hartig & Evans (1993) recognized this when noting that in a nature expenence, a 

person wants to be able to direct his or her attention to something that is either not made by humans 

or is a substitute of something not made by humans. In natural area park land this desire results in 

very precise expectations of what is to be tolerated as a valid nature experience. 

There is an ideal notion being assumed in constructing the nature experience. Although the story is 

not written down, everyone seems to knows how it unfolds. Existing roads or features such as 



underground gas lines are selectively excluded fiom the authenticahon process, unless new 

construction threatens the existing boundaries (both physicai and psychologicai) for the experience. 

Action involving anything contained within the bounds of perceived nature is subject to intense 

scrutiny. Things that imply the presence of a hurnan hand, such as a paved pathways, public 

restrooms, and so on, can be seen as intrusions. A grey area aises in relation to natural appearing 

intrusions such as pIantings to reestablish a species, or grading to either encourage or discourage 

water accumulation. But distasteful or unsightly aspects of nature, such as predation possibilities, 

scummy, hsect infested ponds, remaùis of natural processes, and the like, seldom, if ever, are 

included in the expectation of the ideal nature experience (see Figure 17). 

Figure 17 

The ideal notion of urban nature - Woods Park 
(Photo courtesy of Calgary Parks & Recreaîion) 

Respondents to the Nature in the City survey were asked to provide a description of what nature in 

the city means to them. Specificaily, respondents were given directions to write down special 

things that conte to mind when thinking about their experiences. The possibility that some 

experiences might be unpleasant was raiseci and a few exarnples of different types of nature 

experiences were provided. Respondents were then asked to complete the statement, "For me, 
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nature in the city is . . ." The majonty of respondents (69%) chose to provide a written response 

to this question. 1 

A review of basic demographic charactenstics of those who responded to the question and those 

who did not respond does not reveal any major differences between the two groups. The response 

providers group includes a lower percent of men than expected2 and the non-responders group 

includes a lower percent of couples with children than expected, othenvise most of the variations 

appear within the +/6% margin of error. The two response type groups are similar to each other 

and to the overall survey results with respect to age breakdown, park use patterns, income and 

education categories. 

The two groups do exhibit some differences in the behaviour-based questions. The response- 

providers group is more preservation-oriented (63% Pro-Preservation) than the non-responders 

(37% Pro-Preservation). This assessrnent is based on the scores h m  the care and protection 

strategies question, where it is expected that there would be a 50-50 split in preservation 

orientation. The response-providers group also has almost twice the percent as the non-responders 

group indicating that they would tend to put environmenial concems fxst in conflicts involving 

urban natural area park land (2 1 %, as compared to 1 29, with the overall survey show ing 1 8% in 

ihis category). 

In terms of content analysis3 for this question, three separate procedures were conducted. Firsr an 

independent researchefl reviewed dl cases (N = 263) and coded each case into one of five nature 

experience theme categories (see Table 5, next page). Although many of the responses were 

multidimensional, the responses were coded on the basis of predominate theme as follows: 

1 In cornparison. about 40% of Pulse On Parks survey respondents chose to reply to the open-ended question 
concerning urban parks priorities. 

2 That is. as would k expected by chance. according to chi-square analysis. 

3 Content analysis is the 3ystematic organization of qualitative information so as to draw some quantitative 
conclusions" (Saykaly 1994.95). 

4 ANI Dahlberg. of Calgary Park& Recreation. Planning Section perfomed ihis initial analysis. 
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Table 5 

Preliminary Analysis of Experience Themes 
(Developed by the author, based on data provided by A. Dahlberg) 

Experience Theme: % of al1 respondents 96 of responses 
Nature as a haven 25% 36% 
Nature as self-affimiing 20% 30% 
Environmental aspects of nahue 13% 19% 
Nature as non-utilized land 5% 8% 
No comment/unable to judge 37% (unable to judge only) 7% 

It is interesting to note that the themes arising fiom this analysis of narrative concemhg experience 

with urban nature echo those historically found in analyzing motivations for seeking out a 

wildemess expenence, i.e. "wildemess as a sanctuary . . . as persona1 gratification . . . [and] as 

fascination" (Stone and Martin 1957, as cited in Hendee, Catton, & Brockman 1968,34).5 This 

analysis provided an initial assessment of the data from the open-ended question and was not used 

in any m e r  analysis. 

The second analytic procedure involved an independent researcher (the sarne one who did the initial 

thematic assessment) reviewing that data in ternis of assessing the presence of three different 

dimensions in any given response. Each text was judged in tems of the relationship with nature 

that is king expressed (rated as either isolated or integrated); the character of the context of the 

experience that is king described (judged as either incidental or articulate); and the depth of the 

meaninghilness of the experience king related (assigned a value of either significant or profound). 

The primary author also rated al1 responses on each of these dimensions and a session on inter- 

rater differences was conducted to corne to agreement on the coding for each text. 

The assessment of the texts (N = 179) showed an almost equal representation of integrated and 

isolated relationships with the natural environment (approximately 40% of those who responded to 

the question in each group). The relationship dimension was judged as isolated if the description 

suggested that the individual considered him or herself to be separate fiom nature rather than a part 

of it, as the integrated dimension suggests. In tems of the context dimension of the respondents' 

5 The citation provided by Hendee et al. (1968) is: Gregory Stone and Manin Taves. 1957. Hurnan elements of 
wildemess. Society for American Foresters Proceedings, 1956: 26-32. The original source was not consulted. 



experience with nature in the city, almost of those who responded to the question were judgec 

as describing an articulate experience, that is, a distinct coherent incident as opposed to an 

incidental, or  casual, generalized circumstance. As well, just over WO of the responses were 

rated as reIating profound meaningfulness in which the description of the urban nature experience 

was judged to demonstrate a high impact in tenns of an individual's affective respoase. A 

"si,pificant" rating of meaningfulness was assigned to 3Wo of the responses through a negative 

assessrnent of profoundness. That is, if there was sufficieut text to judge and if the text was not 

coded as profound in meaningfulness, it was coded as significant. 

This assessrnent of dimensions was included to provide a basis for operationalizing the concept of 

experience with nature. The approach was not appropnate for two reasons. First, in view of the 

vanety of data available in the responses to the other questions in the survey, using the response to 

one question to operationdize the concept seemed too restrictive. More importantly, it was not 

possible to assess an experience profile for those who did not respond to this question. As a result 

of the initiai analysis, the basis for assessing experience with urban nature was broadened to 

include other variables - benefit, use, viewpoict, and meaning. The open-ended text is used to 

operationdize o d y  the meaningfulness dimension of experience (the results of which are discussed 

at ,qat len,$h in Chapter 8). 

The coding rationaIe was reworked in order to accommodate a reassessment of the meaning 

dimension. Al1 of the responses were reanalyzed and were coded in tems  of whether the text 

seemed to draw its meaning from nature as a place, or frorn a sense of comection with nature, or 

through contributing to a sense of self. Texts that were not substantial enough to categonze or 

expressed anti-nature views were categorized as disaffected. Non-respondents were aiso given a 

code for the meaning variable that was categorized as "No Comment." On this basis, 36% 

dernonstrated meaning based on nature as a place, 17% expressed meaning as connections with 

nature, 9% displayed meaning in nature as coming from the sense of self it provides, 8% were 

classified as disaffected, and 30% did not comment. 

These categories were subsequently assigned nurneric values6 in order to be used in the cdculation 

of the affinity index, which defines whether a respondent has a p a t e r  or lesser intensity of 

6 Values were assigned as follows: Self = 4, Connection = 3, Place = 2, Disaffecteci = 1, No Comment = 0. 



involvement with urban natural area park land. Further analysis suggested that in terms of 

perforrning a thorough assessrnent of meaning subgroups, three categories would suffice. On this 

basis the five categories were coliapsed to form one group that created meaning from experiencing 

a kinship with nature (26% of al1 respondents), one group for which rneaning seemed to be based 

in the utility of nature (36%), and one group of respondents who did not report any 

meaninghlness conceming experiences with nature in the city (38%). These three groups organize 

the extensive discussion that takes place in the next chapter on how meaning relates to expectations 

for naturai area park land. 

A third independent thematic analysis was perforrned by using SONAR software - an application 

designed specifically for analyzing qualitative data This product carries out key word and phrase 

searches which then provide a quick sort of comment texts. The text for al1 179 responses was 

entered into this MAC-based application, dong with key variables such as case number, gender, 

age group, and park use patterns. The software was subsequently used to generate a sort based on 

gender only. 

The sort showed that consistent with their respective representation in the survey sample overall, 

women provided 60% of the experience reports and men 40%. These rates, however, indicate that 

70% of the women and 64% of the men described a nature experience. As well, women tended to 

give a response that is on average 10% longer than than those provided by the men. These figures 

taken together suggest a greater participation on the part of women in reporting their eitperiences 

with urban nature. 

The SONAR application was also used in conducting an ovedl  thematic analysis of al1 of the 

responses. This analysis was done by an independent researcher' who found the following: 

Responses ranged significantly in length and topic areas addressed. Although the 
responses do not fall neatly into categories, five major themes, five cornmon themes and 
numerous unrelated topic areas can be identified. Most respondents' cornments addressed 
more than one topic area. 

Responses were generally positive and supportive of efforts to retain natural open space 
within the City of Calgary for the enjoyrnent of present and future generations. A 
substantial number of respondents identified specific natural areas in their responses. In 

7 Nancy Marshall, k n  a local research consultant, prepared the original text of  this analysis in August 1995. Ms 
Marshall subsequently became a PhD student in the Urban Planning and Development program at New South Wales 
University, Sydney, Ausualia 
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descending order of frequency, these areas were: the City's riverbanks, Nose Hill, Eish 
Creek, Glenmore, Bowness, Bowmont, Edworthy and Weaslehead parks, the Inglewood 
Bird Sanctuary, Prince's Island and Riley Park. 

The foilowing summary statements represent an 'order of magnitude' of cornrnents 
received from the most to Ieast often mentioned, 

Five major themes: 
(1) Nature in the city is: relaxing, a place for stress release, quiet, peaceful and tranquil. 
(2) Nature h the city is: an ability to see and appreciate flora and fauna in their somewhat 

natuml environments. 
(3) Nature in the city is: a way to balance the effects of the human-built environment. 

Many people stated that naniral open space offers relief nom aspects of city life such as 
traf£ïc pollution, noise and the 'hustie and bustle' of urban living. Park users 
appreciate the heaith benefiu, fresh air, limited number of park users and the 
intruisic value of park open space. 

(4) Nature in the city is: an example of harrnonious CO-existence of man made and natural 
settings. 

(5) Nature in the city is: an opportunity to participate in activity outdoors. 

Five common themes: 
(1) Nature in the city is: an opportunity to spend time with famîly and to let children play in 

an unstructured envuonment, 
(2) Nature in the city is: an opportunity to enjoy nature in general. 
(3) Nature in the city is: naturd open space which is close to home. 
(4) Nature in the city is: safe. 
(5) Nature in the city is: a means to enhance quality of Iife. 

The remaining responses covered a wide range of topic areas. Of these, many respondents 
mentioned that Calgary's open spaces should be protected as parks. Several respondents 
stated that nature in the city was simply 'unaltered, open space.' Several others stated that 
nature in the city is not really 'nature' and that it was not possible to have this in an urban 
setting. In contrat, just as many respondents suggested that natural areas in the city 
should be kept natural, with as little manicuring as possible. 

Smaller clusters of respondents stated that parks should be a safe place to go in the city, 
that they should be accessible, that public funds should be spent differently within the open 
space system, and that dog waste in public spaces should be the responsibility of the pet 
owner. 

h i e  to the small sample size, caution should be used when interpreting the data. This 
question was structured for qualitative answers and was anal y zed accordingiy . Responses 
were not able to be 'dosed' into 'like' categories. This qualitative data analysis is not 
statistically valid.8 

The pnmary researcher's own subsequent analysis of content proved to be in agreement with most 

of the findings of this independent review. However, some differences were observed and the 

framework used to present the in depth account of meaning themes emerging frorn respondents' 

8 Excerpt from original report prepared by Nancy Manhall. August 1995. at the tequest of the author. To avoid 
repetition, respondent quotes included in her onginal are not duplicated here. See the remainder of the chapter for 
extensive verbatim material. 



tex& is based on the author's modifications to the ten categories outlined through this first 

assessrnent. The following section reports in detail on these fmdings, including an extensive 

selection of verbatirn excerpts nom respondents' texts. The quotes are included in order to provide 

the reader with an opportunity to experience fmt-hand the range and depth of responses and to 

explain various points in the analysis. 

6.3 Analysis of Meaning: <<For me, nature in the city is . . ." 
Approximately two-thirds of the survey respondents provided an answer to the open-ended 

question about the meaning that nature in the city has for them.9 An overview of the analysis of 

responses to the question shows that within the confmes of an essentially conhived environment, 

people have both a physical and a psychological relationship with nature that reflects not only a 

particular self-identity, but aiso their expectations for a valid nature experience. Respondents to the 

survey experienced the natural environment primarily as a sening for an activity, then as 

opportunity for reflection. They expect to encounter clean, safe nature, tarned for city use. Both 

the physical and psychological meanings related by respondents are indicative of very traditional 

and even stereotypic stones conceming our relationship with nature. They tend to portray an ideal 

and romanticized notion of nature consistent with prevalent social contexts that view contact with 

nature as an awe-inspiring means to self-fulfilment, wildlife as an endangered oddity, and the 

outdoors as a healthy haven or refuge fkom normal city life. 

This analysis allows for the identification of multiple meaning themes within a case. The 

assessment is impressionistic, rather than empirical, as actual word counts were not conducted. 

The results indicate that overall there are five major themes and two comrnon general types of 

remarks that respondents consistently report conceming the meaning of nature in the city. The 

restorative influence of contact with the naturai environment is the most often mentioned 

meaningful consequence of encouniers with urban nature. In order of most to least often 

mentioned, the other four major theme groupings are: nature in the city has meaning as an 

opportunity to appreciate wild flora and fauna; it has meaning as a way to balance the effects of 

urban life; it is meaninghl as a setting for outdoor activities; and it is meaningful as a focus for 

9 Of these. about 8% gave a response that was either off topic or not detailed enough to judge a meaning. 
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family time together. The two cornmon general remarks were related to the convenience and safety 

of urban nature. 

6.3.1 Theme 1: Restorative Powers of Urban Nature 

In terms of the restorative powers of urban nature, respondents reported that nature had meaning 

with respect to the ability of the urban naturai environment to precipitate a sense of peacefulness 

and perspective on daily life (see Figure 18). This theme was usually manifest in remarks about 

nature as a place to relax, relieve stress, and enjoy some peace and quiet. The tone and range of 

many of the responses with a "restorative" theme are represented in the following cornrnents: 

For me, nature in the city is. . . [a]n essential part of living. It's great to be able to 
take children out for walks and picnics. It has a very calming effect on ail of us and 
we are then better able to make the rest of the day a positive and productive tirne. 

(Case 055: FYR) 10 

For me, nature in the city is . . . 1 really enjoy walking through the neighbourhood 
and looking at people's gardens. Right now the lilacs are in full bloom and their 
scent is a particular pleasure. Usually these walks take me to Bowness Park, where 
1 head toward the river and walk dong it as far as 1 can (Le. have time for on a 
particular day). Walking in an aestheticaily pleasing and at least somewhat natural 
environment is for me one good way of coping with stress, relaxing and regaining 
perspective and peacefulness. It's the more natural aspects of the park, and other 
riverside walks (e-g. below Silver Springs) that 1 enjoy. (Case 136: FOR) 

Cases 055 and 136 are typical of the restorative thematic group in that their responses are highly 

persona1 and very conversational in character. The rhythm of the writing seems to rnirror the 

respondents' sense of tranquility. The responses are typicai in their understanding that it is an 

urban experience that is under discussion, a fact which this next exarnple from the restorative 

theme group demonstrates: 

For me, nature in the city is . . . [a] way for me to reduce stress, experience the 
tranquility and beauty of nature, to see and l e m  about nature, get exercise for me 
and rny dogs, al1 this without having to leave the city. (Case 2 13: FYR) 

10 The code to identify respondent characteristics is GenderIAgdUse Pattern with F - Female, M - Male; 
Y = Younger than 50 years of age, O - 50 years of age and older; R - Use More often, L - Use less often; 
U - Unknown. 



Figure 18 

Opportunity to regain perspective - a local hiking trail 
(Photo courtesy of Calgary Parks & Recreation) 

It may be that the urban context is responsible for an absence of references to spiritual meanings in 

the typical restorative thematic grouping response. Perhaps the awe-inspiring aspect of nature 

which is so strongly felt in wilderness enCOUnkrS is more subdued in the reduced scale of urban 

environments. Although there is an underlying sense of spirituality in many of the responses, only 

the following two cases made expiicit reference to invohement of what they see as a higher power 

in providing the experience. As these respondents note: 

For me nature in the city is the opportunity to get away from it ail and appreciate the 
world the way in which God truly intended. It's a sense of freedom and total 
contentment. It's like a vacation without the expense and actual travel. (Case 13 1: 

F w  



For me nature in the city is a reminder of my CREATOR. A place to meditate. A 
reminder of my good fortune to be Canadian. The tranquillizer 1 need when 1 am 
stressed. One aftordable alternative to the mountains. Any little paradise. (Case 
184 FOR) 

Although paxt of this theme group, Case 005, which follows, is also atypical for two reasons. It is 

not as articulate as the usual restorative response and the respondent specifically mentions the 

potential for feeling unsafe at times. While safety is a sub theme in some responses and is one of 

the two common general remarks noted in analysis (see later in the text), this respondent is one of 

few who personalizes the safety concem: 

For me, nature in the city is . . . [t]o walk in parks is best for peace to get rid of 
anger or frustration and relaxing. Nervous if alone with only one or two strangers 
behaving oddly. Like police on horseback. Most parks have families, lovers others 
around. 1 use parks for exercise and for enjoyment, like to meditate and enjoy 
nature, flowers, birds, bushes. Fewer and fewer birds in city. No meadow larks 
for many years. Enjoy parks everyday of my life even in winter. Beautifil nature. 
(Case 005: FOR) 

6.3.2 Theme 2: Awareness of Wildlife in the City 

The second most often encountered theme was the meaning that nature has in terms of the 

opportunity to see other forms of life in the city, with bird watching figuring prominently in the 

responses (see Figure 19). The fust two examples, Cases 152 and 244, are typical of the wildlife 

thematic group in that aside from birds, the meaninal part of nature associated with wildlife 

viewing is chancing upon species one would not normally expect to see in the city.11 No one, for 

exarnple, rnentioned the joy in seeing rnice or spiders. At the same Ume, there were no responses 

that referred to pests in general or to the use of wildlife as a possible food source (not that we 

would necessarily expect that kind of comment in an urban setting, but in view of the popularity of 

fishing on the Bow River, it was surprising that fishing was not even mentioned in any of the 

1 1 Raglon (1991) speculates on what is so moving in general about chancing upon a creature from the wild in an 
non-threatening situation. Drawing on descriptions of an encounter with a mouse in the city, and of meeting a 
lemming in the wild, she suggests that Our own lives are put into perspective through the discovery of dign& in 
another life of value and interest. As she observes. al1 contact with wild animals is a way to "defeat reason" (Raglon 
199 1, 18, citing Lopez*) by coming "into contact with something greater and more powerful than ourselves** 
(Raglon 1991, 18). 

* The citation provided by Raglon ( 199 1 ) is: Barry Loper 1 986. Imagination and desire in a nonhem Iandscape. 
NY: Charles Scnbner's Sons. The original source was not consulted. 



activity based responses). Typicd of this general orientation are Cases 152 and 244 

For me, nature in the city is [blird watching. Seeing a coyote running dong the 
road to the airport with a ground squirrel in his mouth. Watching the ground 
squirrels. Seeing how many wild flowers I can identify on a walk. Being 
surprised by skunks, foxes, and deer in my own neighbourhood. Walking my dog 
in River Park every day of the year. (I pick up!) (Case 152: FOR) 

For me, nature in the city is . . . We live across from an open field fiom Silver 
S p ~ g s  Golf course, this open field goes right d o m  to the river. At many times in 
the fifieen years of living here we have had deer across in the field even in our front 
yard. There has even been coyotes and a moose. Having this chance to see wildlife 
up close in the city is awe inspiring. (Case 244 FYR) 

In addition to the obvious sensory pleasures and feelings of discovery that viewing wildlife in the 

city precipitates, the source of inspiration for the wildlife thematic grouping could be related to, as 

Raglon (1991) suggests, the fact that encounters with wildlife serve to remind us that we share the 

world with other life. The idea that humans are but one of many life forms whose swival 

Figure 19 

depends on 

Appreciation of other life forms - geese along the river 
(Photo courtesy of Calgary Parks & Recreation) 

our treatment of the natural environment is an important point in discussioi 



environmental philosophy, especially in those of deep ecology. Case 085, which follows, shows 

how the meaning generated by contact with particular wiidlife might lead to a greater awareness of 

our place in the world. It also provides a rare example of an expression of a theoretical idea (the 

idea that people feel comected with nature through changes in the seasons) in terms of a "real life" 

experience. As the respondent puts it: 

For me, nature in the city is sometimes my only connection with the 
seasonskhythrnltime. 1 am able to see the changes we cause. Example, where 1 live 
1 rarely hear birds anymore. Ten years ago 1 always did. Did they leave? No, they 
moved to less congested areas. No durnmies, as the downtown core filled up. The 
balance has tipped. Perhaps we should pay heed. The parks remind me to stay 
humble that 1 am just a part in the big scheme of things that 1 am not the only thing 
with needs. They make me joyous! (Case 085: FYR) 

The following wildlife thematic grouping cases are atypical for different reasons. Case 209 is one 

of the few responses to mention gardening and to refer to actually feeding birds. As both of these 

activities are cornrnon in urban areas, and in view of the age demographics for the Nature in the 

City survey (46% are 45 years and over, compared with 26% of Calgary's population in general, 

and 33% of the Calgary 15 years and older population), one might expect that more people would 

have commented on gardening in pdcuIar  as a way to be in contact with living things. For 

whatever reason, perhaps because of the association of nature wit!! "wild," gardens were not 

remarked upon as king part of experiencing nature in the city, with the exception of the following 

response: 

For me, nature in the city is . . . Flaving a smdl garden and feeding the birds 
which corne to my yard. (Case 209: UUL) 

The next example, Case 069, is uniike others in the wildlife theme group in that many "cityfied" 

aspects of flora and fauna are included in the enurneration of things that are, for this person, 

meaningful as nature in the city. In the following, "Inglewood" refers to a public bird sanctuary in 

w a r y :  

For me, nature in the city is . . . b]ird watching. IngIewood. Flowers and Gardens 
of Riley park [a local forma1 flower garden area]. Walking and wildlife in Fish 
Creek. Conservatory and Animals [live and other] at the zoo. Driving, walking 
and sitting watching in Glenmore Park. (Case 069: FOL) 

Also atypical to the wildlife theme group is Case 193 in which the gratification that the respondent 



experiences conceming contact with wildife is denved not from an episodic encounter based on 

novelty, but is rather more of an everyday kind of relationship, based on familiarity. As the 

respondent describes it: 

For me, nature in the city is . . . Around Our community we are fortunate to have 
some undeveloped wild land containing areas with bushes and trees too thick to 
have people walk through which has allowed wild pheasants to survive for many 
years. We occasionally see them, but I hear them every moming as 1 walk to work 
and it gives me great pleasure to know that they're there. It makes me think, how 
forninate that nght in the middle of the city 1 cm expenence this. (Case 193: FYL) 

The meaning, perhaps in terms of self-affirmation, that results from king in regular contact with 

other living things appears to be important to Our sense of personal well-king. For exarnple, in a 

recent study by Baimori and Morton (1993)- Nathaniel, a homeless person in New York City, 

reported that 

1 built the tent around a park bench. I had a garden outside. I've got a place, I've 
got a garden. It came fiom growing things actually. Two or three big sunflowers 
came up fiom seeds. 1 had a praying mantis there. 1 found it on the other side of 
the fence, caught him, and put him in a cage. 1 would bring hirn out to play in the 
garden in the daytime (Nahaniel's narrative in Balmori and Morton 1993.64). 

Further, as Balmori and Morton (1993) inadvertently discovered in their photo documentation of 

the gardens of homeless people in New York city,i2 in situations where the environment is either 

socially or ecologically too inhospitable to sustain life, the individual's gardens are enhanced with 

artificial plants and stuffed animals. This is the case with AngeIo, who had two gardens ou tside of 

his tent house set up on Pier 84 on the Hudson River, where he has lived for eleven years. As he 

tells it: 

Outside my house 1 have two gardens, It's not a garden actually, no flowers or 
tomatoes or eggplants. It's a toy garden. 1 got a gorilia, Godzilla a Barbie doll me 
got the Barbie do11 from a little girl whose life he saved when she fell off the pier], 
and lotsa, lotsa, toys. A lot of people corne by over here. It's like a museum . . . 
nobody touches it (Angelo's narrative in Balmori and Morton 1993.82). 

It seems that even where there is no other life, people have an urge to create an illusion of it, 

12 Balmon and Morton (1993) defme the gardens created by homeless people in their study as "an exterior 
composition in space consisùng of recycled elements. requinng little expense and maintenance, and creating an 
imagery that reflects the situation of its maker" (Balrnori and Morton 1993, 10). 



possibly as a point of reference for selfdefinition or maybe even as a necessary object of our care 

and affection. 

6.3.3 Theme 3: Providing a Balance in City Living 

The third most common theme encountered was that nature is meaninml due to the balance that it 

provides to the noxious aspects of city living (see Figure 20). The stress reducing capacity of 

nature figures prominently in this theme group, expressed in terms of the relief it provides from the 

pressures of the urban environment. This category is representative of perhaps the most 

stereotypic orientation towards nature. The underlying subtext is essentially that the city is an 

unnatural environment, even though humans are a decidedly domesticated lot. The stress of Iife 

without the conveniences of electricity, plumbing, political organization and so on, is not a factor 

Figure 20 

Balancing nature and the city - Prince's Island Park 
(Photo courtesy of Calgary Parks & Recreation) 
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in this romantic conceptualization of nature. However, none of the respondents suggested that we 

need to go back to a more natural way of living. The essence of meaning for most of this group is 

that nature provides a desirable balance to what they must endure in the city. The following 

examples demonstrate this point: 

For me, nature in the city is . . . The natural areas in Calgary are important to add a 
sense of balance to the hustle and bustle of city living. 1 enjoy walking along 
pathways in Fish Creek Park, or along the Bow River pathway particularly when 
there is no one else around. The smells, sounds and sights of nature are very 
relaxing and renewing. City dwellers need to be able to escape. (Case 150: FYL) 

For me, nature in the city is . . . [elssential to counterbalance the urban 
development. It serves to remind one that there is a real world existing quite apart 
from the fabricated one humans tend to create for themselves. Absolutely 
imperative to have naturehaturd areas to refresh one's outlook and relieve day to 
day stresses. (Case 0 16: MYR) 

For me, nature in the city is . . . [a] chance to leave the human environment. A 
more relaxed place to meet people. An imperative antidote to the Uicreasing density 
of the built environment. (Case 21 4 MYR) 

Al1 of these examples are typical of the "balance" group in expressing the belief that the kind of 

respite nature provides is essential to healthy living. Case 2 1 4 also profiles a paradoxical 

characteristic seen in some of the "balance" responses - the statement that the natural environment 

provides a superior climate for social contact. For example, respondents in this grouping 

commented that: 

For me, nature in the city is . . . [a] retreat away from traffic and noise, a place 
where people Say hello as you pass. (Case 219, excerpt: FYR) 

For me, nature in the city is . . . [a] private retreat to escape the stress and hustle of 
the city, somewhere to go when life doesn't seem too rosy, nature seems to boost a 
person's spirit. Also parks are an excellent place to exercise and socialize, much 
better than average meeting places. There is not much in this world left to fully 
appreciate. We lose Our parks, we lose Our sense of being human. (Case 017: 

The role that natural area parks play in providing a place for socializing came out as a point of 

discussion in one of the focus groups that preceded the public survey. In the context of remarking 



on what she thought Calgarians wodd miss most if there were l e s  natural area park land, one of 

the participants expressed the view that she would feel the Ioss of special places to sociaiize. As 

she explained, k i n g  out in Calgary's natural areas provides an important oppoctunity to meet 

people who are interested in doing the same kinds of things that you are. She noted that: 

[in areas like] GIenmore Park, they have that trail, 1 was there on the weekend and 
there was so many people doing different types of activities and they were 
interacting and it was j ust very pleasant (S tudent focus group transcripts). 

The notion being presented is that people are friendlier when out doing things in parks than they 

are when walking d o m  a busy city street. In this view, the nature experience is seen to provide a 

common bond in which people rnay feeI they can more readily talk to süangers (however 

inadvisable that rnay be). In addition to being able to meet like-minded people in friendly 

surroundings, it rnay aiso be as Haggard & Williams ( l m )  sugest, people are tmly more 

themselves when involved in leisure activities. Without the constraints of everyday life, and with 

an assurned common appreciation of nature, a certain camaraderie rnay in fact result. This aspect 

of the nature experience rnay be especially meaningful to people seeking a baIance to an urban 

environment they view as hostile and impersonal. 

6 3 . 4  Theme 4: Enjoying Ontdoor Recreation Settings 

The fourth major thematic grouping identified the meaning nature has as a setting for outdoor 

leisure pursuits. In this thematic group we see a return to the personal voice as individuals 

describe favourite activities that obviously are very cherished and infused with persona1 meanings. 

The fact that these respondents focus on an activity as being the meaningful experience they wished 

to relate rnay be indicative of a more goal-directed type of personality. Or it rnay be that these 

kinds of activities generate especially pleasing and therefore more memorable and easily recalled 

experiences than do experiences which result in the formation of more generalized sentiments. 

Although the discussion hem is on a detailed analysis of the thematic content of responses, the 

reader rnay recall that the experience of nature is describeci as being both a physical and a 

psychological phenomena, with certain individuals in the survey leaning more or less to one or 

another of the types. In terms of this study, the physical experience is charactenzed in the 

meanin#ulness of nature as a place. The study identifies the meanings generated from 

experiencing nature as a place as the most prevalent mode (experienced by just over 50% of those 



who reported an experience), and within that category, nature as a backdrop for a favourite outdmr 

recreation activity is the most comrnody reported rneaningful experience with nature in the city. In 

this respect the following cases are not only typical of the thematic category but also representative 

of the rnajority of respondents in their references to specific parks and locations, as for exarnple, in 

these two cases which note: 

For me, nature in the city is . . . [a] walk in Nose Hill. Tubing or canoeing on the 
Elbow and Bow Rivers. A walk through Bowness Park. Bicycling on al1 of the 
river and Glenmore Iake and park trails. A walk through Inglewood Bird 
Sanctuary. (Case 23 1 : FOL) 

For me, nature in the city is . . . [flor relaxation, recreation and exercise. For 
example. Biking on Nose Hill or cross-country skiing at Fish Creek Park. (Case 
243: MYL) 

The following example is typical, as well, in displaying the obvious delight the respondent takes 

even in writing about the particular activity and setting king reported on, regardless of the specific 

location of the experience. As this respondent notes: 

For me, nature in the city is . . . A favourite is paddling d o m  the Bow or EIbow 
rivers. Not only is it a chance to get outdoors and encounter nature [bird life, 
wildlife, view park land and wild land], it's a great way to see Calgary from a 
different perspective, The water is fast, clear and cool. The experience is relaxing, 
interesting and sou1 reviving. (Case 006: MYR) 

Figure 21: Nature settings close to home - a short walk home from the 
(Photo by the author) 
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The clarity of the self-image king portrayed by the respondent in this next exarnple, although 

more explicit than most of the responses in the survey, does show how a person will select a 

certain image of hirnself or herself to present in creating (and reporting on) meaning from an 

experience with nature. In this case, as with others in this thematic grouping, the setting carries 

with it certain understood meanings that can relate to self-image. In this exarnple the respondent 

depicts herself as a free-spirited, patriotic Calgarian. The respondent writes: 

For me, nature in the city is . . . Dleing able to saddle up my horse and ride in 
Glenmore Equestrian Park S.W. That park with the winding horse trails, riding 
rings and jumps is the reason why I love Calgary. 1 have had the opportunity in my 
career to transfer but have not because of my lifestyle with my horse that Calgary 
offers. [T]his city of the horse, Stampede, Spruce Meadows [a private equestrian 
facility south of Calgary] is greàt! (Case 12 1 : FYR) 

One would need to be aware of the specific Calgary situation to know that equestrian use at 

Glenmore Park has ken  the subject of prolonged and intense public debate. Environmental impact 

studies in certain areas of the park have recomrnended lirniting this use. Historical precedent and 

political will have most recently resulted in the approval of a somewhat modifed but continued 

equestrian use. Within this context, the respondent may have an image of herself as a defender of 

individual rights and fieedoms, resisting interference fiom park planners and overbearing 

government restrictions in generd. 

In al1 of the more comprehensive responses provided in this survey, each respondent not only sets 

forth a particular image of her or himself, but also offers a sense of the relationship that she or he 

feels they have with nature. Comments such as "Nature is part of Our Being!" '(case 182, excerpt: 

MYR); and "[nature in the city] is important because we are made of the same stuff and there is 

enough man made stuff around that 1 don? feel we need anyrnoree. . . [w]e must do our best to 

keep as much natural areas around us to keep us dl in balance with our natural forces." (Case 179, 

excerpt: EYL) are evidence of this fact. Although respondents in the outdoor activity thematic 

grouping do not provide a more explicit self image than do any of the other groupings, the images 

are perhaps easier to access, at least by a local who has a shared sense of what it means to came 

d o m  the Bow River (see Figure 21, previous page) or an idea about what someone might be like 

who chooses to go walking on Nose Hill. 



63.5 Theme 5: Focus on Family Time 

The final major thematic grouping found in the content analysis was the meaning that nature in the 

city has as a special environment for families, that is, mainly as a pleasant setting for leisure 

pursuits, but in some cases also as an opportunity to demonstrate certain values related to the 

naturai environment. While this grouping could be considered a sub-theme of the outdoor 

recreation gouping, respondents seldom mentioned a specific activity, describing meanings 

instead that were clearly in relation to experiencing nature as a farnily (see Figure 22). These fmt 

two responses are examples of the setting aspect As the respondents note: 

For me, nature in the city is . . . [qluality farnily time together in a natural 
surrounding. (Case 1 8 1 : MOL) 

For me, nature in the city is . . . [bleing able to go for a short drive to enjoy nature 
by taking a long wak away where it is peaceful and no cars, etc. . . - 1  spent many 
wonderful hours in the parks when my farnily was young and 1 feel they dso enjoy 
nature as 1 do now they are grown. They have good memories of Our hours spent 
in the natural and free parks. (Case 143: MYL) 

Figure 22 

Family time - walking through Confederation Park in the fa11 
(Photo courtesy of Calgary Parks & Recreation) 

Case 143 also introduces the k t  of the two common generai remarks made by respondents - that 

nature in the city means places close to home. With regards to differences in expectations for 



proximity of urban nature, Case 151 speaks for many respondents in noting that: 

For me, nature in the city is . . .[t]o be able to go and walk preferably with my dog, 
within a short distance of my house, and whenever 1 have some time available 
(fifteen minutes to a few hours). 1 like to be able to w& directly from my house to 
a park nearby, several times a day. But if 1 want to see real wilderness, 1 drive to 
the National Park [BanfQ, which is there for this purpose. (Case 15 1 : MOR) 

In terms of family time meanings, Case 21 1, which follows, shows the importance of the 

proximity of natural areas to the respondents in this grouping. The convenience aspect is definitely 

a factor in encouraging families to find time to spend in the natural environment. As this 

respondent describes it : 

For me, nature in the city is . . . DJaving the freedom to enjoy the outdoors how 1 
choose with my farnily at no cost. Also, the convenience of not having to travel 
long periods of time to be able to enjoy the parks. We have to keep as much nature 
or natural surroundings as possible. This is the history for our children. (Case 21 1: 

Case 21 1 also touches on how values can be communicated through farniIy involvernent in nature. 

It would be fair to assume that in choosing to suggest that we have an obligation to future 

generations in the way we relate to the natural environment, this is a notion that has a significant 

meaning for the respondent, As such one might expect that she imparts the idea to her children as 

they are involveci in nature together. Other examples which imply that d u e s  are k i n g  handed 

down in a farnily's experiences with nature are provided by the following: 

For me, nature in the city is [a] chance to connect with this aspect of our lives on a 
regular ongoing basis, without having to leave the city. Its very pleasant to leave 
the hustle and bustle to enjoy quiet time in peaceful surroundings. My children 
have monitored baby owIs in a nest just a short bike ride from home. We consider 
this a privilege. (Case 146: FYR) 

For me, nature in the city is . . . [glrealty appreciated. It allows my farnily and 1 to 
enjoy and we're careful not to destroy so others cm enjoy. (Case 073, excerpt: 

l='yR) 

Safety concems in urban nature - the second comrnon general remark referred to earlier - also 

appears either overtly or implicitly in relation to the family time theme. Although the issue of 

safety is seldom mentioned first by respondents, as the following comments suggest, it is perhaps 

implied as a given in al1 experiences noted as meaninfil by the farnily time grouping of 



respondents, Both these next examples iilustrate cases in which safety was actuaiiy mentioned, but 

as Case 037 points out, others are Iikely assuming that any experience must be safe in order for a 

farnily to even consider engaging in it. In other words, there is an understanding or expectation 

that the experience of nature in the city wi1l be safe. As the respondents suggest: 

For me, nature in the city is . . . Blaving a safe park like Bowness or Nose Hill, 
parks where farnilies c m  enjoy walks, cycIing and peaceful recreational activities. 
Parks which are clean, close to home and weI1-lit at night where people can walk 
their dogs or go jogging without worrying about crime and violence in the park. 
(Case 126: FYR) 

For me, nature in the city is . . . [a] place to relax and get rid of the stresses of daily 
life but it must be safe for children and adults or it defeats the purpose. (Case 037: 
FOL) 

The expectation of safe, controlled opportunities to experience urban nature (see Figure 23) is 

demonstrated in general comments related to safety that extend beyond the fami1y time thernatic 

meaning group. For example, Case 064 notes: 

For me, nature in the city is . . . [elnjoying walkways and developed park land. If 
1 iived close to a natural wildemess park 1 would enjoy that too but sometimes 1 am 
afraid to go to a wilderness area park alone. (Case Cl64 FYL) 

Figure 23 

Safe and controlled urban nature - Prairie Winds Park 
(Photo courtesy of Calgary Parks & Recreation) 



With the exception of this case, in which safety appears to be the main criteria for a meaningful 

experience to take place, not enough references occurred to include the idea of safety as a major 

thematic grouping. The sanitization of nature in the city appears to be accepted by many 

respondents who acknowledge, and even prefer, the structure that is imposed on the urban nature 

experience. Respondents in the the following two cases explain it as: 

For me, nature in the city is . . . [a] place to go which is green and resdul. 1 used to 
live by Nose Hill Park and only went a couple of times as I prefer the more 
stmctured areas of trees and picnic areas. These areas, such as Bowness Park 
provide for a variety of interests, so draw more people. (Case 208: En) 

For me, nature in the city is . . . [pleaceful outdoors. Getting close to nature in a 
secure and safe venue. (Case 236: FOL) 

One respondent in particular summed up the realities of what one cm expect from the urban nature 

experience by noting that: 

Nature in the city is a different kind of nature than in a less populated area. Since 
we do live in a city we have a responsibility to make the city a safe and pleasant 
place for people - and people and nature (large numbers of people) do not go well 
together because people are very destructive by sheer numbers. Therefore it is 
difficult to keep anything in a city na tud  without restricting the use so we must get 
used to having altered natural areas as they must be used by people seeking 
enjoyment in the out of doors as they personally can enjoy it (within reason of 
course!) (Case 2 10: FYR) 

This comment was one of the few to actually suggest that Our expectations for nature in the city 

ought to be different than for nature elsewhere. However, about 5% of respondents overall 

expressed the view that our expectations for nature in the city should be non-existent (see Figure 

24). For these respondents experience with urban nature is not rneaninghil and their responses 

have k e n  categorized as "disaffected." The following two cases are examples from this type of 

response: 

For me, nature in the city is . . . [nlot al1 that important. A city is a place to live and 
work. Only a very small percentage of the population ever use parks and naniral 
areas. What we already have is quite adequate for the small use and limited suitable 
weather we have for their use (About 4/ 12 [4 out of 12 months] of the year at the 
most). (Case 0 1 2: MOL) 

For me, nature in the city is . . .[a] waste of space and in Calgary, usually not very 
attractive. There are plenty of areas outside the city. (Case 022: Mn) 



Figure 24 

"Wasted space?" . . . vacant land dong the Bow River 
(Photo coartesy of Caigary Park & Recreation) 

This type of disaffection was in the minority for respondents, but in view of the fact that the 

original distribution for the survey was to a raodom sample of al1 Calgary households, it is not 

unreasonable to suggest that at l e s t  5% of the adult population in Calgary might be similarly 

inclined towards such a view. This was also the percent of respondents who indicated that Calgary 

could do with less natural area park land in the referendum-style p l 1  that accompanied the survey. 

But for the most part, even while not specifIcally stated in their texts, most respondents seem to be 

in agreement with the following respondent who suggests that: 

For me, nature in the city is [vlery different from nature outside the city. tt is a 
more stnictured nature which pulls the benefits of beauty and combines it with 
usefulness (sports, exercise etc...). (Case îû6: MYM). 

6 A Summary 

These exarnples from the content andysis of responses provide a sense of the scope of individual 

meanings created from expenences with nature in the city. But while the intensity of meanings 

generated is the wsult of individual interptetations of experience, the scope is a function of the 

social context in which our culture currentiy understands the humadnature relationship. As the 



narratives show, there was no thematic category of meaning resulting from menacing or 

threatening expenences with nature. This is the case even ihough there have been local natural 

disasters in the past such as widespread flooding and extremely destructive hail storms. It seems 

clear that for urban nature at least, the scope of social meanings does not encompass the notion of 

nature as king dangerous. instead it is tightly focused on the understanding that being in a natural 

environment is less socially demanding and more personally rewarding than the circumstances 

offered by our regular environments (Knopf 1987, cited in Hartig & Evans 1993,449).[3 The fact 

that there is a cornmon belief that urban nature is able to provide such opportunities is based on a 

romanticized notion of wild nature comrnon in our culture today. 

These results suggest also that perspectives regarding the natural environment in general have 

application to environments as specific as urban natural areas - even though the nature in question 

may be highly comprornised or essentially a surrogate of ideal wildemess.14 Although the 

respondents clearly recognize that there are differences between nature in the city and the 

wildemess, it is si,onificant that the themes arising from their narratives are similar to those 

expressed by people engaged in wildemess experiences (see the discussion of the wilderness idea 

in Chapter 2). For example, Bullock & Newton (1992), in their study of stories about wilderness 

rivers, identified three main themes that relate to the attraction that nature holds for people. As is 

the case in this study, they found that being able to get back to a simpler existence, having a chance 

to make spiritual connections, and seeking relief from the stress and structure of one's usual 

environment are cornmon expectations for an experience with nature. Thematic connections such 

as this allow for the significant body of knowledge related to building an understanding of a wild 

nature experience to be generaiized to helping to explain the dynamics of an urban nature 

experience. 

The results of this analysis also suggest that there is a high degree of cornmon understanding 

13 The citation provided by Hartig and Evans (1993) is: Knopf. 1987. Human behavior. cognition, and affect in the 
natural environment. In Handbook of Environmental Psychology. Volume 1. eds. D. Stokols and 1. Altman, 783- 
825. NY: P. Wiley. The original source was not consulted. 

14 Bennett (1994) points out that the Kaplans (1989) suggest that in many respects the experience of local nature 
parallels that of wildemess. However, the question of the transportability of philosophical perspective between "big- 
E' environmental issues and non-wildemess naturai area concems in an urban context has not been well-documented. 



regarding public expectations of urban nature. The narratives provide an understanding of the 

variety of intentions that people have when active within the urban natural environment. They also 

suggest that in ternis of experiences with nature in the city, individuds are typically seeking 

respite, communion, aesthetic enrichment, exercise, or fun in safe and convenient circumstances. 

It is in the interest of looking more closely at the similarities and differences in expectations that a 

more complex analysis is required. Specifically, there is a need to explore whether variations in 

social context can offer some degree of explanation. This initial analysis indicates that both a 

cultucally influenced eco-eùùc and an individually defmed eco-experience with nature likely 

influence inclinations toward the urban natural environment, The next Part of the dissertation is an 

assessrnent of these factors in terms of what they have to offer towards developing a better 

understanding of situations regarding the appropriate use for urban naniral area park land. 



PART IV: DIMENSIONS OF THE URBAN NATURE EXPERIENCE 

CHAPTER 7 

Ethical Perspectives on Urban Nature 

7.1 Introduction 

The question by question review of the Nature in the City survey results suggest that the diverse 

points of view of those who responded provide a good cross-section of public opinion on natural 

area park land. Al1 of this data aiso establishes a rich source of information for exploring factors 

that contribute to developing a relationship with the urban natural environment. What does this 

survey of public opinion and sentiments Say about collective and personal relationships with the 

urban natural environment? 

Considered in the theoretical context outlined in the literature, the results suggest that two important 

factors contribute to the creation of an acceptable and appropriate human/environment relationship. 

These are ethical inclination toward, and &ec tive engagement wi th, nature. Ethical inclinations are 

culturdly conditioned. They are reflected in disposition towards the integration of human and 

environmental interests. Anective engagements are personally experienced. The intensity of 

psychological and physical involvement that one has with nature is reflected in this dimension. For 

the purposes of this study, each factor is operationalized through data manipulations involving 

various recodings, collapsed response categones, cross tabulations, and/or numeric scding of 

scores.1 The idea of integration of humadenvironment interests is considered in terms of a 

respondent's environmental or eco-ethic.2 This is represented by the response to one of the 

questions conceming views on strategies for the care and protection of urban natural area park 

land. One's intensity of involvement with the natural environment, or eco-experience, is viewed in 

relation to a person's response to past experience with nature in the city - as indicated by an 

- -  -- 

1 In the case of scaling. calculations are used to produce a scale in which the score closest to the median, or 50th 
percentile. is used to mate  two groups upon which to base a cornparison of results. (Preliminary analysis suggested, 
as Heywood [1991] found, that at this level of analysis, using two groups, as opposed to three or more, provided the 
most robust data.) Using this method, the lower half of the scores exhibits a lesser tendency toward a phenomena 
under consideration, while the top half of the scores exhibits a greater tendency towards the same phenomena The 
results for each group can then be compared to each other and to the survey nom or average overall. 

2 This is based on Golany's definition of ethics as "the nom and standards constituted by society to retain order and 
healthy management in its social and environmental setting" (Golany 1995, 1). Taylor adds that environmentai 
ethics are "concemed with the moral relations that hold humans and the narural world together" (Taylor 1986.3)- 



individual's answers to a group of questions assessing affiity for urban nature.3 The eco-ethic is 

associated with socially prescnbed perspectives on nature while affinity is indicative of an 

individual response to interaction with nature. Ultimately the s w e y  results support a typology of 

views on nature which define public expectations concerning natural area park land and which, by 

association, are representative of collective and personal interpretations of culturally conditioned 

relationships with the urban natural environment. 

This chapter considers the influence that the eco-ethic dimension has on humadenvironment 

relationships. It introduces the study resuIts related to viewpoints on urban naturai area park Iand 

preservation strategies. The discussion aIso considers that while people may have similar 

intentions for their experiences with urban nature, different ethicai perspectives result in different 

styles of engagement, The next chapter looks in detail at the dimension of for nature. It 

reports on the analysis of the rneaning and benefit of urban nature as two important aspects of 

afFity. The final chapter in this section presents a model synthesizing how the dimensions of 

eco-ethic and affinity generate different relationships with the urban naturai environment The 

discussion suggests tbat social context is fundarnental to this construction. 

Interaction with the natumi environment is one of the areas of behaviour in which our culture 

perrnits a high degree of individual judgment. Consequently, personai interpretations of socially 

determined ethics play a centrai role in establishing and guiding appropriate interactions. Without 

widespread agreement on the need for strong social controls on human/environment relationships, 

there is a tendency to expect the right to do whatever we see fit with our private property and with 

public property in which we have an interest. The discussion begins by looking at the influence 

that environmental ethics have in definhg relationships with urban nature. 

7.2 Interaction with the Urban Natural Environment 

Theory suggests that in humadenvironment relationships there are fundarnental differences in the 

degree to which everyone is prepared to accept personai constraints in the interest of a vital and 

viable natural environment. Philosophical positions are essentially baseü on the strength of belief 

3 This is measured in terms of rating the respnses to the open-ended question concerning the meaning of experience 
with wban nature, perceiveci benefit of urban natural area park land, use of naiural m a  parks and outlook on urban 
nature in gened. Responses are rated and tocailed to produce an ordinal m i e  of intensity of experience scores which 
pmvide an indication of a respondent's aFfUiity towards naturd m a  park land. 



in a species hierarchy of right to survival, degree to which the rights of and obligations to the other 

are recognized, and overall tendencies towards egoistic/aItnristic behaviours. Some propose that 

one's perspective on the ethics of humanknvironment relationships are the outgrowth of a 

fundamentai worid view, that is, one's most deepIy held beliefs "about the world and the place of 

humans in it" (Schroeder 1995,261). 

Most work identifies two, or sometimes three, basic humadenvironment perspectives, variously 

described as environmental ethics (Matthews 1989)' grounds for environmental ethics (Merchant 

19921, vaiue orientations [Stern and Dietz 19941, viewpoints (Roessler 1993), motivational 

domains (Axelrod 1994), paradigms (Kuhn 1985) or philosophicd perspectives (Virden and 

Brooks 1991; Armstrong and Borler 1993). Each is characterized so as to explain, rationalize, 

and challenge historical and contemporary ideas about the ethics of hurnan interaction with the 

natural environment- The most common distinction made conceming different philosophical 

perspectives on enviconmental ethics is in the precedence of interests. Bipolar taxonomies descnbe 

perspectives in which interest is either primarily human-centred or environment-centred, dthough it 

has ken sugested that such a distinction is "false" in that humans are "unavoidably 

anthropocenaic" in their outlook (Campbell 1996,301). Most work remains based on the prernise 

that in theory such a differentiation c m  and daes occur. It suggests that a human-centred, or 

anthropocentric, perspective assumes human needs and inrerests are of highest, and even exclusive 

value and importance (Armstrong and Botzler 1993,275)4 and that "~]umans are stewards and 

caretalcers of the natural world" (Merchant 1992,72).5 

The environment-centred perspective4 is traditionally referred to as a biocentnc outlook and is 

based on the view that al1 life forms are of equal value (Thiele 1995). More recently the term 

4 As Callicott explains, oùier life forms are seen to have value only to the extent that hey  serve human purposes 
(Callicoa 1984). 

5 In discussion of the anthmpocentric perspective there is çometimes a distinction ma& between highly self-centred 
and egoistic outlooks and social or hornocentric outlwks (Merchant 1992; Bonnes, Aiello and Garcia Ardone 1994; 
and Stem and Dietz 1994). 

6 Values typically attRbuted to an environment-cenkd perspective include an ecosystem approach to rewurce 
consumption, humility regarding the importance of human interests, long-term tirnefmes in assessing 
consequences of behaviour and a "non-material basis for. . . self-esteem" (Paehlke 1993,445). 



ecocentic has corne into popular use? bringing with it a subtle shift in ernphasis away from 

debates about species hierarchy towards maintainhg healthy naturai systerns in general as a priority 

concern (Merchant 1992). Discussions of the various ethical positions on human interaction with 

the natural environment tend to be grounded in "big-E" environmental concerns such as the 

prospects for the continuing viability of life as we know it on earth. 

Research suggests that the pro-presemation ethics brought to bear on these "big-E"concems are 

generalized to wilderness park issues (Virden and Brooks 199 1). But concems over "big-E" 

environmental issues rnay not necessarily be evoked to the same extent in situations involving local 

natural area park land. This is reflected by the fact that only a small group of people (20%) in this 

study tended to put the needs of the environment fmt in confücts involving urban nature. 

These results may also be indicative of the actual level of ecologically-oriented individuds in the 

general population. This is suggested by the finding that although the majority of people 

(approxirnately 60%) are consistent in using the same principles to guide their reasoning in 

environrnental issues, they do not automatically take an ecologicai perspective on conflicts 

involving the naturai environment. Instead they either seek to balance hurnan and environmental 

needs, prefer to evaluate the situation case by case, or aiways see hurnan needs as the priority. 

These hdings suggest that irrespective of whether or not the situation involves wilderness or 

urban nature, most people hope to achieve a balance of interests in conflicts involving the naturai 

environment. 

It is interesting that the study also found that while only a srnall group of people are prepared to put 

the environment fmt in conflicts involving urban nature, twice as many are prepared to make it a 

priority in wildemess situations. The fact that the more marginal environment-centred individuais 

7 Armstrong & Botzler (1993) and Thiele (1995) also make distinctions within the environmentalist perspective. 
Both note that one strearn of ecoceneic thought grounds deep ecology with its firm belief in the inherent and 
inainsic value of the natutaI world (Ammng and Botzler 1995). Thiele further defines a category of "socimenmc 
ecologists" (Thiele 1995,172) which he suggests proposes a more "enlightened fom of anthropocentrism that 
broadens utility to include ecological health" (Ibid.), while Armstrong& Boaler note that the more moderate fom of 
ecocentrism is one based in the "land ethicn (Armstrong and Botzler 1993.369) which suggests that "humans have 
an ethical responsibility towards the natural world" (Ibid.). As well, in his defence of the anthropocenmc 
perspective, Matthews (1989) proposes that humans, as the only self-conscious (though not necessarily self-centred) 
species, simply can not have anything but an anthropocentric viewpoint. He suggests that it is possible to espouse 
an environmental ethic while at the sarne time believing in the special status of humanity. 



say that they would tend to consider wildemess areas differently supports the notion that the 

environmental movement has been successful in influencing individual understanding of 

appropriate boundaries regarding human interaction with wild areas (McDonald and Brown 1995). 

At one time the fundamental issue in wildemess area management was the need to accommodate 

hurnan uses while protecting the natural environment (Virden and Brooks 1991). This issue is still 

of great concem. But, more recently, research has shown that both public sentiment and 

management interests have begun to emphasize the biophysical resource needs as the more 

important consideration (Barns and Knimpe 1995). Perhaps the development of a somewhat 

greater accord in terms of appropriate use of wilderness recreation areas has precipitated even more 

pressure on urban naturd areas. 1s it more likely bat, as a result, the needs of hurnan use would 

be seen as more important in urban circumstances? Within this context one of the key questions 

guiding analysis of the Nature in the City survey results is "what do the response patterns suggest 

in terms of ethical perspectives on urban nature?" 

7.2.1 Preservation Strategies 

The responses to the five questions conceming the appropriateness of certain smtegies for the care 

and protection of natural area were used to calculate a score designed to provide an indicator of 

relative support for strategies onented towards the preservation of urban natural area park land. 

Using the median as a dividing point creates two approximately equal sized groups that provide 

substantial subsets of data from which to characterize the more preservation-onented (Pro- 

Preservation) group in contrat to the less preservation-oriented group (ho-Use).g 

- -  

8 As per the advice in Vincent (1995). who explains that when quantifying the coded responses on a Liken-type 
scale (such as is used in the strategies questions) it is most appropriate to use the median. rather than the mean, as a 
point of reference for M e r  non-pmetric statistical procedures (Vincent 1995). This is because "[tlhe calculation 
of the median does not take into consideration the value of any of the scores. It is based only on the number of 
scores and their rarik order" (Vincent 1995.47, which does not necessarily indicate how much tietter one score is than 
another (i.e. how does a score of 9 in preservation onentation compare to a score of 15). As the median is actually 
the 50th percentile, and percentiles are one way to convert raw scores into workable data, the median is used as the 
dividing point in the preservation orientation scores data. Vincent also advises that when there are duplicate scores 
within a rank order distribution, "the percentile is computed for the highest possible value of the duplicate score" 
(Ibid., 38). That is. if the 50th percentile is case number 135 (out of 270) and that score is 10. then al1 cases sconng 
10 must be included in the count so that the groupings created by the 50th percentile might not represent 50% of the 
cases. In the 1991 Pulse on Parks s w e y  the score of 12 was used as the dividing point because the 50th percentile 
score of 13 was embedded in a duplicate score grouping that ran over into the 60th percentik. Since the object was 
to create two relatively equal sized groups from which to draw a cornparison. 12 more evenly divided the data even 
though it was the 48th percentile. This procedure results in a slightly higher percent of cases in the Pro-Preservation 
group in the 1991 data (52%) as compared to the 1995 data set (50%) in which a score of 12 was the 50th percentile. 



Chi-square analysis suggests that, in terms of basic demographic features, there are significant 

relationships between views on preservation of naturai area park land and age group, education and 

natural area park use patterns. The Pro-Preservation group is comprised of younger people who 

have attended at least some university and are more reguIar users of local natural areas than the les  

preservation-oriented group.9 This is not to suggest that any one of these factors causes a certain 

orientation to prevail, but rather that they can be indicators of likeIy outcornes, especially when 

joined with other influences such as public sentiment and individual knowledge. Age, education 

and park use are al1 likely interconnecteci as a matter of GfestyIe. The individuds in older age 

groups may have been less inclined to attend university as a consequence of growing up in a 

different time and circumstance in which education was either not as accessible nor as much of an 

imperative as it is today. Those respondents under the age of 50, on the other hand, wouid have 

been either toddlers, teenagers or young adults when the fmt Earth Day was held over 25 years 

ago. 10 People in this category have never known a time when our cuIture was not steeped in the 

subtext of images and rhetoric ernphasizing the need to be mindful of the consequences of 

unchecked human prosperity and industry on our finite and fragile environment.11 But those 

respondents in the youngest age group, who for whatever reason are less preservation oriented or 

those in the older group, who are mole preservation oriented remain as evidence of two influences 

at work on aggregate data. Fist is the sway of individuai disposition and second is the relative 

authority of competing cultural scripts.12 These two factors serve as a caution on the ability of 

9 Chi-squares as follows: age-groups 5.18, education 7.98, use pattern 4.93; (2.71 required for 90% level of 
confidence in each case). The results of the 1995 Nature in the City survey suggest no significant relationship 
between views on the preservation of urban natural area park land and househotd income, length of nsidence in 
Calgary or, perhaps surprisingly, proximity of respondent's community to naturd area park land. 

10 The fmt Earth Day was held April22, 1970. It was designed to "promote the ideas of ecology, encourage 
respect for life on earth and highlight growing concern over pollution of soil. air and watei' (the 1996 Canadian 
Encyciopedia Plus on CD-ROM, Earth Day article, Eanh Day subject entry in SmartSearch). Gottlieb (1993) points 
out that critics feel that Earth Day ha instead deflected attention away from addressing systemic sources of 
environmental pollution towards preoccupation with "individual lifestyle issues'* (Gottlieb 1993, 107). 

11 Stem, Dietz and Kalof (1993) suggest that effects on opinions expressed about environmental concems which are 
amibuted to age "are likely to involve both value clifferences rooced in formative experiences and changes in beliefs 
resulting from different information" (Stern et al. 1993,341). 

12 Script theorists feel that even in responding to questions in a swvey conceming opinion or behaviour, individuals 
activate a script in order CO provide a context in which to respond (Abelson 198 1; Tourangeau 1987). 



survey data to be definitive in proving causal links. The strength of survey data is in describing 

and explaining generalized trends. 

The finding that younger, more educated people tend to be more supportive of natural area 

preservation strategies is consistent with established trends research that has found age and 

education factors contribute to one's awareness of and concems over "big-E environmental issues 

(Dunlap 1975; also Tognacci, Weigel, Wideen and Vernon 1972). It also supports the notion that 

cultural context is in a large part responsibIe for f'raming an issue for public consumption. The 

results are as well consistent with the 1991 Pulse on Parks survey which found a si,onificant 

relationship between frequency of park use in general and support for preservation strategies for 

environrnentally sensitive areas. Those respondents in the 1991 survey who attended parks twice 2 

month or more showed a p a t e r  tendency to be classified in the Pro-Preservation oriented group 

than did those who attended parks less frequently. 13 

Comparing preservation orientation in subgroups of data shows that respondents are fairly 

consistent in their views. For exarnple, those who think that it is important to keep as rnuch 

undeveloped park area as possible in and around the city so as to have a healthy urban environment 

are more Pro-Preservation than those who think that it is important to make decisions about those 

undeveloped park areas based mainly on economic pnnciples. As well, alrnost 80% of those who 

indicated natural areas as their top priority for open space funding are Pro-Preservation oriented. 

Those who favoured local open space as a funding priority tend to be Pro-Use and those who 

favoured regional areas as the priority show a SO/SO split in preservation orientation. Fially, it is 

interesting that of those in the Pro-Use oriented group (this is the group having preservation 

strategy scores below the median of 12 out of a possible 20 points), just over half did not respond 

to the open-ended question conceming expenence with nature in the city. Of those who did 

answer the question, over 70% express the meaning of the experience in terms of the utility of 

nature. 

Respondents in general who are categorized as fmding meaning in the utility of the nature 

experience display a split of 50% Pro-Preservation and 50% Pro-Use. But of those categorized 

13 Chi-square - 822.59.2.71 required for 90% confidence Ievel; N - 46,384. 
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into the group which fin& meaning in the kinship aspect of the nature experience, almost three- 

quarten have a Pro-Reservation orientation towards urban naturai area park land. 

These results suggest that taken as a whole, the preservation profiles offer a moderately robust way 

to gauge differences in respondent orientations toward the natural environment. They c o n f m  that 

responses to the five questions about strategies to enhance urban nature are a suitable and reliable 

indicator of expectations for the use of natural area park land in the city. In a modified fom, the 

preservation profiles provide one of three key points of comparison in assessing the various 

relationships people have with the urban natural environment (see Chapter 9). 

73.2 The Integration of Human and Environment Interests 

A closer examination of these five questions shows that for four of the €ive questions there is a 

high level of agreement among respondents that the strategy is to some degree appropriate. One of 

the questions, based on the identification of levels of tolerance for human inconvenience or, 

conversely, support for environmental integrity, profiles the typical bipolar philosophical positions 

in environmental ethics - the question on the appropriateness of prohibiting human use as a 

strategy to presenfe open space. 

While exploring various ways to sort the survey data this question on the advisability of 

constraining human interests displayed an interesting response profile. Of those respondents who 

answered the question, approximately half indicated that they felt it was "Not Appropriate" to 

prohibit human use in order to preserve open space, while the other half indicated that they to some 

degree felt this strategy was appropriate. In addition to providing two substantial subsets of data to 

explore through comparison, the response pattern provides evidence of the theoretical concept of 

bipolar philosophical perspectives in environmental ethics. Those respondents fuiding it "Not 

Appropriate" to limit human use are representative of a more human-centred eco-ethic, while those 

respondents who are willing to accept various degrees of limitations to human activity in the 

interests of the nawal environment, demonstrate a tendency towards an environment-centred eco- 

ethic perspective. 

The human-centred eco-ethic group (44% of al1 respondents) is characterized by a higher than 



expected percent of men and a tendency not to view naturiil area p a k  land as a priority, while the 

environment-centred eco-ethic (44% of dl respondents - 12% did uot provide an opinion) is 

comprised of a greater than expected percent of women, with 30% of the group overall indicating 

that funding for natural areas should be the nurnber one fiscal priority for urban open space 

planning. As this question is one that was replicated from the 1991 Pulse on Parks survey, there 

was an oppominity to go back to that data and compare it to the results of the 1995 study. This 

establishes a basis for trend anaiysis and provides a larger sample to examine in ternis of the 

response pattern (as noted, the 1991 study involved over 45,000 respondents). The cornparison 

shows that, much like in the 1995 study, respondents in the 1991 survey divided themselves into 

two almost equal groups by their response to the question on the appropriateness of prohibiting 

h u m a  use of natural areas as a preservation strategy. In the 1991 study the human-centred eco- 

ethic perspective was exhibited by 42% of respondents overall, while 47% feu into the 

envi ronrnent-centred eco-ethic perspective group. The differences between the two studies 

suggests that there has been a slight drop in support for environmental interests. Because this 

question vigorously tests the intensity of cornmitment to the preservation of natural areas - by 

stating implications for human use - it c m  be used as an indication of prevalence of integraiion of 

human interests with those of the aatural environment. 

7.2.2.1 Integration of Interests: Gender Differences 

This question conceniing opinion on the appropriateness of prohibiting human use as a 

preservation strategy for urban natural areas is an anomaly in two respects. Fint is that the 

response is essentially polarized. Second is that there is a signifiant relationship suggested 

between gender and eco-ethic. The results show that women are more likely than men to find 

some degree of appropriateness in pmhibiting human use (chi-square = 7.18,2.7 1 required for 

90% level of confidence). The 1991 Pulse on Parks echoes these results for the "prohibiting 

human use" question, finding zero probability that differences in opinion expressed by gender 

groups were due to chance (chi-square = 43634, N = 39,837). But while this one question in the 

cluster used to identify orientations towards preservation of urban natural area park land shows a 

gender bias towards women, the two groups forrned by sconng al1 five "strategies" questions 

show no siWcant relationship between gender and tendency to be more or less preservation 

oriented, 



The findings that gender is signZcant in some case, but not others is consistent with recent 

research in gender and "big-E" environmentai concerns. For example, Stem, Dietz, and Kaiof 

( 1993) found no gender differences in strength of value orientations concerning environmentai 

issues, but they suggest that women are more Iikely than men to believe that deterioration in 

environmental quality has harmful consequences for "personal well-being, social weifare and 

health of the biosphere" (Stem et ai- 1993,338). Hill (1994) suggests, too, that aithough she 

found that "women bring a different style of moral reasoning to decisions regarding environmental 

policy" (Hill 1994, 150), wornen may not value the environment differently than men, but may 

instead be more aware of connections or care more about consequences than do men. In this study 

women as a group did not display a stronger orientation than men as a group towards the 

preservation of urban natural areas in generd. But women do exhibit a greater tolerance for 

personal inconvenience in order to accommodate the "greater go& of preserving local natural area 

park land. This tends to support the notion expresseci in the research that as a consequence of 

being more alert to connections and more aware of relationships, women seem to care, or at least 

worry, more about what happens to the environment,l~ 

Stern, Dietz, & Kaiof (1993) note, in citing recent meta-analysis into inconsistencies in findings of 

gender effects on environmental issues, that it has been suggested that women may have stronger 

concerns than men about local environmental issues (Mohai 1992 cited in Stem et al. 1993,33 1). 

But the results of the survey done for this study do not support this assessment, even though the 

entire focus of the research is on local urban nature. The study's findings are in greater agreement 

with the ideas of Giliigan (2992) who suggests, as explained by Hill, that women and men have 

different reasons for king  concemed over environmental issues. 15 

If different reasons for general concem over the environment manifest into gender differences in 

understanding regarding appropriate humadenvironment relationships, there are serious 

ramifications for natural area management at the municipal level. In so far as both administrative 

14 Stern, Dietz and KaIof f 1993) discuss the concept of womcn caring more through referencc to ccofeminist works 
such as those by Grilfin 1978; Merchant 1980; and Diamond and Orenstein 1990. Hill ( 1994) cites the work of 
Gilligan in cstablishing that while women and men both employ the ideas of care and justice in the moral reasoning. 
wornen tend towanis the %are voice" and men to the "justice voice" (Gilligan cited in Hill 1994, 146)- 

15 That is "women are more likely to align their view of themselves mith (ways of reasoning) based on sustainhg 
relationships. and men with standards of f'mess" (Hill 1994. 146, citing Gilligan LW-). 



and political decision-making frameworks are not usuaily balanced with respect to gender 

representation, we could expect the dominance of a human-centred eco-ethic perspective, in which 

human, social and economic needs take precedence in terms of natural area park land use. 

Research suggests that recreation opportunities, particularly outdoor recreation activities, are 

already gender biased in that substantial tax dollars are directed at the operation and maintenance of 

golf courses, formal play fields, cycling paths and indoor arenas, ail of which benefit a 

predominantly male user group (Cordell, Lewis and McDonald 1995; PathWatch 1994). A 

singularly focused activity based approach to planning natural area park land would likely serve to 

increase this imbaiance in terms of creating opportunities for a particular kind of experience, more 

or less preferred by a gender group. However, in this study, aside from the one issue of 

willingness to accept lirnits to human activity in the interest of care and protection of open space, 

gender differences are not apparent even in such fundamental areas as funding priorities, 

expectations for natural area park land supply or frequency of park use. Where the gender effects 

of differences in eco-ethic are most strongly seen are in assessrnent of one's general affinity with 

the natural environment (see Chapter 8). 

This indicates that while differences in the way gender groups might analyze environmental issues 

are apparent, the public opinions expressed in the study are not organized dong gender lines. The 

contrat in expectations for the humanlenvironment relationship, expressed in terms of more or less 

favouring preservation of natural area park land or desire for more or less natural area park land in 

communities, is more likely produced by fundamental differences in personal inclinations shaped 

by a variety of social influences and individuai circumstance. So that while gender is part of this 

script, it is not in this case the defining factor. It is reasonable to expect, therefore, that public 

policy in this area will similarly impact both women and men, recognizing that certain avenues 

would tend to extend already existing inequities. 

7.2.3 Summary 

These results show, as theory concerning generaiized environmental concerns might suggest, 

public opinion related to micro-level environmental issues such as local urban naturai area park 

land use has a tendency to polarize around the two basic ethical perspectives on the natural 

environment. In reality, individuals are likely to operate dong a continuum of interests (Virden 

and Brook 1991; Stern, Dietz, and Kalof 1993), activated in response to the specifics of any given 
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situation, includhg the salience an issue has for a person (Dunlap 1989). The variety of individual 

responses in tum mates a public spectmrn of concem (Ibid.), varying from highly oppositional to 

neunal to highly supportive. Within a broader social context, a person's individual circumstance 

will either reinforce a particular cultural perspective or move the person to one of the more marginal 

but still acceptable philosophical positions. The idea of world views would suggest that, in any 

given situation, individuals still tend more or less towards one of the two philosophical extrernes 

described here and further that they would not be willing, or perhaps even able, to appreciate 

someone else's point of view (Schroeder 1995). The results of this study support this notion in 

that public opinion is polarized on the issue of restncting human access to natural areas in the 

interests of preserving the viability of such areas. 

In terms of the way ethical perspective has been expressed in the relationship that Calgarîans have 

with the urban natural environment, the thematic analysis of the respondents' written descriptions 

of experience with nature in the city shows that although people have different orientations towards 

preserving the natural environment, they may have simïlar intentions for their interaction with 

urban nature. The next section considers the range of intentions expressed by survey respondents. 

7.3 Intentions to Relate to Urban Nature 

Four primary intentions for engaging in experience with urban nature have been identified through 

analysis of the narrative responses in this study. These are intentions related to communion with 

nature, to enhancing nature awareness, to achieving a degree of relief or respite fiom the stresses 

of urban living and to have fun or take part in recreation out-of-doors. These intentions to relate to 

nature are emulated through different styles of interaction or engagement with the urban natural 

environment. This results in the production of a variety of possible humadenvironment 

relationships that are either mainly functional or mainly ecological in character. The characterization 

of these factors is based not only on the subjective assessrnent of the thematic analysis of 

respondents' narrative responses, but also on theoretical conjecture. Table 6 (see next page) 

outlines these findings while the excerpts that follow provide exarnples of responses that illustrate 

these differences. 



Table 6 
Intentions in the Urban Nature Experience 

INTENTION 

Communion 
Nature awareness 
Respiie 
Recreation 
RELATIONSHIP 

STYLE OF ENGAGEMENT 

episodic -- holistic 
sensory -- --- aesthetic 
kinetic -- - contemplative 
amusement ------ - affiliation 
FUNCTIONAL ECOLOGICAL 

The intention to commune with nature is shown in Case 076, which demonstrates the profound 

effect that contact with the natural environment cm have on restoring personal balance. This 

description is an example of a self-transcending experience that Sadler and Carlson (1978b) 

suggest is the epitome of human aesthetic response to the physical world. In terms of the context 

for personal meaning that emerges fiom communion with nature, it displays an engagement that is 

specific, or episodic. The respondent describes the experience as: 

For me, nature in the city is getting out and forgetting your problems for awhile 
and enjoying the fresh air, the birds and animals and waiching things grow. It was 
my salvation when 1 lost my husband. (Case 076) 

Although this respondent obviously values contact with nature, her responses to other questions in 

the survey show that she is less supportive of strategies to preserve urban naturd areas. In the 

case which follows, which is also an example of an intention to commune with nature, the 

respondent shows a more holistic and nature-centred outlook on seeking to commune with the 

natural environment. Although this respondent is also in the group that is less supportive of 

strategies to preserve existing natural areas, her responses indicate that unlike the previous 

respondent who feels that the primary benefit in urban nature is arnenity orienteci, she Ends the 

primary benefit in affiliation. The circumstances she describes may be sornewhat less profound 

than in the previous case, but the engagement is judged to be more holistic. As the respondent 

describes ir 

(For me, nature in the city is ...) 1 grew up on a f m  in southem Saskatchewan, so 
1 love the feeling of peace that k i n g  outside, close to nature, gives me. I love the 
trees, the birds singing, the squirrels. 1 love to take my kids on wallcs to Edworthy 
Park, North Glenmore Park. They love to explore in wooded areas and 1 love it 



too. 1 feel more at peace when walking through a natural area. One has a feeling 
that they are away fiom the city and it's great even for a little while. 1 must say 1 
love the trees. The more mes there are, the happier 1 am! (Case 192) 

The intention to develop an awareness of naturel6 ranges from a sensory pleasure type of 

engagement to one involving a wider spectrum of aesthetic appreciation.17 As Carlson and Sadler 

(1978) explain, the sensory level of environmental awareness is a response to a localized 

perception, while the aesthetic Ievel of appreciation involves not only perception, but syrnbolic and 

cognitive assessrnent as well. Case 103, which follows, exhibits a visual focus that Carlson and 

Sadler would describe as "less consumrnatory" kind of experience (Carlson and Sadler 1978, 

16 l), while the respondent in the second case (078) displays a deeper sense of aesthetic response 

to urban nature. As the respondents say: 

For me, nature in the city is king able to watch and learn about the plant, bird and 
animal life in the different types of natural spaces. Any wet forest. Importance of 
visiting and viewing these in the four clirnatic seasons we have in Calgary. To try 
to preserve the species, plants and life cycles unique to the western prairies. Places 
to visit to observe, sketch, paint, walk, read and reflect. (Case 103) 

For me, nature in the city [is] a priority. My family uses natural areas two or three 
times a week. There are different things to see and appreciate in every place. 
Sitting on a failen tree by Fish Creek, the sun on my face, 1 can watch deer and 
coyote, eagIes and hawks, birds, bees and flowers. It is heaven on earth, life at its 
most serene. If 1 didn't have that oppomnity 1 would be diminished. (Case 078) 

Sensory perception and aesthetic insight are dimensions of aesthetic quality which al1 individuals 

experience, depending on the depth and relevance of a padcular encounter with nature (Bourassa 

199 1; Sadler and Carlson l978a). For example, although the person in the first case (1 03) goes to 

naturai area parks less hquently than the woman in the second case (078), each clearly cames 

vivid impressions of past visits. However, the respondent displaying a more profound sense of 

aesthetic impact is also more supportive of natural area park land as a planning priority. It should 

- - - - - - - - 

l6 Intentions with respect towards enjoying or developing an awareness of nature are operationalized in terms of 
interpreting the thematic meaning category involving an interest in wild flora and fauna. 

l7 This is meant to be taken in tems of Berleant's idea of "participatory" aesthetics in which aesthetic appreciation 
is a dynarnic pmess (Bourassa IWl,lS),  as opposed to the classical philosophicai perspective requiring a 
"disinterested and contemplative" attitude (Berleant 1992, 16 1). 



also be noted that regardles of îhe specific style of engagement there is likely to be sorne aesthetic 

component (Gallagher 1993). For as Gdlagher suggests, because many of the rewarding aspects 

of a nature experience can be achieved in other ways, such as spending tirne on a hobby, the 

aesthetic component of the natural environment must be especiaily meaninghl to people 

irrespective of their primary intention (Gallagher 1993,210, remarking on Kaplan). 

The intention to experience the naturai environment primarily as an antidote to counteract the iIls of 

urban living is demonsuateci by Iookùig at those cases in which respondents identified relief from 

the stress of city life as king the most meaningful aspect of their experiences with urban nature. 

The following respondent explains the situation for her and others in general as: 

For me, nature in the city is [elessential! wonderful! The more exposure people 
have to nature, 1 think the more they redise how important it is to protect it. 
Natural areas look, feel and smell beautifuI unlike the noisy, grïtty, exhaust-ridden 
downtown core. After spending tirne in a natural area, 1 feel relaxed, happy, and 
hopeful about the worid. (Case 2 16) 

The fact that this respondent supports changing planning practices in order to provide more naturd 

area park land in communities suggests that she feels that, as the city continues to grow, people 

need the ongoing opportunity to take refuge through regular contact with the urban natural 

environment. 

in terms of seeking respite, the respondents in generai display engagement styles that ranged from 

kinetic or activity-based, through to engagements that are more contemplative, that is, involving 

personal reflection (see Figure 25, next page). The "doing" rather than "feeling" aspect is more 

cornrnon in this study. Case 26û is an example from the more typical activity focused, or 

compensatory, approach to establishing a balance in one's life between interactions with built and 

natural environments. As he says: 

For me, nature in the city is being able to be close to nature, grass, trees, vdleys, 
birds, etc. without having to travel 100 kms out of tom. Waiking, cycling in a 
natural area is important to me. The stress of life in my neighbourhood stems from 
sirens, trucks, lawn mowers, (on Sunday). 1 think we need a noise by-law badly 
before we al1 get stressed out - after a day or week of stress at the office! (Case 260) 



Figure 25 
- 

Sitting 
Intention to seek respite - contemplative and kinetic styles 

in the sun at Prince's Island/Playing %each" volleybdl at Fish Creek Park 
(Photos courtesy of Calgary Parks & Recreation) 

This person sees the primary benefit of urban nature in its amenity, as opposed to affiliation, 

function. He is in the 50 years and over age group and is Iess supportive of preservation 

strategies. As we might expect from a kinetic-oriented individual, he supports an open space 

system that allows for a variety of options to engage in specific activities in the naturai environment 

that are capable of reducing his stress level, 

In tems of the intention to recreate,lg there are two main types of interaction. The fmt is an 

engagement that focuses on the diversion provided by the novel but genenc outdoor setting in 

which an activity takes pIace. The second interaction emphasizes the nostalgic or sentimental 

18 This is an interpretation o f  the description d outdoor pursuits and family time thematic meaning groupings. 
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desire for familiar or special natural places in which to take part in an activity.19 Although it has 

been suggested that the outdoor recreation activity itself is not as important to people as the 

psychological benefits they receive from participation (Knopf 1983). the findings in this study 

indicate that the activity is in fact more significant for sorne than for others. For exarnple, in both 

of the following cases, the recreation activity aspect of the nature experience is strong. But the 

second case (21 8) displays an awareness of the natural environment in relation to other life 

experiences. This is an exarnple of what Carlson and Sadler cal1 a "peak phase" in appreciation of 

the environment (Carlson and Sadler 1978, 16 1). As the respondents describe it: 

For me, nature in the city is being able to take the family, or bike to a ciose 
proximity large-natural or planned, (park) f'equently. It's also very important to 
our family to enjoy the bike path together. 1 think Calgary has an excellent bike path 
system to the naturai parks and dong the river system. (Case 009) 

For me, nature in the city is the ability to leave my home and be in Edworthy Park 
walking with or without my dog. This park has everything 1 could want in a park. 
Some natural area. Developed area for farniIies with children as weU as joggers and 
bikers. Wonderful place to watch the fke men a d  Police practice rescue 
procedures on the river. Ducks, geese, beavers, snakes, al1 kinds of birds, deer. 
I've never seen a sad face in Edworthy Park. It really lifts the spirit to take a walk 
in a park like this. (Case 2 1 8) 

As we rnight expect, both of the women in these cases support planning strategies that would 

continue to provide a variety of recreation opportunities in the comunity. The strong activity 

focus of the person in the f ~ s t  case (009) is reinforced by her less preservation onented outlook; 

and, even though she reports that she does not regularly visit parks, she has an intolerance for 

limiting human use in naturai areas. Respondent 218, on the other hand, is more preservation 

oriented and more prepared to accept limits to human use, in spite of (or perhaps because of) 

reporting frequent visits to natural area parks. 

The contrast in these experiences is that while some people are using nature as a backdrop to 

enhance a favourite activity, others are using a favounte activity to spend more time with nature. 

People care about padcular places and for many the experience that a special urban natural area or 

19 It should be noted chat particular places d o  precipitate sentiments based on previous experiences or mernories 
(Schroeder 199 ). The recreation intention refers to a tendency to use a generalized natural environment as a 
backdrop for an outdoor recreation pursuit. 



recreation setting provides can "embody a sense of belonging and purpose that give meaning" to 

their lives (Williams et al. 1992,45). These results suggest that those involved in open space 

pIanning, design and management need to understand that the creation or preservation of a natural 

area park land opportunity is not aiways a matter of providing and arranging generic features in 

convenient (Le. easily consumable) locations. 

7.3.1 Intentions, Ethics and Expectations for Urban Natural Areas 

Respondents may have different ecoethic perspectives but similar intentions with respect to 

interacting with the urban natural environment. The most comrnon intentions in this survey 

population are cornmuning with nature, viewing wildlife, seeking respite from city life, and taking 

part in various outdoor recreation activities. In a style of engagement that approaches the natural 

environment with the intent to take part in kinetic, episodic encounters, primarily motivated by 

amusement and sensory stimulation, people require parks where they are able to use nature to 

enhance self-awareness and build self-confidence. The affiliation motivated, holistic style of 

engagement, aimed at aesthetic and contemplative nature experiences, requires places where people 

have the opportunity to feel a sense of self-fulfilment through bonding with the natural 

environrnent. Both types of interaction reinforce a certain image of one's self and involve different 

levels of appreciation and consumption of the natural environment. 

It is also suggested that the differences in the style of engagement bat respondents express echo 

the differences apparent in ethicai perspectives related to urban nature20 and further that the 

respondents' customary style of engagement with the urban natural environments fosters different 

expectations for the provision of natural area park land in the city. Pïevious research on the role of 

urt,an parks has shown that expectation may be an important factor in creating meanings (Francis 

1987). The findings in this study provide some insight in this regard - the results show that while 

people rnay have the sarne intention in mind when experiencing nature in the city, they generate 

different meanings through different kinds of engagement. 

20 This is consistent with the research that suggests different paradigms are at work in shaping the ways we relate 
to the environment. For example. Cotgrove (1982) conerasts the charactenstics of the dominant paradigm with that 
of the new environmental paradigm (so named by Dunlap and Van Liere in 1978). He notes that the paradigms differ 
in key dimensions such as core values and outlook on nature and that while the traditionai predominant views look 
to dominate nature, the new environmental paradigm includes living in harmony with nature (see Cotgrove 1982, 
92; see dso Bosso 1993.88 for observations on how characteristics of political regimes shape system response to 
the environment). 



The human-centred eco-ethic is evident in a functional style of engagement in which the focus of 
a relationship with the natural environment is fulfilling human interests and enhancing human 
enterprise. Human-centred respondents hold a view similar to this woman who says that: 

For me, nature in the city . . . gives us the opportunity to express ourselves more 
fully. Our children get a chance of throwing a ball without belonging to an 
organized group or organization or without being exposed to the constant complaints 
of adults [older] who have forgotten what it was like to be a child. Furthemore, 
nature provides the eyes with a wholesome expanse of green colour which never fails 
to greatly reduce stress build up. (Case 259) 

The majority of human-centred respondents do not support strategies to protect urban natural 
areas, preferring instead to rnaximize opportunities for land use as seems appropriate to the 
circumstance. Respondents exhibiting a human-centred eco-ethic are considerably less IikeIy to 
support funding for natural area park land; and of those respondents supporting local open space 
as a priority for funding, the significant majority are human-centred. The human-centred 
respondent is also more likely to support the status quo in planning cornrnunity park land. 
Presenr practice converts existing naturai areas to forma1 parks in order to accommodate 
traditional school yard and play field configurations, both exarnples of a functional approach to 
park design and management. 

People oriented towards this functional relationship with the urban natural environment expect tc 
be able to have natural area park land close to home that is clean, safe and accessible. They 
expect to be able to undertake a variety of activities in these parks. They also expect that other 
types of park land wil be conveniently located and available for use. A natural area environmeni 
is essentially viewed as one that can be either encouraged or discouraged in a particular location, 
depending on other priorities for land use. 

The environment-centred eco-ethic, on the other hand, is reflected in an ecological style of 
engagement in which the focus of a relationship wiih urban nature is the connection between 
people and nature experience expressed through mutual enhancement of human and 
environmental circumstance. As this respondent notes: 

For me, nature in the city [is] like the ballet. ..I may not go often but 1 wouldn't want 
to live in a city where you couldn't experience it. Growing up here, there is no doubt 
my most profound thinking and happiest moments were wandering around Glenmore 
Park. Don't develop our parks anymore. Don't put up s i p  and tot lots and exercise 
areas. Just let them be parks. (Case 250) 



The rnajority of environment-centred respondents support numerous strategies to preserve urban 

natural areas. These respondents are considerabiy more Iikely to see funding for natural area park 

land as a priority. In fact, in comparing those who selected "Natural Areas" as the top funding 

priority with those who chose "Local" park land as the number one priority, environrnent-centred 

and human-centred respondents are represented in almost exactly opposite proportions in each 

group, with the environment-centred respondents comprishg the significant majority of "Naturai 

Area" park land supporters. The environment-centred respondent is also more likely to support a 

change in current planning practice that would have more park land rernain in a natural state. 

Supporting such a change is indicative of an ecological relationship with urban nature where the 

land ecology of the comrnunity is placed before convenience of access to opportunities provided by 

other kinds of park land. 

People oriented towards an ecological relationship with urban nature expect natural area park land 

to be treated as a sanctuary, with only appropriately non-invasive artifacts and activities permitteci. 

They expect to experience wild nature in safe, controlled circurnstances. Ecologically-oriented 

people expect that land identified as naturai area park land should remain as such in perpetuity, 

seeing such areas as irreplaceable. They are willing to be inconvenienced somewhat, as they 

expect more land left in or reclaimed to a natural state in local cornrnunities. 

There are two key aspects defining current relationships with the urban naturai environment. This 

consideration of culturally determined ideas concerning the ethics of appropriate integration of 

environmental interests with human interests is one of them. The other fundamental dimension in 

the process is intensity of involvement with nature. This study uses questions about persona1 

experience with nature (or one's ecoexperience profile) to assess this involvernent and reports it as 

an affinity index. The next chapter looks at various aspects of experience that serve as an indicator 

of affinity for the natural environment. 



CaAPTER 8 

Past Experience with the Urban Natural Environment 

8.1 Introduction 

Studies, such as a poli taken in Canada in 1993 that found that "one third of ail Canadians said 

their experience in national parks shaped their appreciation of the environment" (Deacon 1995,19) 

suggest that p s t  experience influences one's ongoing relationship with the natural environment 

One of the ways this happens is that pst impressions work with present circumstances to establish 

a particular state of readiness from which a person perceives and assesses the effects of any new 

interaction (Ulrich 1983). The initial position of readiness from which to interpret a new 

experience defines what attracts and holds our attention (bid.) and is indicative of a preferred, or 

perhaps habitual, style of relating to the natural environment. 

In ordet to explore aspects of past experience that have the potential to influence a person's initial 

readiness to engage in a certain way with the urbau naturai environment, this study anaiyzed the 

urban nature experience in terms of one's primary orientation both towards creating rneaning from 

contact with the natural environment and towards assessing the benefit of those encouuters. Of 

interest here is the psychological aspect of meaning and benefit that involves the ongoing 

interaction between society or the cultural framework from which meaning is drawn; self, or the 

knower and repository of personal history; setting or the changeable environmental context of the 

knowing; and situation, or the specific experiential encounter from which rneaning is k i n g  made. 

This discussion is based on consideration of the dynamics of interpmting human experience with 

the environment and understands the environment as : 

a fusion of organic awareness, of meanings both conscious and unaware, of 
geo,pphicai location, of physical presence, of personai time, pervasive movement 
. . . a fuil awareness focused on the immediacy of the present situation, an engaged 
condition that encompasses richly inclusive perceptions and meanings (Breleant 

1992, 34). 1 

It is informed by acknowledgement of the fact that it is possible for the environment to have many 

1 AIthough Steele (1981) puts it somewhat more succinctiy in writing that the "environmcnt is made up of a 
combination of physical and social featuresn (Stcele 1931,9), Bedeant's description attends more to the psycho- 
social aspects chat comprise the idea or environment 



meanings (Greider and Garkovich 1994) - for different people at the same tirne and for the sarne 

people at different times (Fishwick and Vining 1992;2 Soulé 1995) and that spatial meanings are 

historicdy contingent (Rotenberg and McDonogh 1993) - grounded in the context of the present 

situation and knowledge of past events. 

In the past, individuals may have had a ,pater array of opportunities in which to experience nature 

in the city. Not so long ago private wood lots dotted residentid areas. Roads commonly had side 

ditches that provided impromptu strearns containimg an abundance of urban wiidlife such as 

tadpoles, frogs and so on. "Real" nature was closer, especially in Calgary, where growth in a 

twenty-five year p e n d  has doubled the population, requiring more of the Iand for housing stock. 

As the women who participated in the focus group for this study observed,3 true nature likely used 

to be almost right at everyone's door step. 

A sense of nostalgia for nature in the "good old days" came out, too, in the wornen's discussion, 

and is evident in writing made popular by authors such as Sharon Butala (1994). Her two books 

of prose about her OWTI experiences of moving from a rural area to the city and back play on the 

theme that as city folks we lose touch with the earth. The results of this study suggest, however, 

that one does not necessady need physical proxirnity to nature to feel a sense of connection.4 

The perception that we are no longer in direct contact with nature because of intense mediation by 

urban lifestyle and technology (Augaitis 1991) does appear to contribute though to the feeling of 

personal dirninishrnent that urban dwellers who enjoy nature seem to be trying to alleviate. As 

suggested in Chapter three, this romanticized notion that nature is the perfect and preferred antidote 

2 This study also found that meanings related to preferred recreation environments were "heavily infiuenced" by 
one's past experience (Fishwick and Vining 1992.62). 

3 The reader will recall that three focus p u p  discussions were held as a prrlude to the development of the 
questionnaire used in this study. 

4 As Beringer (1994) suggests, the connection with nature is achieved. in part, through caring. which can be 
manifest both in thought and action. 



to the real or imaghed ill effects of urban life produces an exbemeiy stylized image of nature.5 in 

contemporary urban cities public park land is expected to be the primary source of realizing this 

collective ideal, especially concerning the physicai appearance of a satisfactory representation of 

nature in the city. 

The results of this study show that direct and ongoing contact witb the natural environrnent is not 

necessarily an indicator of how an individual will be disposed towards urban nature. In some 

ways this conlïrms the observation that "a few units of experience" with nature can be "profoundly 

aîfécting" (GaiIagher 1993,2 14), especially in terms of developing "respect and concern" for the 

natural environrnent (Weston 1985,334). In another way it suggests that no amount of increased 

exposure to the natural environment will necessarily move individuah not already predisposed 

towards environmentai concern to become that way. 

It is not possible, nor advisable, to reduce the assessment of the idea of experience to a single 

indicator. Experience is rnultidirnensionai, compnsed of compIex motivations and situations 

(Berleant 1992). Based on this understanding, this study iooked at a number of factors around 

which to organize an analysis of the contribution that p s t  experience makes to defining 

relationships with the urban naturd environment. The primary elements in the analysis are an 

assessment of the meaningfulness of the urban nature experience and consideration of the benefits 

provided by being able to experience nature in the city. These two factors are discussed in detail in 

the following sections. They are subsequently considered in relation to respondents' park use 

patterns and general outlooks on nature in the analysis of general affinity that comprises the final 

section in this chapter. 

8.2 Interpreting Meaning in the Urban Nature Experience 

Researchers in human/environment interactions have reaffiied that previous experience in both 

naturai and built environments is important to determining a person's future satisfaction with any 

particular environmental experience (Relph 1976; Steele 198 1; Fishwick and Viming 1992; Shaw- 

Jones 1992). Satisfaction is relative to the things that have been discussed throughout - one's 

5 Butala also remarks on this unredistic notion of nature, pointing out that she had corne to view people not close 
to the land as "rornantic drearnets. nit wits from the city, people raised in the lap of luxury who did not know about 
Nature's nasty side, who had never done a day's real work in their lives and thus had no idea of the grinding labor a 
life in Nanire dernand(s) for rnere sumival" (Butala 1994, 12). 



culture, personal history and perceptions (Relph 1976; Ladd 1977). Gallagher reports that, 

accordhg to Stephen Kaplan, "the more experience a person has in nature. the stronger the pull to 

itTT (Kaplan as cited in Gailagher 1993,214). But the fmdings of this study suggest that in 

developing an affinity for the natural environment, the intensity and orientation of an experience 

may be a more significant factor than frequency or duration of involvement. The way in which a 

person wishes to define her or himself in relation to the natural environment at any given time may 

be a factor as welI. 

The leisure experience is a good exarnple of this selfdefuiition process. Pursuit of leisure is 

charactenzed as creating a sense of separation fiom the everyday world. It provides freedom of 

choice and usually results in feelings of exploration, pleasure, and self-realization (Gunter 1987). 

Engagement in leisure behaviour "allows us to choose what generai aspects of ourselves we wish 

to focus on at any given time" (Haggard and Williams 1992.3). The self-affinnation that results 

from a leisure experience can precipitate a desire to continue to organize and activate beliefs in such 

a way as to allow a particular sense of self to arise from everyday encounters with the environment 

(Williams, Haggard, and Schreyer 1989; Jefies and Dobos 1993). Furthemore, direct experience 

rnay not be necessary to generaie and sustain an imaged sense of self (Williams, Haggard, and 

Schreyer 1989). Research suggests, for exarnple, that the wildemess experience in Our culture 

represents abstract human values that an individual can access through memory or imagination (or 

vicariously through a pseudo nature experience, such as attending an IMAX theatre event). The 

implied self-images generated through these encounters can provide a sense of the individual as 

"being more or less rugged, self-sufficient, adventurous, hardy, or appreciative of scenic beauty," 

and so on (Ibid., 170). In writing about the meaning of the urban nature experience, many of the 

individuds responding to the Nature in the City survey do seern to present a certain sense of self 

that is indicative of their own interests and intentions, yet solid'y situated in the idealistic view our 

culture holds of nature. 

Theory concerning the meaning people h d  in experiences with the natural environment is 

interested in asking about which things have meaning and why (Curnmins 1989).6 The meaning 

factor in this study is realized through analysis of responses to the openended question in the 

6 This is the psychological perspective. Another group - physiologists - are concemed with the neurologicai 
aspects of the creation of meaning or the chernical and cognitive processes that occur in the brain as part of making 
meaning. 
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Nature in the City survey where respondents reported on their experiences with urban nature. The 

purpose of ïncluding the open-ended question concerning experiences with nature in the city was to 

identiQ what, if any, variation might exist in orientation of reported meanings. The analysis has 

been based on a subjective assessrnent of the respondents' interpretations of meaningful urban 

nature experiences. The basic assumption is that as different expectations are at the root of 

increasing conflict over the appropriate provision of urban nature opportunities, looking at the 

interpretation of meaning provides another way to consider the array of expectations. 

Based on a subjective assessrnent of respondents' interpretations of rneaning from experiences 

with nature in the city, three specific meaning orientations have been identified. These are: 

respondents whose orientation towards nature appears to be grounded mainly in kinship; those 

who appear to denve meaning mainly kom a utility orientation towards nature; and those for whorn 

it is not possible to classify their nature experience.7 

If respondents did not answer the question on meaningfulness of nature in the city, they were 

grouped into an "unclassified" group, dong with those whose responses were either off topic, or 

too brief to classi@. In order to be able to make generalizations about the expectations that these 

three groups have for nature in the city, an aggregate analysis was done for each group, comparing 

the responses for every question to the overall survey responses. 

Of the 263 respondents to the Nature in the City survey, 68 cases, or 26%, were included in the 

kinship oriented rneaning group. The utility-oriented meaning group comprised a further 95 cases, 

or 36% of dl respondents, with the remainder (100 cases or 38%) forming the unclassified 

f As Michael Patterson (1993) suggests, the first two categories would be considered respectively as expressive and 
instrumental types of meanings. He identif ed four different types of meanings that can be applied to descnbing how 
different individuals interpret their experiences with n a m  in the city. He suggests that meanings that ''focus on 
cognitive structures used to organize and define relatÏonshipsW (Patterson 1994.8) are a taxonic system of 
identification whereby the inherent property of an object gives it meaning. Symbolic meanings are generated by 
cultural influences (ïbid.). Meanings that are "highly persondized and relaled to self-identity" (ibid.) are categorized 
by Patterson as expressive meaning, and meanings that are derived from goal-onented activities based on the 
"satisfjing properties of an object" (ïbid.) are classified as insmmenta!. In terms of experiences with nature in the 
city, individuals are most Iikely involved in creating al1 of these types of meanings to different degrees, in different 
circumstances. The meaning orientation approach used here is not suggesting that the orientation is the only one an 
individual uses, but rather that the experience which was reported on in this survey appeared to be pnmarily oriented 
one way or another. Further, Dent and Rader (1979a) have suggested that the functional kind of relationship 
produces only a primitive kind of meaning. In this respect. many of the Nature in the City survey respondents that 
were categorized into the utility orientation tended to present less welldeveloped assessments of the meanings that 
nature had for them. 



meaning grouping. To put it another way, of those who responded that experiences with nature in 

the city were in some way meaningful to them, approximately 40% were predominately kinship- 

oriented and 6û% were predominately utility-oriented. The kinship group creates meaning h m  

experiences that generate a feeling of k ing  connected with nature, while meaning for the utility- 

oriented group cornes from specific functional relationships with nature. AS well, the kinship 

group shows indications of creating meaning related to the establishment of an individual's sense 

of self. 

The kinship group profiles the tendency of people to see the environment more as  a totality, rather 

than as site-specific locations. In this context, the individual considers him or herself to be a part 

of the reality of the environment, rather than a separate observer. Such an orientation forges the 

feelings of connection and integration with the environment (Carlson and Sadler 1978). For some 

the implication of an "egalitarian relationship between humans and the rest of nature" (Beringer 

1994, 104) is an important aspect of their feeling of connection with the natural environment. 

Ultimately this feeling of connection helps defme for a person the way in which he or she wishes 

to behave towards nature (Ibid.). 

Where the kinship group sees nature as being meaningful as  an expression of tangible evidence of 

our connection with the natural environment, the utility-oriented group sees nature as a setting in 

which to camy out favourite activities. This grouping confms the perspective that certain people 

have a tendency to see the environment as a setting or stage for engaging in activities that fulfil very 

particular personal goals (Ittelson et al. 1976; Rapoport 1984; Williams, Patterson, and 

Roggenbuck 1992; and Pigram 1993).8 The majority (58%) of survey respondents who answered 

the question fell into this uîiiity-oriented meaning theme group. 

Although the results show numerous variations in the responses to demographic questions for the 

three meaning orientation groupings, chi-square analysis indicates that only the differences with 

respect to gender are more than wouId be expected by chance. The kinship-oriented group differs 

demographically from the survey nom in that femaies are significantiy over-represented and mdes 

are significantly under-represented in this group, with the opposite king  true for the unclassified 

8 It is important to note that as Relph observes, "[tlhe meaning of places may be mted in the physical setting and 
objects and activities, but they are not a property of rhem - rather they are a propeny of human intentions and 
expenence" (Relph 1976,47). 



group. As Table 7 shows, the utility oriented group gender distribution is sirnilar to that of the 

sumey as a whole. 

Table 7 
Gender Comparison of Meaning Orientations 

(Figures are rounded, margin of error + or - 6% ) 

SURVEY MEANING ORIENTATION * 
NORM KINSHIP UTILITY UNCLASSIFIED 

Gender 
Fernale 
Male 
Unreporteci 

(* Chi-square analysis suggests a 4% probability that differences from the norm are due to chance) 

Table 7 aiso shows that while those reporting a kinship-oriented experience with nature are more 

likely to be female and those not providing a classifiable response are more likely to be d e ,  the 

tendency to report an experience which is utility-oriented in meaning is not related to gender. This 

is tme even though the utility-oriented group has a larger percentage of women because the survey 

in general has a 60%-40% split in favour of women respondents. 

Overall, the kinship-oriented group is characterized by more people than expected by chance 

reporting regular use of natural areas; almost twice as many as expected stating that they would 

favour the environment in conflicts over use of urban natural area park Iand; and also alrnost twice 

as many as expected selecting natural area park land as the top funding priority. This group is 

significantly more preservation-oriented than the survey respondents overail (the nom is 50%; it is 

closer to 75% in this group). 

The utility-oriented group, on the other hand, closely resembles the norm with respect to natural 

area use pattern, opinions related to conflict resolution, and tendency towards preservation of 

natural area park land. However, the utility group has a lower proportion than expected by chance 

favouring natural areas as a funding priority, which probably reflects this group's interest in 

supporting more diverse recreational functions for urban park land (see Figure 26). 
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Figure 26 

Interpreting meaning - kinship and utility: 
Weaslehead natural area, Elbow River 

Saiiing on Gienmore Reservoir, Eibow River 
(Photos courtesy Calgary Parks & Recreation) 

The unclassified rneaning group also tended to place funding of natural area park land as a lower 

priority than the survey respondents overail. The group displays characteristics that are opposite to 

the kinship-oriented group with a significantly lower proportion of both those who regularly use 

natural area park land and those who said that they would put the environment fmt in conflicts 

over the use of natural area park land in the city. In fact, this group has almost twice the percent 

overdl who said they would tend to put huma. needs fxst instead. This unclassified group is also 

considerably less preservation-oriented than respondents overall. 

Because the respondents are classified in relation to the responses they provided to the open-ended 

question concerning the meaning that nature in the city has, the most typical response in the 

unclassified meaning category was "no comment" - 84% of the respondents in this group did not 

provide an answer to the question "For me, nature in the city is . . .." On this basis, it is possible 

to speculate that nothing meaningfid came to mind for these respondents at the time that they were 

completing the questionnaire. It rnay also be that there is a literacy problem that Lirnited the 



comprehensirin and writing abiIities of 32% of the respondents overall. But low levels of literacy 

are probably more lkely responsible for non-return than for non-response.9 More probable is that 

there are some people who, even though they rnay find pleasure and meaning in contact with 

nature, either may not be aware of, or are not able to articulate, the ways in which it affects them 

(Kaplan and Kaplan 1989). For whatever reason there are always some individuals who do not 

complete open-ended narrative style of questions on surveys. 

This fact is reason to give pause to grouping these respondents together. However, the andysis of 

demographics and key variable shows that the group does appear to share a lower level of interest 

in the urban natural environment. Curiously, while the unclassified group as a whole (about one- 

third of al1 respondents) do not differ markedly fiorn those who responded in terms of reported 

demographics and observed tendencies in responses to other questions, when combined with the 

uncaiegorizables into the unclassified meaning grouping and compared to the two other meaning 

groupings, the noted differences do arise. In terms of those grouped into the unclassified category 

who did provide a response, the following case is typical in showing an aspect of disaffection seen 

in the longer responses: 

For me, nature in the city is too luxury [sic]. Provincial and National parks are 
natural areas. Please make use of them. We need to sel1 more lands for urban 
development so that the money can be used to lower the property tax, irnprove the 
road and transportation. Fight crimes. (Case 105) 

The respondent has expressed the view that it is unreasonable to expect a city to provide a nature 

experience. 10 A common concem about city govemrnent financial priorities is also expressed. 

Nonetheless the results show that while one-third of respondents exhibit a degree of ambivalence 

towards describing their experiences with urban nature, the majority of respondents do find the 

9 A recent Statistics Canada repon on a nationwide study, Reading the Future, found that "about one in five 
Canadians in [the] survey had serious dificulties dealing with printed materiai" @are 1996, A12). However, the 
study also found that "Albena had the highest proportion of people with toprated [literstcy] skilIsl* (Ibid.). The fact 
that the smdy also indicated that 3 1% of Canadians "'had a Iimited capacity to absorb and analyze information from 
written material." even though they could read it (Dawson 1996, A4). suggests that respondenrs with lower level 
literacy skills may feel cornfortable checking off answers, but not writing out a narrative response. 

10 This perspective rnay dso reflect the backlash views ataibuted to the "wise use" movement Variously described 
as "grassroots . . . arch-conservative . . . anti-environmentai" (Knox 1992.108) and "a lwse  consortium of 
conservarive, anti-conservation, commercial interests" (Sou16 1995. 155), proponents of  the movement feel 
environmentaiists have gone tw far in rheir lack of concem for human interests (MacLean 1993). 



experience meaningf'ul enough to provide a personal testimony (although some are more cktailed 

than others). 

These results suggest that those in the kinship-oriented meaning group are more likely to exhibit 

consistently proenvironment opinions and behaviours. This could be a Function of the tendency ta 

utilize a principle-based outlook on resolving environmental concems. In not exhibiting 

predictably strong or weak environmentai opinions and behaviours, those in the utility-oriented 

meaning group could possibly be displayhg a situational-based outlook on resolving 

environmental concerns. Fundamental differences regarding appropriate relationships with the 

urban natural environment will arise when some people start from a non-negotiable principle-based 

perspective on resource allocation and others build a case point-by-point based on particular 

circumstance. 

In subjective terrns the open-ended responses provide a bais  for speculation that differences arise 

conceming expected relationships with the natural environment. In reality no individual would be 

expected to exhibit a pure type with respect to a particular meaning orientation. But in ternis of 

experiences with nature in the city, a person would be more or less inclined to one interpretative 

perspective (Hartig and Evans 1993). The following cases provide exarnples of the kind of overall 

expectations which could be manifest in natural area park land based on a combination of 

influences in the different orientations. 

The first case, 05 1, shows how the kinship-oriented group has a generalized expectation of a 

quality natural environment in the city. The focus is on opportunity for discovery in an 

unstmctured environment and is grounded in the idea of sharing the earth with other life forms and 

times. As the respondent expresses it: 

For me, nature in the city is [tlaking a relaxing stroll along a pathway surrounded 
by the beauty of green grass and trees and the natural aromas from nature, along 
with listening to the sounds of nature and knowing there's ail kinds of other foms 
of life breathing the sarne air. It really allows me to escape from the stress of day to 
day life and letting me get in touch with myseif and my son, as he learns about bugs 
and birds and his Future environment, he's only one year old and my present is his 
future to enjoy. (Case 05 1) 

As might be expected, this young woman uses natural area parks often, favours strategies designed 



to preserve urban nature, and feels that local open space should be a funding priority. 

The expectations for the utility-oriented group are also based in a certain understanding of quality. 

Yet with this group there is the added dimension of requirement for a structure to accornrnodate a 

variety of experiences in the natural environ ment.^ 1 This respondent describes it as: 

For me, nature in the city is a rnix of more and less developed public access areas, 
enabling a variety of uses. Pathways for cycling, walking etc. . . . Picnic and 
playground areas. Intact forest/prairie river vaIley natural areas with hiking access 
only. Sports fields. 1 am strongly opposed to policies which would eliminate 
public access to public lands except in cases of extreme need. ( Case 185) 

This young male respondent also uses natural area park often, but is predictably less supportive of 

strategies to preserve the integrity of these areas, especially if there are limits to human use or to 

the variety of recreation participation options available. 

Responses from the unclassified group demonstrate this grouping's expectation, or lack of it, for 

urban natural areas. This next case, from the unclassified grouping of respondents, shows another 

aspect of disaffection common to most of the respondents in this category. The disaffection for 

him, and other respondents like hm, seems to be based on the beiief that domesticated nature is not 

the real thing. This respondent is 50 years of age or older, uses urban natural area parks only 

occasionally and is generally not supportive of strategies to preserve these areas in the city. As he 

says: 

For me, nature in the city is manicured park areas. A city is not the place for 
undeveloped wild lands or natural parks. The city surroundhg and encroaching on 
such areas elirninates the possibility of them being wild or natural. A city park is a 
city park and the concentration of population will not permit them to be wild or 
natural. Calgary is surrounded by wilderness and nature but we can not reverse the 
procedure and have the city surround the same wilderness. (Case 186) 

As this case illustrates, the unclassified meaning orientation group is likely composed of a rnix of 

people with interpretation styles that range from those who for whatever reason are not motivated 

to report on their nature experiences to the cynics who view urban nature as an oxymoron. 

I Pigram (1993) believes that al1 individuals select the setting for an activity with a particular goal in mind, 
however, orhers such as Patterson (1993) would disagree. suggesting instead chat benefits of a leisure experience 
evolve incrementally. It is suggested that these factors both likely play a part in establishing the relative importance 
of setting for each individual. 



For those in the unclassified group who did not provide a response, it is not possible to assess the 

influence that the meaning aspect of past experience has on forming an ongoing relationship with 

urban nature. However, cross-tabular analysis does show a few trends for this group as a whole. 

For exarnple, the group tends to be less inclined to be willing to lirnit human use of sensitive 

natural areas. It is also more inclined to believe that the present system of allocating community 

open space provides sufficient natural area park land. This analysis suggests the unclassified 

meaning group is characterized by an unsentimentalized relationship with urban nature in which 

natural area park land is seen as providing only one of many oppominities to enjoy life in the city. 

Nanual areas are not seen as having any special place among a variety of desirable urban arnenities. 

On the other hand, the meaning aspect of past experience of respondents in the kinship-oriented 

group appears to contribute to forging a nurturing relationship with urban nature in which natural 

area park land is viewed as being precious and requiring special care and attention. This 

relationship is characterized by a strong tendency on the part of this group to be willing to forgo 

personal goals regarding contact with nature so as to protect natural areas. The group favours 

maximizing the provision of natural area park land in neighbourhoods, even though it would mean 

having less of other kinds of recreational park space available close by. 

In the utility-oriented meaning group the influence of the meaning aspect of past experience is less 

clear. Although the group has a common functional view towards urban nature, there are no 

decisive trends indicative of specific kinds of hurnan/environment relationships. For example, as 

is the case with survey respondents overall, while half of the group favours limiting human use if 

necessary in order to protect natural areas, the other half does not. Also as with respondents 

overall, slightly less than half of this group favours maximizing the provision of neighbourhood 

natural areas, while just over half sees the status quo as king adequate. These results suggest that 

the utility-oriented meaning group has a fairly situation-specific, functionally oriented, relationship 

with the urban natural environment. 

As this analysis of respondents' descriptions confirm, people do have different orientations toward 

interpreting rneaning from experiences with the naturai environment. The analysis suggests further 

that only those respondents exhibiting a kinship-orientation in meaning interpretation seem 

predisposed to relate to nature in a particular way. It is possible that a state of readiness to engage 



with nature that is inspireci by a kinship-oriented ecologicd outlook is more durable than one 

arising from a utility-onented functionai outlook. A utility-oriented meaning is by definition more 

maileable - kinship-oriented responses have a tendency to be evoked irrespective of circurnstance, 

while utility-oriented responses are more likely situation specific. Utility-oriented individuais, 

while somewhat sympathetic to the pressures that the natural environment is facing, nonetheless 

expect that with proper management the supply of natural area park land shouId be able to both 

sustain itself and accommodate the recreation needs of Calgarians, irrespective of the fate of 

particular sites. 

The quality of respondents' meaning orientation as an indicator of the influence that past experience 

has on relationships with the urban naturai environment is variable. This is likely due in part to 

both the method of collecting the data, which provides a generalized statement about meaninofil 

experiences, and of analyzing the data, which provides a generalized assessment of content. 

However, the response patterns for the meaning categones, including the non-respondents, 

demonstrate sufficiently different and consistent profiles to include meaning orientation as one of 

the elements in indicating a respondent's affinity for urban nature. Another element used to 

compile the &nity rating is the respondent's view on the primary benefit of urban natural area 

park land. 

8.3 Benefit. of the Urban Nature Experience 

The benefit cornponent of urban nature experiences is operationdized in this study through analysis 

of the responses to questions concerning the respondent's perceived "most important" benefit and 

"second most important " benefit of naturd area park land.12 Respondents chose one item from a 

list of seven in each case (see Chapter 4 and Appendix V). As mentioned previously, the benefit 

categories used in the survey were developed through focus group discussions and included: 

exercising out-ofdoors; places to wak your dog; appreciating the wonders of nature close to 

home; an attractive city; chances for family time to discover nature together; no charge to use; and 

12 Responses were scaled by assigning values CO each pair of possible response categones. with the highest values 
given to the benefit categories concerning psychological benefit and the lowest to physical benefit. This results in 
possible scores ranging from O - 25. As the 50th percentile is embedded in the score groups of 18, the 51st 
percentile was selected CO divide respondents into two groups (variable "code new"). The arnenity benefit group 
comprises the bottom half of the scores and the affiliation benefit group comprises the top half of the scores. 



easy access to the peace and üanquillity of nature. Depending on the combination of items 

selected, respondents were labelIed as selecting either arnenity or affiliation kinds of benefits. 

Although the descriptions that respondents provided of their experiences with urban nature were 

not used in categorizing cases into perceived benefit groups, it is possible to identify responses 

representative of each benefit group's outlook on urban nature. It should be noted that while 

extreme cases are presented for consideration here, in many instances respondents exhibited hybrid 

tendencies so there is not a 100% correlation between meaning orientation (based on categorization 

of written descriptions) and resultant benefit groups (based on categorization of responses to the 

closed-ended benefit question). 

In Case 253 that follows, the amenity benefit outlook is demonstrated in the activity focus of the 

description where nature provides a pleasant backdrop or setting for favourite activities. As this 

respondent notes: 

For me nature in the city [is] what makes a city beautiful. 1 recently worked in 
Japan and noticed that they had far less parks and natural places in their cities. 
Natural areas are pleasing to the eyes as well as ottier body senses. They provide 
excellent exercise facilities to those who can't afford or simply don't lke gyms. 1 
love to bike ride at Nose Hill park in Calgary with my dog running dong side me. 
This gives both of us g d  exercise and on bike is the only way to keep up with 
him. Now we can't let hirn off Ieash so the park is no longer attractive to us. This 
park is huge and 1 think there is room for everyone. (Case 253) 

In Case 059, the outlook on nature is one in which interaction with and being a part of nature is of 

paramount importance. The respondent explains it as: 

Park are for feeling, living, and viewing wild plants and animals in its raw state. 
Humans (also animals) mentally and physically need to retum to wildlife settings 
for health purposes, so that we may reflect and participate in the activities our 
ancestors may have done countless years ago. Anyone who puts money ahead of 
nature reduces the whole concept that man is an animai that thrived and still thrives 
because of the resilience of natural habitats. (Case 059) 

In both cases, the respondents are male, are regular users of naturd area park land, have not 

attended any university, and view regional open space as k ing  the first prionty in terms of funding 

options. Case 253 is younger than 50 years of age while case 059 is 50 years of age or older. 

Both respondents demonstrate consistency in their preferred benefit selection and meaning 
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orientation, with Case 253 k ing  amenity- and utility-oriented and Case 059 k i n g  affiliation- and 

kinship-oriented. As is expectd h m  the trend in the results overall, the amenity-oriented case 

(253) is less preservation-oriented, while the affiiiation-oriented case (059) is more preservation- 

onented. The fact that both of these men voted for a planning approach that maximizes the arnount 

of naturai area park land provided in Calgary suggests that while they have a sirnilar desire for 

more of this kind of park land, their individud views are grounded in different relationships with 

urban nature. The differences can perhaps best be characterized as being a "challenge versus 

cherish" approach towards interacting with nature.13 

The younger man (24 years old) in Case 253 displays a challenge or ski11 mastery based profile in 

that he is exhilarated by his ability to excel at outdoor activities. In the extreme this way of 

interacting with the natural environment takes the shape of a "big game syndrome" in which a 

nature experience is "bagged."f4 In a more moderate guise, it reflects the pride of survival that is 

part of the pioneer spirit of triumphing over the travails of nature. The older man (5 1 years of age) 

in Case 059 displays the characteristics of a cherishing or bonding style of interacting that is 

grounded in a fundamental empathy for nature. Rather than wrestling with the forces of nature, it 

is a way of relating to the naturai environrnents that is content to let it be. The empathetic mode of 

interacting with the naturai environment requires an appreciation of the similarities and differences 

between humans and other life f o m s  (Evernden 1992). Although both of these men would likely 

describe themselves as nature lovers, a chalIenge versus cherish style of relating to the naturai 

environment ultimately involves the immolations of a dBerent sense of self. 

A rnastery based relationship is self-enhancing through favouring behaviour that develops and tests 

cornpetencies in an environment (Pigram 1993) - a practice which calls for a high sense of 

independence and through which the ego is strengthened. A person's confidence may become so 

well-developed and the sense of mastery may be so profound that the individual feels he or she 

need not be subject to regulations designed to protect the environment. People may think that they 

have a complete understanding of what is really precious or believe that their use in no way 

stresses the environment beyond its ability to recover. 
--- ~p 

13 The responses of the two cases are used here to iIlustrate benefit orientations and do not necessarily include al1 
elements of the challenge-cherish approach. 

14 See for example Johnston and Edwards (1994) discussion on the mountaineering experience. 



A case in point is a recent incident in which Scout leaders, who took a group of older Scouts into 

the backcountry without following proper procedures, were fined by Parks Canada officiais "for 

camping and fishing without a licence, illegal fms, and darnaging the flora in Banff National Park" 

@olik 1996, Al). 1s AIthough parents felt that the Park warden had "corne down too hard" on the 

campers, one local paper's editorial supported the need for "rules for the safety of backcountry 

hikers and for the protection of vegetation and wildlife" (Calgary Herald 1996, A1 8). As this 

incident illustrates, an egoistic nature lover will tend to favour maximizing opportunities for 

interaction with nature but will not easily tolerate f e t t e ~ g  human use. 

The sense of self that a nurtunng relationship with the natural environment encourages is vastly 

different from that supported by a challenge based way of relating. In this bonding based way of 

relating, one's self-concept is reinforced through almistic, as opposed to egoistic, behaviour. 

Hence a person feels good about his or her willingness to limit personal use of a park in order to 

protect a sensitive natural area. Thoreau took great delight in king included as a part of nature 

when a bird lit upon him in the woods. Those smving for sense of connection with, rather than 

control over, nature will feel similarly satisfied at king virtually indistinguishable from nature. 

They will, as well, take great cornfort in the transcendental quality of special nature experiences. 

This unique combination of solitude and oneness that many strive to achieve through contact with 

the natural environment is expressed well by a solo canoeist who, while on a long joumey, said 

that at times "there was less me and more not me than 1 was accustomed to expect."I6 People who 

are drawn towards a chenshing mode of relating to nature would favour maximizing the provision 

of comrnunity naturd area park land, happy to know that these areas simply are. 

It should be noted that there are a few respondents who even though they, like the next case 

shows, chose a preferred benefit for urban natural areas, gave responses to the open-ended 

question on meaning that suggest that they view natural area park land as a liability rather than a 

benefit For some, land left in a naturd state may be offensive because it is seen as an untidy area 

prone to fires and home to vermin and weeds (Ross, 1989). In the case s h o w  here, it is also a 

15 The Park warden said that there had been 'kpeat occurrences" of these infractions (Dolik 1996, Al). 

16 Robert Louise Stevenson. An Inland Voyage, 1878, quoted by Henderson 1996. page 30. 
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matter of being afraid. Based on the disaffected tone of her response, Case 252x, which follows, 

has k e n  categorized as king in the unclassified meaning group. She is younger than 50 years of 

age, has attended at least some university, and her response to the benefit question puts her in the 

object-oriented, amenity-based group. Curiously, while she indicated that the most important 

benefit of urban nature is the contribution it makes to having an attractive city, she reported the 

following views concerning her experience with urban nature: 

For me, nature in the city is [the] expense to provide and maintain parks [which] is 
always an issue. Also safety in these areas is a big concern with the growing 
number of violent and uncaring people in our society. (Case 252 x - "x" denotes no 
referendum-style ballot received) 

Not surprisingly, this cespondent is a non-regular user of natural area parks and overdl is less 

inclined towards favouring strategies that preserve natural area park land. Although her concern 

for personal safety is in the rninority for this survey, the results of the 199 1 PuIse on Parks survey 

indicated that approximately 7% of adult Calgarians, and almost 10% of adult women in Calgary, 

do not use urban parks because of concems over personal safety (N = approxirnatel y 45,000). 

This concem suggests that there are iikely a number of individuals for whom a relationship with 

the urban natural environment is at best distant and uncomfortable, characterized by wariness and 

unease. Taking this fact into consideration, it is likely that there is a group of peopIe who do not 

see a benefit in protecting natural area park land and are, as a consequence, apathetic towards, or 

have a general lack of interest in, the fate of urban natural areas. Overall, however, the vast 

majority of respondents to the survey, and likely the population of Calgary in general, sees a 

variety of benefits to having natural area park land in the city. 

In depth analysis of respondents' benefit preferences shows that, as some researchers have 

speculated, 'hearby nature" can fdfil the sarne needs for people as nature in "more remote and 

primitive settings" (Kaplan and Kaplan 1989, 17 1-2). In fact, the results of this study indicate that 

there is a definite expectation on the part of urban dwellers that the benefits most commonly 

attributed to king in a wilderness setting will result from contact with nature in the city. This is 

most true for the benefits seen as arising from the firmly established belief that nature provides an 



escape or refuge from the stress of city life and is an essentiai source of aesthetic appreciation.17 

It is l a s  m e  for the kind of ùenefit that contributes to the development of a positive self-concept 

which arises frorn coping with the challenge of natural elements in the wilderness (Scherl 1989). 

Experience with urban nature does not appear to be as rnotivated by the self-testing aspect of 

interaction with the nahiral environment as the wilderness experience sometimes is. An exception 

is the selfconfidence apparently arising from the pleasure of competently executing outdoor 

physical recreation activities in general. Further, the list of benefits generated for the survey did 

not include any specific reference to the benefits of self-developrnent that could be realized tiirough 

interaction with the natural environment. But as has k e n  suggested in another study on urban 

greens (Bonnes, Aiello, and Grazia Ardone 1994), it appears that the opportunity that contact with 

urban nature affords for self-fulfilment (Manning 1979) is a fundamental assurnption for some 

people in the creation of rneaning of experience with urban nature. 

Alihough rnost of the benefit categones in the survey can be tenned as k ing  based on the 

instrumental value of nature (Booth 1994), for 20% of respondents the enhanced sense of self- 

awareness that cornes from the urban nature experience reflects the intrinsic value of nature. 

Rather than seeing improvements in self-awareness as being a direct benefit of contact with nature, 

for some respondents the self-enrichment that occurs through encounters with urban nature is what 

creates meaning fiom the experience. This moves the contribution to the self-awareness aspect of 

contact with nature from the realm of benefit to that of essential component in interpreting 

experiences with the naturai environment. 

The benefits reported in this study displayed another interesting characteristic. Respondents and 

focus group participants rarely mentioned the potential environmental benefits of nature in the city 

even though the ecological benefits are a central concern to park planners, designers and managers 

(Caigary Parks & Recreation 1994; Planning & Building Depamnent 1996). This tends to conFm 

the suggestion that it is the bbeco-expecience" and visual impact that are of most concem to the 

17 Jones (1994) describes this as a culturally conshucted preference for benefits arising fmm an "a,garian lifestyle" 
situated in an "idealized pastoral landscape" (Jones 1994.34). Also, Suzuki (1995) observes that, in discussions 
with terminally il1 people about the imp~~ance of "being in nature," humans have a natural inclination towards 
wanting contact with nature - based in a genetic need for contact with other living things (Suzuki 1995.1). He notes 
that this phenornena is part of Edward O. Wilson's idea of "biophilia" (Ibid.). 



public when taking into account the influence that the "greening movement" is having on parks and 

recreation services (Balmer 1 99 1, unpaginated). 

The absence of interest in ecological benefit could also be a result of the nature expenence not 

king goal driven. The general lack of vigour in participants' discussions associateci with the idea 

of benefit and the lack of environment-specific responses seems to indicate that the pursuit or 

realization of a specific benefit is not the point of experiencing nature. It is rather the agreeable and 

dynamic process of interacting with the n a t d  environment that is valued and sought out - the 

journey raîher than the destination, as it were. 

Analysis of the tendencies of the two different groups created by scoring the questions on benefits 

does not generate anything other than what one might intuitively expect. The group which fmds 

the arnenity benefits of nature in the city to be the most important is less likely to be kinship- 

oriented in generating rneaning from experiences with urban nature. It is also less likely than the 

survey norm to put natural areas as a funding priority, and more likely to be less preservation- 

oriented. The group that finds affiliation benefits to be most important is more LikeIy than the 

survey norm to be kinship-oriented in meaning. It is also more likely to put priorities on funding 

natural areas, and more likely to be more preservation-oriented. Neither group is, however, more 

or less likely to support changes in planning for cornmunity open space. Each group resembles the 

norm in this respect in that public opinion is fairly evenly split with regards to support for the 

status quo and support for an approach that would maximize the provision of natural area park 

land. Table 8 surnmarizes these findings. 

Table 8 
Cornparison of Benefit Group Expectations 

BENEFIT CATEGORIES 
AMENITY AFFILIATION 

ELEMENTS OF EXPECTATION: 

Kinship-oriented meaning 18% 34% 

Naturai areas as a hnding priority 10% 26% 

Support for preservation strategies 39% 62% 

Plan to maximize natural area supply 39% 48% 

Plan to keep naturai area supply the sarne 50% 43% 
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26% 

18% 
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The two benefit groups also do not demonstrate any strong trends or differences in terms of 

demographic characteristics. The fact that there is little relationship between such demographic 

variables as gender, age, and frequency of park use and preferred benefit indicates that the benefits 

any one person gains fiom interaction with the urban natural environment are highly personalized. 

It has ken  suggested that in order to adequately evaluate benefits of leisure in general, it is 

important to consider context, specific behaviours and affective response (Orthner 1991). Such 

factors are highly dependent upon both personal and situational circumstances and consequently 

are difficult to assess adequately in a survey checklist format. Further, as the benefits of 

interaction with the natural environment are essentialiy related to individual perception (Pigram 

1993) and interpretation, a person is likely to be involved in situations that generate a wide variety 

of benefits - from the physiological to the social and psychological (Manne11 and Stynes 1991) - 
even though she or he may have had a certain kind of transaction in rnind at the onset. This means 

that it is not possible or perhaps even desirable to speculate on the kinds of benefits certain types of 

people expect to gain from urban nature. 

By considering respondents on the basis of their combined reporteci benefit and meaning 

orientation that arise from past experience with urban naturel* it is possible, however, to draw a 

conclusion in terms of views related to the appreciation of urban natural areas. One cm surmise 

that, in terrns of extremes, experience with the natural environment is more or less grounded in the 

objectification of nature, with the more object-oriented, amenity and utility-based perspective k i n g  

less inclined to appreciate urban natural area park land, and the less object-oriented kinship and 

affiliation-based perspective king more inclined to appreciate natural area park land. 

The following quotes illustrate both the similarities and differences in respondents whose past 

experiences with urban nature indicate a tendency to be more or less disposed to objectify the 

natural environment. Case 158, which follows, is typical of an object-oriented style of 

engagement in that the respondent is situating himself as an observer or spectator in relation to the 

environment. As the respondent says . . . 
For me, nature in the city is [tlaking the family dom to the river and ride bikes, 
wak, fish, let the dog go for a swim. Watch the birds and ducks and geese and 
other animals that might go by. A place to relax on a nice &y. (Case 158) 
- - 

I8 A variable "exratex" mes benefit and meaning categones, scores the total and divides the group into two (variable 
"'newex"), based on the median (3 - 48th percentile). 



This comment illusrrates the central importance of enjoyment of irnrnediate gratification that is 

anticipated from exposure to the variety and novelty of urban nature. In the next case (098)- which 

profiles a typicd less object-oriented, appreciation style of engagement, the respondent also 

obviously takes delight in the novelty of nature, but for him it is important that the experience is 

integrated into a broader sense of connection between himself, history, humanity and natural 

process. As he puts it: 

For me, nature in the city is an opportunity to see and experience areas where there 
is minimal human interference in natural processes. They come with a sense of 
anticipation - maybe today 1 will see something unique or unusual, a bird or 
animal. 1 find them a stir to the imagination as well is this what Calgary looked like 
a hundred, two hundred years ago before being developed. It helps me think of 
Calgary as a unique place. Buildings and lawns are pretty much the sarne in any 
city. Natural features are mostly what distinguishes one from another. (Case 098) 

Respondents in this survey, whose past experience seems to precipitate a more object-centred, 

amenity-oriented, utility-based perspective on the naturai environment, are more likely to Say that 

they would put human needs fmt in conflicts concerning natural areas in the city. They are also 

less likeiy to put Sunding naturai areas as a priority; less likely to support preservation strategies in 

generai; and more likely to favour the status quo in considering how naturai area park land is 

provided. Respondents with a past experience profile indicative of a less object-centred, more 

affiliation-orienteci perspective on their experiences with urban nature are more likely to Say that 

they would put environmental needs fmt in conflict over urban natural areas. They have a greater 

tendency to select natural areas as the number one open space funding priority and overall are more 

supportive of strategies to preserve natural area park land in the city. This group is also more 

likely than average to fmd strategies to address the needs of wildlife in the city to be appropriate. 

As well, the group shows considerably more support for changing planning practice so as to 

maximize the provision of natural area park land in Calgary cornrnunities. 

The tendency to more or less objectify, or detach oneself, from various embodiments of nature is 

in part an indication of the degree of ffinity a person displays for the naturai environment - the 

less objectification that takes place, the greater one's affinity with nature. Other indications of 

affinity are the degree of psychological, emotional and physical involvement one has with the 

natural environment. The next section examines affinity as a composite of these aspects of past 

experience with nature. 



8.4 Affinity for Urban Nature 

Afinity is a reflection of how past experience with nature precipitates different kinds of individual 

readiness to engage with urban naturai area park land. in this study, the comparative smngth of a 

respondents'ig involvement with urban nature, or eco-experience, is used as an indication of 

affinity. Respondents' comrnitment to utban naturai area park land relative to expectations for the 

provision of natural area park land in the city are used to test the effects of affhity. The survey 

data was manipulated to produce a score for each respondent. The scores were then scaied to 

mate an index of affinity. To facilitate a descriptive analysis, two points were selected dong the 

continuum that resulted in respondents king grouped into low, medium, and high affinity groups. 

By virtue of the scoring system,m the groups exhibit certain attributes that arise from the method 

of categorization. Each group also displays demographic featüres that are independent of the 

scoring system. However, only age was found to be significantly related to affinity. The groups' 

views on preservation strategies, priority of funding for natural area park land, and choices in 

tems of park planning policy were chosen to reflect respondent commitment toward the urban 

naturai environment. Al1 of these factors were shown to be significantly related to affiiity group. 

The various attributes and characteristics of each group are described in the discussion that 

follows. 

8.4.1 Attributes o f  the Categories 

The response vdues for meaning orientation, benefit perspective, pattern of use, conflict resolution 

19 Responses to the questions on benefits, meaning of experience with nature in the city, priority in situational 
confiicts, and views on the role of urban natural park land were coded, weighted equaily, and scaled to produce a 
score. The calculation was done with and without the rating for frequency of use of natural area park land. The 
discussion here relates to the totais including a use score. The sa le  range was from O - 20; points of comparison 
divide the gmup at the 33rd percentile and the 70th percentile so that 33.5% of the respondents fail into the lower 
affmity group, 36.9% into the medium affimity group, and 29.7% into the higher affmity group. When sorted on the 
basis of gender, and keeping the dividing points constant, percents in each category shift so that the lowest category 
of men is comprised of 39% of the respondents compared to 29% for women; medium is 35% and 38% respectively 
and the highest affinity category contains 26% of the men and 33% of the women. The rating system is designed so 
that the higher the score, the p a t e r  the affiiity for urban nature. 

20 Responses to benefit, meaning, conflict orientation and use are a function of the scoring system in that the 
ratings from these variables were used to score individuals. For example a respondent who selected an amenity 
benefit, who did not provide an answer 10 the open-ended question, who indicated a non-ecologicai outlook on urban 
nature and who reported infrequent use of urban natural areas. would receive a score that places her or him on the 
lowest end of the scale. Al1 demographic characteristics are independent of the classification system, as are the 
opinion based responses to preservation inclination, funding priorities, and voting choice for park planning. 



preference, and basic outiook on nature produce different profiles for each of the afhity groups. 

in the group composed of scores on the lower one-third of the affinity s a l e  more than half of the 

respondents did not provide a response to the open-ended questions on experience with urban 

nature. Of those who did respond, over 85% gave a utility-oriented response to the meaning. The 

majority (75%) have an amenity perspective on the benefits of urban nature, with almost one- 

quarter selecting an attractive city as the most important benefit As well, over two-thirds of the 

group are non-regular users of natural area parks. 

In the medium intensity affinity group attributes show that, as with respondents overall, just over 

one-third of the group did not respond to the question on experience with nature. Also as with 

respondents overall, of those who did respond to the question, the majority were classifieci into the 

utility-oriented meaning group. The rnajority of this medium intensity group expressed affiliation- 

orientation benefits as king most important, with family time and peace and tranquillity of nature 

in a close tie for the most important benefit. Almost two-thirds of these medium indexers are 

regular users of natural area park land. 

Unlike the survey sample overall, everyone in the top one-third of the affmity scale responded to 

the question conceming experience with nature in the city, with over 60% reporting kinship- 

oriented meaning. About two-thirds of the high intensi ty affinity group selected affiliation- 

oriented benefits as the most important kind of benefit provided by urban nature. AImost 90% of 

the group are regular users of natural area parks. 

The demographics profiles for each of the groups on the affïnity scale show that the lower one- 

third on the affiinity rating scale (N = 88) is comprised of a faUly even split in gender representation 

(47% mald50% female) and age groups (48% under the age of 50/46% 50 years of age and older). 

Slightiy more than haif this group has attended at least some üniversity. As with respondents 

overail, the breakdown in households is evenly distributed between the three main types, with 

slightiy more falling into the living alone group than the other two circumstances (couples with 

children and couples with no chiIdren at home). The medium grouping on the affiiity scale (N = 

98) has a lower percent of men and a higher percent of women than does the Iow index group. It 

also has a greater percent of those younger than 50 than does the low index group. However, in 

both cases, the medium group resembles the survey n o m  overall. Like those in the low affinity 



group and respondents overall, the majority of those in this medium affiity group have attended 

some university, This mid-range group aIso has a much lower percent of those living aione than 

does the lower afinity group, and like the survey overall, couples with no children at home are the 

largest single household category. The top scoring m i t y  group = 77) has the highest percent 

of women and people under the age of 50 years. It d so  has the highest percent of those who 

attended some university and of a household situation involving couples with no children at home. 

8.4.2 Aff~nity Profiles 

Differences are evident in each a f h i t y  group's expression of cornmitment toward the urban natural 

environment. In the lowest affinity group almost 75% are less preservation-orienteci, with just 

under 50% saying it is not appropriate to Lirnit hurnan use in order to protect natural areas. As with 

respondents overall, over half of the group identified regional open space as the highest pnority for 

open space fimding and the majority favours the status quo in terms of planning for the provision 

of naturai area park land. In the medium affiiity group, on the other hand, there is a slight 

majority of more preservation-oriented individuals. But aimost one-half of this group also feels 

that it is inappropnate to limit human use to protect natural areas. The majority views regionai 

open space as the number one funding pnority, as with respondents overall, although close to 20% 

chose natural areas as their first priority for funding. CuriousIy, a greater percent than respondents 

overall favours the status quo in planning for naturai area park land. 

Results for the highest affinity groups show that approximately 70% of the group are more 

preservation-oriented, with 60% saying it is appropriate to prohibit human use to protect natural 

areas. Further, over 75% suggested that it was more appropriate to take the needs of wildlife into 

consideration when planning urban natural areas. As with respondents overali, the majonty 

selected regional parks and pathways as the number one open space funding priority, however 

over 30% also chose natural area park land as their top pnority. Almost 70% of the top rated 

affînity group favour changes to park planning procedures in order to rnaximize the provision of 

comrnunity natural area park land. 

To test the significance of the connections between affinity and key indicators of inclination toward 

interactions with the urban naturd environment, the affmity index was bisected at the median. This 



creates two groups displayhg relative positions of greater or lesser affity. Chi-square analysis 

showed that affinity is significantly related to preservation orientation, natural area funding 

preferences, and choice of park planning approach. Figure 27 summarizes these findings. The 

results clearly indicate that affuiity is related to inclinations to support natural area park land in the 

city. They also suggest that the affiinity index is a valid way to assess the influence of past 

experience on fomiing relationships with the urban natural environment. 

Figure 27 

Connecting affinity and expectations for interaction 
with the urban natural environment 

(Developed by the author) 
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8.4.3 Notes on Gender and Affinity 

Although chi-square anaiysis shows that gender is not significantly related to afinity group, 

anecdotal profiles of gender in each of these groupings show some interesting variations. For 

example, the lower affinity women (N = 44) are one of the groups least Iikely to comment on 

experiences with nature in the city - over 60% did not comment, as compared to 40% of the lower 

affinity men (N = 41). Although the women in this group are considerably more likely than their 

male counterparts to not object to limiting human use to protect sensitive areas (40% compared to 

60%)' they are aiso one of the groups least likely to choose natural area park lands as a funding 

prionty (2%). 

The men in the lower intensity affinity group are atypicai in that they have a much higher percent 

than the women's lower affinity group of respondents living as a couple with children (39% 

compared to 16%) and are considerably more Iikely to be non-regular park users. The men's 

lower afinity group also has a higher percent than the Iow afhity group overall choosing natural 

area park land as a funding priority (10% compared to 6%). 

In the medium intensity affinity grouping the most noticeable difference in gender is that 

considerably more of the men have attended some university. In the men's group 78% attended 

university, compared with only 47% of the women in this group and 68% of respondents overail. 

The men's group (N = 38) also tended to live aione l e s  than women in the category (N = 57)' or 

respondents overall. Again a higher percent of the medium affiity men than medium affinity 

women, and than respondents overall, found it not appropriate to limit human use in order to 

protect natural areas. In terms of preservation orientation and funding prionty for naturd areas, the 

gender groups in the medium intensity affiiity rating are sirnilar to each other and to the nom 

overall. However, a greater percentage of the men did indicate that they prefer the status quo with 

respect to planning for the provision of naturai a r a  park iand. 

The demographic trends for those in the highest intensity f i n i t -  grouping are sirnilar for both 

genders. The women's higher intensity affinity group (N = 49) does however have one of the 

highest percentages of those under the age of 50 (71 %), and where the women's groups show a 

tendency for affinity to increase while age decreases, the men's groups do not show the sarne 

sbong trend. Overall the women in the top one-third of the affinity scores show stronger affiliation 



and kinship trends than do either respondents overall or men in the same category. But while 

women may have higher affiinity scores resulting from this tendency, the high affinity men show a 

stronger indication of willingness to act on these feelings. The higher affiinity men (N = 27) not 

only demonstrate a strong presemation orientation (79% pro-preservation compared to 50% 

overall, and 63% of the higher affmity women), but they also show some of the highest support 

for hinding natural areas as a priority (39% chose this as a top priorïty) and for changing park 

planning practice to maximize the provision of natural area park land (75% voted for this option). 

The most interesting aspect of the trends in the men's higher affinity group is the slightly lower 

than average support (and extremely low for the high affinity grouping) for limiting human use of 

natural area park land in order to protect any sensitive areas. A possible explmation for this is that 

in the different social experiences of men and women, men are less accustomed to having to accept 

or tolerate external controls on volitional behaviour, It could also be that it is an incorrect 

assumption to equate a high score on the experience intensity scale with a high affiity for the 

natural environment. One's appreciation of nature could be based in respect for the essence of the 

natural environment or it could be based on valuing a commodity in anticipation for consumption 

(see previous discussion on "bagging an experienceW).2l 

Although these findings may seem surprising in terms of gender differences discussed earlier, they 

are not unexpected when considering response patterns overall. Analysis throughout this study 

repeatedly shows that the extremes on any of the scales yield more consistent and predictable 

relationships between various phenornena. This trend is likely indicative of the existence of what 

has been termed "the attentive public" (Schumaker 199 1, 164). Respondents of this type are very 

aware of the issues and have consequently established strong views, one way or the other, on 

preferred outcornes (Ibid.). For example, al1 of those in the top 5% (N = 14) of the afinity scale 

are in the more preservation-onented group and 57% of this group identified natural area park land 

as their number one funding priority. This compares with a strong trend in the other direction in 

the part of the bonom 5% of the scale (N = 14) in which only 14% selected natural area park land 

as their f ~ s t  pnority for funds. As well, while 85% of the top group voted to change planning 

practices in order to maxirnize the provision of naturd area park land, 71 9% of this lowest 5% 

21 As is the case with organizations such as those that pmmote habitat conservation in the fom of wetiand for 
ducks in order to provide a supply of ducks for sport hunting. 



voted to keep planning practices the same. These two groups differ demographically in that the 

majority of the top group attended at least some university, while the majority of the bottom group 

did not. The top extreme group is comprised of 85% women, while at lest 50% of the bottom 

extreme group is male. 

8.5 Summary 

Overall analysis of respondents' past experience with urban nature confirms that individuals 

displaying a greater degree of S m i t y  for the natural environment are more likely to favour 

strategies that support natural area park land in the city. Tables 9 sumrnarizes the various aspects 

that contribute to this profile. 

Table 9 
Surnmary of Affinity Profiles 

Indicators: 
Meaning Orientation 
Benefit Perspective 
Use Profile 
Conflict Approach 
Outlook on Nature 

Expectations: 
Funding Priority 
Management Sirategies 
Park Planning Preference 
Relationship Orientation 

AFFINITY 
LESSER 
Utility 
Amenity 
Occasional 
Balance Interests 
Recreationd 

Recreational Areas 
Pro-Use 
Tradi tional 
Functional 

GREATER 
Kinship 
Affiliation 
Regular 
Environment Fust 
Environmental 

Natural Areas 
Pro-Preservation 
Sustainable 
Ecological 

The results of the analysis of past experience also suggest that the tendency towards more intense 

involvement with the natural environment is not related to genenc demographic characteristics. 

Just as is the case with ethical perspectives on the natural environment, affinity seems to be a 

function of personal responses to the more subtle and complex influences of social context. The 

final chapter in this consideration of dimensions of the urban nature experience is a discussion of 

how social context is reflected in different combinations of ethicai inclinations and affective 

engagements. It suggests that a specific kind of orientation - or eco-affect - toward the natural 

environment is apparent in the respective humanlenvironment relationships. 



CHAPTER 9 

Social Context and Views on Nature 

9.1 Introduction 

The discussion in Chapter three noted a number of factors acting on contemporary society to 

reinforce a certain view of the natural environment. As the results of this study coafirm, and as 

public debate suggests, people assume a wide range of emotional and psychological positions in 

terms of dationships with urban nature. How is it, then, that individuals who are located in the 

same cultural context come to such vastly different conclusions conceming the natural 

environment? 

9.2 GridGmup Mode1 

Much has been written concerning the identification of causes of variations in individual perception 

and interpretation of meaning -especially as it relates to environmental concem. There has been 

considerable speculation on the influence of underlying belief systems (Axelrod 1%. Finger 

1% Kuhn 1983, of class structure (Butte1 1975; Cotgrove and Duff 1981) and of the media 

(Burgess 1990). There have also been explanations based on depth (or Jungian) psychology 

(Schroeder 1991a) and productive herrneneutics (which lwks at the idiosyncratic, rather than 

generalized, production of meaning [Patterson 19931). Researchers have, with limited success, 

been striving to establish what factors might be responsible for fundamental differences in 

orientation towards the natural environment. It is suggested that the overd1 similanties in outlook 

that people display are likely to do with culturally conditioned social factors, while the differences 

anse from the innumerable combinations of individual social circumstance. 

It is culture which creates and favours one belief system over another, but it is individual 

disposition that rnakes enough sense of it al1 for a person to be able to appropriately function within 

any given social system (Anderson 1996). So i t is that while people have sirnilar wants and needs, 

they have a vast array of ways of satisfying them (Ibid.). The grid/group modef of cultural 

diversity, origindly developed as a tool to type cultures in anthropologicai researchi. suggests 

further that certain kinds of social organization foster different kinds of personal assumptions about 

the natural environment. Numerous authors have speculated that in addition to establishing a way 

Rayner (lm) credits Mary Douglas (lm for hcrongoing devclopment of gridgroup cultural theory- (See her 
Risk und acceptabifity according ro rire social sciences. Ni': Russell Sage Foundation. Original was not consul ted.) 



to examine different world views that various cultures may have, the theory offers some insight, ai 

the micro-level, into how organizational culture cm influence views on nature (see Buck 1989). 

In gridlgroup theory, social organization is defined in tems of two key culturai conditions: social 

interaction (labelled grid) and social integration (Iabelled goup). Both are measures of social 

control acting on individual choice (Spickard 1990.)2 A culture exhibits high social control by 

constraining interaction between various rnembers of the society, prescribing permitted options on 

the basis of various roles (Milton 1991) -for example gender, socio-economic status, political 

position, and so on. It exhibits high control on social inte,ption through the degree to which 

collective goals are more compeliing thaa individual interests. In l e s  compelling circumstances 

individuals are highly independent in thought and behaviour. By combining the two dimensions ir 

a matrix format (see Figure 28) four possible prototypes of social organization are formed at the 

intersections as follows: 

A) Intersecting low control on role interaction and weak goal integmtion produces a 

social climate in which individualism and independence flourish. An individual is 

likely to feel empowered to use his or her judgment most of the time. This kind of 

organization is labelledentrepreneoria1 (Milton 1991), in that individuaI benefit is the 

pnority (Buck 1989). 

B) Intersecting high social control on individual interaction and low social control on 

inte,mtion into colIective goals creates a social climate in which there is littie agreement 

on direction for individual goals but strong constraints on ailowable interaction. 

Individuals are likely as a consequence to feel socially aiienated and manipulated by the 

system (Rayner 1992). This kind of oganization is labelled fatalistic (Milton 1991) 

in that individuals feel that they have few choices in iife. 

C) Intersecting high social contml on role interaction and high controI on collective 

goals creates a hierarchicd social climate in which individualism and cornpetition are not 

necessarily absent, but are highly regulated (Rayner 1992). Hierarchical social 

- 

2 As Rayner explains, "cultural theory is nota psychoiogical theory of personality types . . . it is a socid theory 
that views social organization as presenting paüems of opportunities and constraints . . . in a particular social 
cOnkxtn (Rayner 1992,107). 



systems "favor institutionalized author@'' (Buck 1989, 103) in making judgments. 

Individuals know the rules, and highly regulated structure is believed to produce social 

stability. 

D) htersecting low control or constraint on roles, or conversely enabling a high degree 

of interaction among group members and high collective goals, fosters a social 

organization in which members may be highly independent in exercising judgments, but 

dso agree, without coercion, to collective consensus on goals (Buck 1989, citing 

Wildavsky 1987).3 This egalitarian type of social organization (Buck 1989; Milton 

199 1 ; and Rayner 1992) is cornrnon in ad hoc groups that are relatively small and 

temporary in character (Buck 1989); however, it is also present in some 

environrnenialist organizatiuns (Rayner 1992). Individuals exhibit a hiph level of 

agreement with group values, and are suspicious of the motives of those outside of their 

P U P -  

Researchers have suggested numerous typologies conceming the view of nature that would 

correspond to each type of social fkamework (again, see Buck l989).4 The theory is that certain 

views of the world would create and maintain certain myths about nature. It is suggested here that 

a group's ideas concerning relationships with the natural environment are most likely to do with 

group members' understanding about control over and obligations towards each other, including 

other Living things in the environment which comprises the group entity. 

9.3 Views on the Natural Environment 

In this respect, the highly ego-centred view of the wortd inherent in the entrepreneurid mode1 

requires that the natural environment be viewed in terms of an "honourabie opponent," able to hold 

3 The citation provided by Buck is: A.Wildavsky 1987. Choosing preferences by constnicting institutions. A 
cultural theory of preference formation. Amerkm Political Science Review 8 1 (1 ), 3-21. Original source not 
consulted. 

4 Buck's interest is in the application of cultural theory to the development and analysis of environmental 
management policy such as regdation of grazing. By way of background to this issue she provides an overview of 
research co~ecting cultural theory and views on nature. 



its own in a competitive situation. Nature is considered to be robusts in that while particular 

elements may not survive intense cornpetition, the force continues to prevail nonetheless. 

Interaction with the urban natural environment is activity-based involvement designed to enhance a 

sense of personai well-being. 

The alienated positionhg of individuais in a fatalistic social system in which group members are 

highly limited in terms of permissible interaction and have a low sense of group identity is likely to 

create a situation in which people are somewhat wary of each other's motives and behaviours. At 

best, the strongest view of nature that would prevail is apathy (Buck 1989) or indifference towards 

the plight of the natural environment; at worst an attitude of hostility may dominate. Lacking a 

sense of personal empowerment, the rnyth that dominates in these individuais' circurnstances is 

nature as capricious,6 or unpredictable. This view arises frorn the belief that irrespective of 

whatever interaction or intervention may take place between human society and the natural 

envuonment, nature will cake its course. However, king influenced by a social context that is not 

syrnpathetic towards environmentai issues does not necessarily preclude individuais from 

indulging in consumption of nature experiences. Such individuals will likely feel rnost cornfortable 

interacting with highly contrived and orthodox manifestations of the urban natural environment, 

where hazards are minimal and quaiity of the experience predictable. 

The highiy rationalized smcture of hierarchical social organization generates a social context in 

which individuals clearly know what is expected of them in terms of social functioning. This lack 

of arnbiguity or conversely, a reliance on the comfort and certainty of order, endorses a view of 

nature that suggests that, given adequate regulation, the natural environment can be managed 

properly. This perspective justifies a view of nature as resilient, able to balance and adjust itself in 

response to stress.7 Interaction with the urban natural environrnent is based on a conventional 

5 Kay Milton matches the entrepreneurid social framework with a myth of nature as robust on the bais  that an 
entrepreneurid social system encourages the "'exploitation of nature for personal gain" (Milton 199 1.6). 

6 Buck (1989) explains that nature is viewed as capricious by those who see themselves as k ing  at the mercy of 
extemal forces. Milton (1991) also matches the fatalists with a capricious view. 

7 Milton suggests that hierachist social groups see nature as "robust within limits" (Milton 1991.6) in that lhere is 
a confidence that through science and conuolled use nature will continue to stabilize itself (Ibid.). Buck (1989) 
reports on nature as resilient being equated with its adaptability. 



place-based approach in which individuais have a welldefmed, finnly established understanding 

of what constitutes a fitting nature experience. 

With minimal constraints on social interaction and a strong cornmitment to group goals, the 

egalitarian social system values equality (Buck 1989) and the collective good (Milton 1991). The 

natural environment is considered to be a fuiite entity within the system, entitled to the due regard 

and concern of any member of the group. The idea of nature that prevails in this context is that al1 

life forms in nature are as fragile as human life is known to be and as such proper respect and care 

are required to sustain them.8 Interaction with the urban natural environment is highly sentimental, 

based on emotional and aesthetic response to actual, imagined and remembered experiences with 

domesticated and wild nature. 

It is suggested that each of these perspectives on social organization and views of nature also 

defines a particular kind of relationship with the natural environment (see Figure 28). In an 

entrepreneurid social climate, the tendency is to exploit nature in order to maxirnize personal 

benefit of the resource. A social organization which generates a climate of social ambivalence will 

resutt in a situation in which, through lack of interest or predominance of a view that only others 

will benefit from how resources are treated, people tend to consume nature. The belief in stability 

through controI of institutional structure, which is characteristic of a hierarchical social 

organization, leads to a relationship in which people seek to manage the natural environment in 

order to appropriately distribute the benefit of the resource throughout the system. An egalitarian 

socid system, in seeking to have everyone and everything, including the natural environment, 

knefit equally from human contact with nature, fosters a concem oriented relationship in which 

people feel that they need to protect the natural environment. 

Figure 28, which follows, illustrates how the research on gridlgroup cultural theory and beliefs 

8 The nature as fragile view atmbuted to egalitan'an by Milton (1991) is based on the belief that it is not easy to ce- 
establish stability in the namral environment once it is lost. Buck describes the egalitarian myth of nature as 
ephemeral, requiring "'self-sacrificing human behaviour and. . . effective group sanctions" (Buck 1989. 106). 



about nature relates to suggested relationships with the natural environmentg that arise in this 

study. 

Figure 28 

limits role interaction 
(many prescribed constraints) 

' 
SOCIAL SYSTEM 1 

nature rs / I  

enables role interaction 
(few prescribed constraints) 

Grid/group theory and relationships with the urban natural environment 
(Adapted by the author from Buck 1989, Milton 1991 and Rayner 1992) 

Applying this idea that different social systems produce different views about the natural 

environment, the data from the Nature in the City survey was exarnined for its potential to describe 

similarities and differences in relationships with urban nature that could arise from different social 

9 It is interesting to note that Rayner (1992) suggests that, at a very fundamental level, people living within a 
specific social context uulize these ideas about nature as a metaphor to rationalize many of their moral and legal 
approaches to public Iife. 



contexts. 10 Using the s w e y  results, the groups formed by expressed views regarding socially 

prescribed environmental ethics, especially as bey relate to supporring a greater or lesser tolerance 

for restricting human ability to rnaximize benefit from interaction with nature, and personal 

responses to experience with urban nature reflected in the profiles of affïuiity for nature, have k e n  

compared. This cross-tabulationi 1 creates a ma& of four cells representative of existing 

relationships with the urban natural environment. It is suggested that in the cross-tabulation of the 

interest integration scale (as indicated by environmental ethic) with the intensity of involvement 

scale (as indicated by affinity profile) the resulting grouphgs typiw the range of eco-affect12 

modes that establish a cornmunity's framework for ongoing interactions with urban nature. 

9.4 Eco-affect Modes and Psychographic Type 

These eco-affect modes, viewed in relation to griplgroup theory, M e r  suggest four basic 

psychographicl3 stereotypes indicative of the current range of ways individuals in Calgary relate to 

urban nature. Psychographic analysis uses respondent interests and opinions, in addition to 

demographic variables, to build characterizations of groups. In this case the categorization is based 

on eco-ethic and & i t y  (derived fiom past expenence) viewed in relation to the implications of 

social context. The groups that result are s h o w  in Table 10. 

10 Ehvious research resulting in typologies of the nature expenence have k e n  based on wildemess feature 
preferences i.e. spartanism, anti-artificialism, etc. (Hendee, Catton, Marlow and Brockrnan 1968,3 1); and 
remoteness, naturalism, etc. (Kliskey 1994,203); attitudes toward nature i.e. utilitarian/ecoIogistic, 
scientific/humanistic etc. (Eagles 1980.30-3 1); personality type, Le. sociaiite, introspective, etc. (McIntyre, 
Cuskelly, and Auld 1991, 16) and attitudes towards wildlife, i.e. naturalistic, ecologistic, mordistic, etc. (KelIert 
1995, 108). 

1 1 'Ihe ecu-ethic factor was created by grouping al1 those who responded that it was NOT APPROPRIATE to limit 
human use in order to preserve nahuai areas into one group (including the i 2% that did not respond to the question) 
and al1 those who responded that it was to some degree appropriate to limit human use in the other group. These 
two groups were cross-tabulated to the two groups created by dividing the affinity index, as previously described, in 
two, using the score ciosest to the median as the dividing point (in this case 13, which was the 45th percentile). 

12 In so far as emotional impact is considered to be an important part of al1 environmental experience (Inelson, 
Franck, and O'Hanlon 1976), the terni is based on the idea that an emotional, as opposed to intellectual or physicd, 
response mode is likely the most significant in terrns of experiencing nature in the city. 

13 Psychographics refers to the market research technique of studying market segmentation trends by quantiQing 
indicators of abstract dimensions of consumer behaviour (Heath 1995; Demby 1994). 



Table 10 
Eco-affect and Psychographîc Type 

ECO-ETHICI ECO- SOCIAL 
ECO-EXPERIENCE (AFFINITY) AFFECT CONTEXT 

Low interest integratiod 
Low intensity of involvement Apathetic Fatalistic 

Low iaterest iutegratiod 
Bigh intensity o f  involvement E g o i s t i c  Entrepreneurial 

High interest integratiod 
LOW intensity o f  involvement Sympathet ic  Hierarchical 

Bigh interest integrationl 
High intensity o f  invoIvement Empathetic Egalitarian 

PSYCEOGRAPHIC 
TYPE 

CONSUMER 

ADVENTURER 

STEWARD 

GUARDIAN 

Table 10 shows that the eco-affect modes produced in the analysis of ethics and affmity closely 

resemble the orientations of the four prototypes for social organization discussed earlier. in a 

social framework where there is a low integration of personal and environmental interests both the 

apathetic and egoistic eco-affect modes are produced. These correspond with the fatalistic and 

entrepreneurid prototypes respectively. One orientation results primarily h m  non-interest while 

the other type is based in self-interest. Combining disinterest and a low involvement with nature 

suggests an apathetic mode characterized by a Consumer relationship with the natural environment. 

A self-interested orientation combined with a high level of involvement suggests an egoistic mode 

characterized by an Adventurer style of relating to nature. 

In a social framework where there is a high level of integration of human and environmental 

interests both the syrnpathetic and empathetic eco-affect modes are produced. These modes 

respectively correspond with the hierarchical and egalitarian social system prototypes. Again the 

reasons for the level of interest differ. The sympathetic hierarchists integrate human and 

environmental interests out of sense of duty and obligation, while the empathetic egditarians do so 

out of care and concern. A high interest integration combined with a low involvernent with nature 

suggests a sympathetic eco-affect mode characterized by a Steward style of engagement with nature 

and a high interest integration combined with a high involvement suggests an empathetic eco-affect 

mode characterized by a Guardian style of relationship. 



The psychographic groups each display characteristics h t  are a function of the methodoiogy that 

created them. Responses to the question on consmainhg human access to protect naturaI areas and 

to ail of the questions used to assess affinity fomed the basis of this methodology. In terms of 

group characteristics,l4 al1 of those in the Consumer group feel that it is not appropriate to limit 

human use in order to protect natural area park land. The majority are non-regular natural area park 

land users who have a pragmatic outlook concerning how natural area park land in the city should 

be used. As one respondent in this group remarked, "[nature in the city is] adequately served [and 

I] would like to see more park lùnds ailocated to upgrading boulevards, etc." (Case 020). 

Although the majority of people in the Consumer group did not respond to the open-ended 

question on the meaning of nature, those who did either reflected views sirnilar to those of the 

gentleman in Case 20 or reported on experiences comrnonïy associated with the use of formal park 

areas. Many described, as the following respondent does, that nature in the city is "an opportunity 

to walk and cycle in naturai surroundings [and to] relax, get away from stress; it is a chance to sit 

by the water or exercise or wak  in beautilùl surrounds." He continues, "1 Like the walkways 

through residential areas so 1 can take different routes on my walks" (Case 225). This is consistent 

with the majority of the group selecting an amenity type benefit as the most important benefit of 

urban natural area park land. The group is composed equally of males and fem des. There is also 

an almost equal proportion of those younger than 50 years of age and those 50 years of age and 

older. As is the trend throughout al1 of the eco-affect groups, most have attended at least some 

university. 

Al1 of those in the Adventurer group also feel that it is no& appropriate to lirnit human uses in order 

to protect natural area park land in the city- However, the majority of this group use natural area 

parks regularly and have an ecological view of uses of urban natural areas that puts the 

environment ahead of economic considerations. Respondents remarked, as this woman does, that 

for them nature in the city is "space that al1 people can easily enjoy and [that cm] accommodate 

wakng dogs, bikes, rollerbladers, runners, walkers etc. easily . . . [it is as well the] feelings of 

well-king [that result from] letting fresh air, physical activity and soothing sound[s] of nature aid 

14 niese profiles are only descriptive in that most of the amibutes rnentioned are a function of the method used to 
categorize the groups. Gender and age are independent of the classification system however, but only age showed a 
significant relationship to eco-affect group type. 



in stress relief' (Case 075). The Adventurer group is evenly divided in fmding meaning based in 

the utility of and lcinship with urban nature and most selected an affiliation type of benefit as the 

most important. As is the case in the survey in general, there is a higher proportion of femaIes and 

those younger than 50 years of age in this group. 

The Steward group al1 feel that it is to some degree appropriate to lirnit human use in order to 

protect urban natural areas. The group is fairly evenly split between regular and non-regular users 

of natural area park land and between a pragmatic and idealistic outlook on natural area park land 

use. The majority of this group did not answer the question on experience with urban nature, of 

those that did, by far the most reporteci a utility-based meaning. Consistent with this, the rnajority 

selected an amenity type of benefit as the most important, It is interesting to note that this is dso 

the only group that selected making the city attractive to tourists and businesses as the most 

important benefit of natural area park land. 

There are those, however, in this group who do exhibit a kinship-oriented concern for the natural 

environment as this person does when he says, "1 am disturbed at the apparent lack of respect that 

some people show towards Our environment, especially nature. Littering and dog feces are totally 

inexcusable" (Case 084). For him and other Stewards like him, visiting urban natural area parks is 

"a way to appreciate nature on a reguiar controlled basis." This group has almost double the 

proportion of females to males. Those younger than fifty years of age are aiso aImost twice as 

prevalent as those 50 years of age and older. 

Al1 of the Guardians feel, too, that it is to some degree appropriate to limit human use in order to 

protect natural area park land. This group has the highest proportion of frequcnt natural area park 

land users, and not surprisingly, the majority favour an ecological or idealistic perspective on 

natural area park land use. A typical response to the question concerning the meaning of urban 

nature experiences contains elements sirnilar to the following respondent's observation. For her, 

nature in the city is "the conservation of natural park and wilderness areas which - if tumed over to 

land developers can never be recovered." She continues, "in my opinion, Calgary is second to 

none in the the way it sustains its formai areas, such as parks and recreation areas. However, 1 do 

feel we must preserve natural and wilderness areas as well, in order to retain the heritage of this 

area, in this province. There is no shortage of land and green areas - both natural and formal are 



essential" (Case 026). In general. most of the Guardians responded to the question concerning 

experience with urban nature, with the majority expressing hshipbased meanhg interpretations. 

This is consistent with the majonty of the group selecting affiliation types of benefits as the most 

important. As weli, the majority of members in this group are female and most are under the age 

of fi@. 

Although the gender and age characteristics are independent of variables used to compose the 

groups, chi-square analysis shows that only age group is significantly related to eco-affect. 

Consequently it is possible to suggest that those in the Consumer group are more likely to be fifty 

years of age or older and those in the Guardian group are more Uely to be younger than fifty years 

of age. The Adventurer and Steward groups display age profiles sirnilar to the survey respondents 

overall, which is that a higher percent of respondents tend to be in the under 50 years of age 

category . 

Eco-affect is a significant concept arising from this study in ternis of contributing to the 

understanding of human,environment relationships. It forms the basis of the discussion 

conceming speculation on the manner in which the various modes could theoretically influence or 

defme expectations for relationships with urban nature. Figure 29 (see next page) illustrates how 

the grid/group cultural theory inforrns this psychographic analysis. 

By categorizing respondents on the basis of responses to questions designed to provide an 

indication of basic orientation toward the urban naturai area park land, it is possible to test each 

group's response profile to questions which suggest a specifc kind of relationship with urban 

nature. These key indicators are: degree of support for strategies for the care and protection of 

urban naniral areas; views on the funding priorïty of natural area park land; and voting choice in the 

referendum-style question on park planning practices. In all of the following cases, chi-square 

analysis confirms that the variations in response are more than would be expected by chance. The 

results suggest that in ternis of relationships with the urban naturd environment, the Calgary 

population is compnsed of a mix of groups that hold views related to urban nature that range from 

ultraconservative to moderately radical, with the two extremes compnsing about 30% of the 

population each and the middle moderates combining to form the most prevalent view. 
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At the conservative end of the spectmm, the psychographic profile of the Consumers suggests a 

consumption oriented relationship with urban nature in that almost threequarters of the group are 

less inclined to support strategies that plan for the protection and provision of natural ara park 

land. The group is, as well, cornparatively non-sympathetic to the needs of wildlife in the city. 

This group does not see natural area park land as a funding priority and a significant rnajority of 

60% feels that the current planning approach to providing comrnunity open space in Calgary 

provides an adequate supply of natural area park land. This stereotype profile accounts for 

approxirnately 30% of the respondents overalî and is indicative of a traditional relationship with the 

natural environment in which nature is highIy objectified. 



For people grounded in a social context that is apathetic towards the natural environment, the 

experiences and resources of nature are used or consumed from the functional perspective of 

satisfying human wants and needs fust and foremost. This is consistent with a view of nature as 

capricious in which individuals are not necessarily concemed with the fate of the natural 

environment, believing instead that nature is capable of looking after itself. In so far as 

respondents to the Nature in the City survey obviously have some interest in issues related to the 

natural environment, the placement of rhis group hto the apathetic quadrant of the matrix is relative 

to the profiles of the other groups identified in the study. The tmly disinterested likely declined to 

participate in the survey. Those who did respond are probably at the high end of the unconcerned 

population, but nonetheless are less concemed about and in some cases actively opposed to, 

hurnan obligations towards maintainhg the integrity of the urban natural environment. 

The radical Guardians, on the other band, see the natural environment as being in grave danger and 

feel that humans have a tremendous obligation to address such an intolerable situation. This is 

confi ied by the psychographics of the Guardians which suggest that they are the most pro- 

preservation of al1 of the groups. Approxirnately 80% of this group are classified as pro- 

preservation. The group displays a relationship with nature in which the natural environment is 

chenshed. This nurturing orientation towards the urban natural environment is evident in that by 

far the majority of respondents support strategies to protect and provide natural area park land in 

the city. Members of the group especially, and overwhelmingly, endorse strategies to provide for 

the needs of wildlife, a fact that bears out the suggestion that an egalitarian social frarnework 

(which views entities of the system, or in this case an ecosystem, as having equal rights) fosters an 

empathic outlook on nature. As well, the Guardians show twice the support as respondents 

overall, three times the support of more moderate groups, and six times the support of the 

Consumers, for natural areas as a top open space funding priority. 

In addition, the fact that this group dernonstrates significantly more support for changing planning 

procedures in order to leave more park land in a natural state during the subdivision process puts 

this group at the vanguardis in terms of willingness to alter current leisure and lifestyle patterns. 

1s Buttel (L975) used the term 'tanguard" to describe those at the leading edge of environmental interests (Butte1 
1975.56). Axelrod (1994) would classifj such individuals as having ag2iniversal value orientation" in that his work 
shows only people with such an orientation would be "willing to incur personal sacrifice in order to protect the 
nacurai world" (Axelrod 1994. 103). 



This ecologicai position is consistent with an outlook of nature as fiagile in which there is serious 

concern about the long-term viability of the natural environment, especialiy in terms of its 

wildness. There is, as weil, vigorous personal vigilance in seeing that every effort is made to 

provide as much opportunity as possible for the naturd environment to flourish. 

The middle moderate perspectives are l e s  environmentally centred, believing instead in the 

inherent durabiiity of the naturai environment. The Adventurer group psychographics suggest a 

relationship with the natural environment in which the prirnary focus is contact with urban nature 

as a form of seIf-expression. Experience with nature is aimed at generating feelings of personal 

competency. In this respect the relationship is challenge orientedl6 and involves the 

comrnodification of the natural environment. The nature experience is considered to lx a 

consumabie product with an exchange value of self-esteem. This assessrnent is in part based on 

the group's ambivdence towards stmtegies to promote natural area park Iand as a Iand use and 

indecisiveness in favouring environmental, as opposed to activity, based opportunities for 

interaction with urban nature. 

Comprising 25% of respondents, the profile of this group nonetheless most closely resembles that 

of the respondents overall. In this respect the Adventurer group is the most representative of the 

Calgary nom. This is consistent with Calgary's social climate k i n g  predominantiy 

entrepreneurid, in so far as it is suggested that an entrepreneurid social context tends to precipitate 

an egoistic orientation towards the naturai environment. In this context, nature is viewed as robust 

and able to withstand exploitation in the sense that everyone has the right to maxirnize and gain 

from interaction with the natural environment. The resource-based economy of the city, cornbined 

with easy access to a wide variety of outdoor pursuits, works with this normative position to 

establish the Adventurer perspective as one of two basic components in CaIgary's mainstream or 

contemporary view of human/environment re iationshipw 

The perspective represented by the Steward psychographic group comprises the other basic 

component of Calgary's contemporary relationship with the urban naturai environment, Although 

sympathetic towards environmental concems, as indicated by k i n g  more supportive of 

16 'Ihis is readily apparent in a recent Calgary Herdd amcle that notes the younger aged "adventurous males" 
accounted for ail of the fatatities and most of the rescues in Banff National Park in 19% (Andreeff January 03,1997, 
page AL). 
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preservation strategies in general (and ones designed to aid wildlife in partïcular), Stewards favour 

the status quo in planning for natural area park land and do not see funding for natural areas as a 

priority. This is indicative of a desire to maintain a variety of outdoor recreation options, 

including, but not unduly emphasizing, oppomnities for contact with nature in the city. Such a 

view is consistent with a social context that depends on hierarchical control to facilitate social 

hnctioning (and which is to sorne degree a basic characteristic of contemporary western society) in 

that the control-orientai approach to a relationship with the n a W  environment suggests that with 

proper management, nature is resilient enough to tolerate or accommodate a variety of hurnan 

demands. At approximately 15% of respondents, the Steward psychographic type blends with the 

25% of the population displaying an Adventwer psycho,pphic profile to constitute a group that at 

40% of the population is the most dominant perspective. The combined view is consistent with a 

moderate mainstream or contemporary understandimg of appropriate relationships with urban 

nature which is reflected in support for the current management-onented, market-based practices 

related to the provision of naturd area park land. 

In summary, the psychographic anaiysis shows that the current understanding of what constitutes 

an appropriate relationship with the natural environment varies in relation to the strength of 

integration of environmental interests with those of human interest and with the intensity of 

emotionai and psychoIogicai experience with the namal environment (see Figure 29). Individuai 

responses range from indifference to pressures acting on nature in the city to indignation over our 

failure to protect these natural areas from over or inappropriate use. Contemporary mainstream 

viewpoints co-exist with the traditionai utilitarian outlwk and the radical ecological perspective of 

the environmental vanguard. The radical vanguard are willing to rnake fundamenmi 1ifestyIe 

changes in the interests of sustaining urban natural environrnents, whiIe the traditionaiists seem to 

be generally unconcemed. The contemporary moderates, although mindful of the harm that can 

result from inappropriate use of the natural environment, are nonetheIess not willing to 

significantly change current planning pcactice in favour of creating more natural area park land that 

would be potentially less accessible and recreationdly functional. 

The concept of eco-affect that results from combining ethical perspectives on preservation of 

natural areas and general affinity for nature (as demonstrated through experience) data has 

implications for theory with respect to describing manifestations of relationships with urban nature 
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and for practice in terms of suggesting public expectations for park planning. In both cases it is 

not possible to take the liberty to say that the survey data shows that these factors cause a certain 

relationship or expectations to evolve. In fact, as cultural theory suggests, the reported behaviour 

and opinions rnay rather be as a consequence of preconceived understandings about urban nature 

that a& fiorn the influence of the formative social environments of each respondent. 

9.5 Conclusion 

In general, the results from this study suggest that aside from gender and age, which are indicators 

in some of the relationships tested, basic demographic factors such as education and income, and 

lifestyle indicators such as location of residence, household composition and park visiting 

behaviour, are not related to one's views conceming relationships with urban nature. This is 

consistent with previous research that suggests that due to the fact that concern for the environment 

has become so pervasive (Van Liere and Dunlap 1980),17 most demographic variables are not very 

useful for explaining variations in attitudes towards environmental issues (Rodgers 1987). Overall 

the results of this study support the notion that in displaying a range of understanding about 

appropriate interactions with the natural environment, people are king influenced by different 

views of the world (Jolly 1993, Shaw-Jones 1992). 

The idea behind this cultural analysis of social organization is that certain belief systems tend to 

generate certain kinds of social actions (Spickard 1990) and further that people with sirniIar social 

experiences are likely to hold similar views of how the world works, or ought to work (Ibid.). In 

this view, the influence of social context provides a plausible explmation for why it is that 

individuals within the same culture display widely divergent views on appropriate relationships 

with the natural environment. Pluralistic societies such as is the case in Canada, and Calgary, have 

components of ail of these kinds of social systems occurring simultaneously. But individuals fmd 

thernselves in either personal or professional circumstances that more strongly resemble one or the 

other of the four basic orientations. 

Keeping in rnind that those who responded to the public opinion survey are at least sornewhat 

interested in the state of urban natural areas, and noting that the majority of respondents who 

17 Van Liere & Dunlap observed this in 1980. Luke (1993) reiterates that by 1990 environmentalism had become 
finnly established as a "legitimate or even mainstream" public concem (Luke 1993, 155). 



reported on experiences with urban nature evoke utility-oriented meaning, it is suggested that the 

dominant human/environment relationship king expressed in Calgary today is a contemporary 

modification of the iraditional object-orienteci functional interaction with urban nature that can be 

terrned cautious consumption. The traditional hard line utilitarian idea that the fmits of the land are 

in service to human enterprise has been mmed through the generaiized influence of widespread 

unease over the detenorating condition of the natural environment. The culturally constituted and 

psychologicaily enduring tendency to consistently sentimentalize nature (see Chapter 3) also has 

had a moderating influence. 

Figure 30 

A relationship of cautious consumption - Ingiewood Bird Sanctuary 
(Photo courtesy of  Calgary Parks & Recreation) 

A relationship oriented towards cautious consumption of the urban naturd environment is typicalIy 

an activity driven, place-based undertaking involving a fairly narmw range of conventional pre- 

packaged nature experiences that produce anticipated feelings of satisfaction and well-king (see 

Figure 30). There may be a willingness expressed to make some concessions that Iirnit hurnan 

activity, especially in areas believed to be "real nature," but the= is aiso the expectation that much 

of the city's natural area park land will be readily available for people to enjoy. This view is 



consistent with public sentiment conceming wilderness areas as well.18 Differences in opinion 

over what constitutes a significant and auly natural area can be a source of public discord in 

monitoring and moderating consumption practices. Disappointment and confiict also arise when 

the various intentions that people have for their experiences can not be adequately accommodated. 

This lack of accommodation may be as a result of constrained space, inadequate supply, 

differences in public opinion and so on. It may also result frorn a frindarnental disagreement over 

expectations for a particular park, or for the natural areas in the city in general. For example, the 

results of this study show that while there is agreement on the part of Calgarians who responded to 

the s w e y  that there should not be Iess natural area park land provided in cornmunities, the generaI 

feeling of respondents is divided in terms of the way planning practices should provide public 

natural area park land. Almost equal percents (43% and 46% respectively) indicated that either 

current planning practice provides an adequate supply or that practice needs to be changed in order 

to provide more park land in a natural state. 

As has been pointed out, and as the results of this study confirm, for some people at least, nature is 

not seen as k i n g  confined to a place, but is rather envisioned as king  fully integrated into 

everyday life experiences in the city (Raglon 1991). The traditional objectified view of nature 

predominates still, but nevertheless exists side by side with both the kinship-based ecological 

perspective and the disaffected or disinterested view in which providing facsirniles of nature is seen 

as a waste of municipal resources. To make sorne sense of al1 of this, plamers need to attend to 

the full range of expectations associated with nature in the city (Williams et aI. 1992). 

Park areas are expected to provide places and opportunities for people to express individual 

intentions in terms of experience with urban nature. As public places within cities, parks are a 

primary focus for this intention and as a consequence they precipitate a concentration of specific 

expectations and experiences (Relph 1976). In looking at the meaning that public space in general 

has for people who use the space, it has been suggested that for a person to have a meaningful 

experience, a place must satislj certain requirernents (Cam, Francis, Rivlin, and Stone 1992). As 

18 The Four Mountain Parks Five Year PIan summary report on public involvement. done for Parks Canada, made 
the following observation: "While many respondents considered ecosystem based management a positive direction, 
equally as many people felt it was necessary for Park Canada ta rernember rhat parks are for people" (Parks Canada 
1994.0). 



this study codïrms, to afford the opportunity for a meaningful experience to occur, places must be 

able to both encourage patterns of use that will allow bonds to f o m  between the person and the 

particular environment and they must also be able to provide a high dewe of freedom of choice for 

action in any given situation (Ibid.). In so far as i t is able to satisfy these expectations, park land 

retains its meaning for people (Jackle 1987). tu view of the range of inclinations towards 

interaction with the urban naturd environment that this analysis has identified, what kinds of park 

planning policies are required to ensure that people are able to develop and maintain meaningful 

relationships with urban nature? 



PART V: CONCLUSION 

CHAPTER 10 

Reflections on Planning the Urban Naturescape 

10.1 Introduction 

This study explored the ways people think about and describe expenences with urban nature. The 

ultimate purpose of the investigation is to  suggest how park planning practice might better respond 

to contemporary expectations for the provision of natural area park land in the city. In addressing 

this issue the study sought to identify and explain factors that contribute to building relationships 

with the urban naturai environment. The research question proposed that social context provides a 

framework in which culturally detemined and individually experienced influences combine to 

create expectations for interaction with nature. The results of the study support this idea that social 

context is fundamental to shaping relationships with the urban natural environment. 

10.1.1 Park Planning Process 

This study found that contemporary understanding of humanlenvironment relationships is a 

complex product of both cultural imperatives and personal circumstance. This is consistent with 

the view that while affective bonds that people form with the external environment are more a 

consequence of investment of collective meaning than a matter of personai inclination (Cosgrove 

1984), each person tends to assume his o r  her own perspective on what constitutes an appropriate 

way of relating to the urban natural environment (M.C. Rose 1976). It is suggested further that 

formal intervention is required to create and maintain representations of nature in the city that 

legitimately balance competing interests and that encourage the expression of relationships with the 

urban natural environment which can CO-exist. Figure 3 1 (see next page) illustrates how park 

planning fits in this process. 

Through the land rationalization system in place at any given tirne (McGinnis 1994) the 

opportunities presented by the physical configuration of the land and the social inclinations of the 

population corne together to generate a community's public natural area park land system 

(Poracsky and Houck 1994). This relationship between the envimnment and social processes is 

reciprocal in that certain kinds of space invite certain kinds of interaction while at the same time a 

desire for a certain kind of interaction favours a certain kind of space (Dear and Wolch 1989). 
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Such reciprocity is evident when considering how park appearances and functions have changed 

over time. In Calgary it is demonsîrated by the evolution of land use in areas such as Nose Hill or 

the river valleys. 

Figure 31 

Ecc-Affect 
(Range of 

Public Expectations 

(Interventions) 

Understanding human relationships with the urban natural environment 
(Developed by the author) 
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While much of what gives shape to a cornmunity's naturai area system is initiaiiy a matter of 

chance and circumstance, the ongoing û-ansformation is in no small part atmbutable to the urban 

planning process in general and park planning in particular. In the past, park planning has been 

based on a functionai model directed at accommadating a variety of formai recreation activities. 

More recently it has assumed a biophysical model orienteci towards excluding activities considered 

to be detrimental to fragile natural systems. The results of this sbdy indicate that in order to 

respond to today's broad range of expectations for interaction with urban nature, park planning 

needs to move towards a model somewhere in between these two emulations. 

In adopting a rnid-range approach to park planning, planners will need to accept a few basic 

assumptions. First, the planner must support the idea that park land is, both literally and 

figuratively, the expression of cornmon ground in the community. That is, not only are parks an 

example of land held in comrnon (Martin I993), but they are also evidence of the expressions of a 

common understanding (Cam, Francis, Rivlin and Stone 1992) about ways to relate to the urban 

natural environment. Second, the planner must be prepared to recognize that both social and 

biophysical factors need to receive adequate attention when attempting to assess the significance of 

an area Although the tendency has been to focus on the biotic aspects that are more easily 

quantifiable, and rherefore more meamrable, there is a need for methods that take social and 

psychological factors into consideration as well. FiaIly, to adequately keep Pace with changing 

public sensibilities, there is a need to keep in mind that generic designs which respond to narrow 

and exclusive possibilities for interaction are no longer appropriate (Nettleton 1992). Planners 

must instead be willing to develop an awareness and understanding of a full range of expectations 

that people have for relating to nature in the city. 

10.1.2 An Overview of Significant Findings 

The findings suggest that there are four fundamenta1 modes of relating to nature that are a function 

of different levels of interest and involvement with the natural environment. They also suggest that 

imbedded in each of these eco-affect modes is an expectation for a certain kind of 

human/environment interaction. In the extremes at least, ethicai inclinations and -nity for nature 

are reIated to expectations for the provision of natural area park land. This is demonstrated by the 

fact that the high end eco-affect Guarùian group favours maxirnizing the provision of natural area 

park land in a 2: 1 ratio, which is almost exactly the ratio to which the low end Consumer group 



favours the status quo. The middle ground's tendency towards an even spiit on the issue of the 

way nanual area park land should be provided is less conclusive in this respect. The difference in 

preference patterns between moderate and extreme points of view is indicative of the principle vs 

situational based outlook on motivations towards presenring urban natural areas. The less 

impassioned moderate position is likely grounded in a more situational perspective in which 

numerous motivations are at work and in which no dominant principle relative to the natural 

environment pievails. But while the fmdings suggest that within a particular social experience 

interaction with the natural environment is a reflection of affmity for nature, the results do not 

confm that interaction de-nes one's afflnity towards nature. That is, although it seems 

reasonable to suggest that meaningful contact with nature predisposes one to have a greater 

appreciation of the urban natural environment, it is not possible to conclude from the results of this 

study whether people have a certain relationship with nature because of past experience, or whether 

king pre-conditioned towards having a certain kind of affinity toward nature produces a particular 

experience profile. Since there is some indication that direct and ongoing contact with the natural 

environment is not necessarily required to sustain a meaningful relationship with nature, this study 

tends to lean towards the idea that eco-affect is likely more of an indicator of holding cenain views 

towards the naniral environment than it is a predictor of what views will be held. 

Together these trends show that, as with the landscape in general, a city's naturescape is 

fundamentally a social product (Conzen 1990; Dear and Wolch 1989; Massey 1993; Whitehand 

1992) resulting from competing ideas on appropriate ways to interact with the environment (Relph 

1976; Hersperger 1994; Hough 1994). 

It is in developing an understanding of the possibilities for relationships with urban nature that this 

snidy makes its greatest contribution. Specificaily, the study found that: 

1. Urban nature carries with it the same expectations as wildemess in terms of 

anticipated effects of the nature experience. This implies that urban natural area 

parks must approximate ideal wildemess to meet these expectations. 

2. Traditional romantic images and expectations of nature are saongly insinuated 

in the psyche of the Calgary public. There is a low tolerance for representations 



that stray tao far frorn conventional ideals and consequently the favoured park 

form tends to be fairly stereotypic. 

3. Relationships with urban nature are not homogeneous. In contemporary 

situations a full range of interaction is acceptable. This interaction is diverse 

and no one form dominates. As a result of various social frameworks 

simultaneously occurrïng in the urban environment, a variety of views on nature 

CO-exist. 

It has been suggested that the saength of survey data is in measuring the status quo. It may not be 

as effective in imagining the reality of what could be.1 This limitation was apparent in a park 

planning exercise in one of Calgary's inner city communities. When polled on where to situate a 

new park, the majority of people identified only the vacant lots in the area. But in an adjacent 

neighbourhood, planners worked with the comrnunity to identifj the most appropriate location for 

a new park. The park was eventually developed in the centre of the comrnunity - but it required 

the purchase and dernolition of two apartment buildings. This situation illustrates that planners 

have a role to play in exposing the public to initiatives that stretch the boundary of what is known. 

The information gathered from the survey in this study provides an indication of where the public 

is in its understanding of urban nature. It is a starting point from which to begin to mate  

possibilities. The next section looks at each of the key findings in more detail and considers the 

implications for planning natural area park land in Calgary. 

10.2 Re-defining2 the Urban Nature Experience 

10.2.1 Re-orienting Expectations 

The fmt key fmding of this study is that Calgarians expect the urban nature experience to generate 

the same feelings of well-king as are customarily attributed to king in contact with the natural 

environment in a wildemess sening. Even though, like many people who live in an urban area, 

Calgarians may have Limiteci direct experience with wild nature settings (Weaver 1996), they expect 

to be able to realize the popular romantic notions of the wildemess experience. As with the 

1 Correspondence from Doug Paterson to the author, Iune 19%. 

2 The alliterations used in titling this section have been inspired by Green's (1995) use of a "hyphen to open up a 
word" (Green 1995,382). She talks a b u t  the need for re-placing, re-positioning, re-pairing, and redirecting humans 
in nature (Ibid.). 
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wildemess experience, people expect to be able to enjoy a naturd environment unmarred by human 

influence (Hierlihy 1990) and to gain a sense of relief from the mundane aspects of their everyday 

life (Kliskey 1994). They also expect to have a sense of no obvious intrusion by humans, except 

for those that discreetly control and coniain the experience or selectively enhance the naturai 

imagery. 

This contrast between real and imagined sets up the paradox of artificial naturalism in that there is a 

tacit agreement to screen out the role of human enterprise in providing the opportunity to 

experience nature in the city. Such practice creates what has ken  referred to as a hyper-real 

experience in which "absolute unreality is offered as real presences" (Rojek 1993,279) as for 

example is the case at Devonian Gardens in downtown Calgary (see Figure 32). This garden, on 

the third tloor of a mixed use retail-office cornplex, is an indoor park which was originally planned 

to accommodate indigenous plant species.3 The fact that local plants respond to seasonal changes 

and therefore do not necessarily look the same year-round became a limiting factor in developing 

the park and a major factor in the decision to use exotic plants instead to represent native species 

Figure 32 

The hyper-real experience of Devonian Gardens 
(Photo courtesy of Calgary Parks & Recreation) 

3 From an intewiew with the Gardens Superintendent, D. Kroeker, March 1997. 
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(Schmaltz 1993. Thc gardcn is complctcly contrivcd but pcrfcctly mimics an idyllic lush island 

nature cxpcricncc. It takcs six gardcncrs and closc to a million dollarç a ycar to maintain tbis 

illusion (Calgary Parks & Recreation 1999, but it provides a good enough simulation to evoke the 

sense of peace and tranquillity that urbanites so eagert y seek from contact with nature. 

Although no one would suggest that places such as Devonian Gardens are red wilderness or 

perhaps even real nature, it is an extreme example of h-vper-realism that can have disturbing 

ramifications. In providing an essentially perfect representation of an idea of nature. naturally 

occumng phenomena seem du11 and boring in comparison- In this way hyper-realism reinforces 

the tendency of the traditional romanticized perspective of nature which fails to reco-~ze the broad 

range of unremarkable yet decidedly uncontrived natural features in an urban environment, 

including the inobvious yet ubiquitous natural systems of air, wind, hydrology and so on (Whiston 

Spim 1984). 

The paradox of artificial naturaiism inherent in simulation also perpetuates the myth that human 

agency is out of place in nature. Two important factors serve to debunk this view. The first is 

thinking that refutes the underlying assumption that nature is somehow more pure without human 

presence. This assumption faits to acknowledge that as life forms in an environment, human 

action and artifacts are a legitimate part of an existing natural system (Lynch 1981; Radon 1991; 

Scherer 1994). While sentirnentally appealing, the notion that there is a more preferred idyllic state 

that thc world can rcturn to is rccognized as an essentially unrealistic longng (Di;rard 1993). This 

is not to say that a simpler way of life is beyond possibiiity. However! even though we admittedly 

have gone to great leagths to sec ourselves apart from forces of nature which we feel limit human 

potential, any solutions to what is considered a blight-full situation need to iake into account the 

legitimate place of people, if only because it is human enterprise that will effect any changes. 

This last point l a d s  to the second factor which challenges the myth that the presence of people is 

unnatural. The myth ignores the role that humans living on the land have had in shaping the 

present environment. It has k e n  pointed out that left to its own accord, nature does not need 

protecting if one considers that the full range of naturally occurring phenomena (from preditation 

and invasion to spontaneous recovery of a species, for example) are a part of the natural process 

(Larsen 1992). It is more important to reaiize that it is human assessrnent and resolve in the past 



that has shaped, both in positive and negative tenns, the environment we know today. Although at 

some level Calgarians are no doubt aware of the fact that the city look as it does due to the past 

history of human influence, it does not hl ly  register that what is preserved as nature today or 

indeed what gets recognized as nature at dl is a result of social and politicai action in the past. A 

case in point is Nose Hill Park. 

Over the years Nose Hill Park has k e n  subject to cattle grazing, horse stable activities, grave1 

extraction operations, utility infiastnrcture network functions, and proposed residential 

subdivisions.4 In earlier times it was an important site for aboriginal settlement. At one time the 

proposed area of land to be preserved as a park was approximately one-third larger than the present 

site (Calgary Parks & Recreation 1993). Successive City Councils considered recommendations 

and finally settled on the present 1 127.5 hectares (2,786 acres) as  an appropriate shed specimen 

for preservation @id., ii). The area not included has since been subject to extensive residential 

developrnent. 

It would be arrogant to suggest that it is people who gave life to the possibility of a park at Nose 

Hill. But it can not be denied that the area was eventually preserved as a park through the efforts 

of people. Those who looked at the site as it was legally defined in 1 973, and envisioned its future 

as a park, were instrumental in promoting the merits of preserving it for the benefit of the Calgary 

public. It is ultimateiy the social context of the tirne and the orientation of the public towards the 

particular circumstance that led to the recomrnendation to preserve Nose Hill in perpetuity. At a 

significant cost to the Municipal and Provincial coffers, the governrnents of the day concurred. 

The stewardship impulse expressed in the sustained effort to save Nose Hill takes on another form 

in the example of Inglewood Wildlands. Situated on a reclaimed oil refinery site near downtown 

Calgary, most of the land in this park has been completely refashioned and given a fiesh start by 

human hands. The impulse in this case is not to preserve and protect what was considered to be 

contarninated unproductive vacant land, but rather to regenerate an area in order to enhance its 

contribution to both human and non-human aspects of the environment. In the process it has 

become vested with purpose and meaning and stands as tangible evidence of the urge to renew 

human connections with nature (see Figure 33). 

4 See VanSiri (1987) for a summary of the planning history leading up CO the purchase of the land for public open 
space at Nose Hill. 
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Figure 33 

Inglewood Wildlands - Renewing human connections with nature 
(Photo courtesy of Petro-Canada Communications Services, 

Communications & Research, Calgary) 

It is not possible, however, to ignore the fact that in many respects the Wildlands is every bit as 

contrived as Devonian Gardens. Both sites confirm the idea that the parks we create serve to 

represent particular relationships with nature. With their drarnatically different form and intent 

these parks also illustrate the full spectrum of opportunity we have corne to expect in terms of 

reIating to nature in the city. But while Devonian Gardens shows how we have sought to contain 

and rnake available for consumption a predictable and fairly static kind of experience with nature, 

the Wildlands demonstrates that we are also interested in establishing partnerships with nature that 

provide the opportunity for freely formed, dynarnic interaction with the natural environment. 

Furthemore the decorative intent at Devonian means that nature is held captive and exploited for 

our exclusive enjoyment while the habitat rehabilitation intent at the Wildlands allows for a 

cogenerative and mutually enhancing relationship. In terms of human presence once the 

representations have been formed, in the one case as observers we stand separate and apart hoping 

to be entertained, in the other case as participants we CO-exist working to sustain Our common 

ground. 



The reputation that humans have for mnning roughshod over non-human elements as they go 

about the business of living is, of course, responsible for maintainhg the view that hurnan 

presence in nature is not only disniptive, but wholly undesirable. But as the case of Nose Hill 

Park illusirates, like it or not, human socio-political influence is very much a defining feature of 

our shared environment. Furthemore, both Nose Hill and the Wildlands provide prime examples 

of how, through changing sensibilities, human agency can effect a beneficial and constructive 

contribution to the natural environment. Such stewarding of natural area park land provides an 

opportunity to re-orient public expectations that are based on the view that an absence of hurnan 

influence is the ultimate goai to smve for in the urban nature experience, by suggesting instead, 

recognition of the role that human enterprise can have in creating and rnaintaining a viable urban 

environment. 

Although in the past park planning has tended to reinforce the detachment oPpeopIe from nature by 

catering to a built form that contains the environment, more recently it has considered ways to 

integrate the park experience with other urban systems. This move is in recognition of the 

intersonnectedness of not only biophysical aspects of urban living (Hough 1995), but also of the 

connection between biophysicai, social and institutional influences (Luyrnes 1993).s The growing 

popularity of specific initiatives such as trails and greenways, which serve both as concrete 

examples of and metaphysicai metaphors for connections with each other and with the naturai 

environment (Hiss 1990; see also City of Vancouver, Urban Landscape Task Force report 1992). 

reflects the shifi from planning for providing discrete recreation settings to planning for connecting 

interdependent community systems (Schroeder 1993.6 

Viewing the urban setting in what is essentiaily a habitat perspective allows that in general, but 

especially in an urban context, the natural and constmcted elements of the environment will always 

co-exist. The important points to consider are how we see fit to balance the altered and unaltered 

components (Kernrnis 1990) and how wiiiing we are to accept the place of people in the overall 

.- 

Some include metaphysical influences such as the practice of Feng-shui, which involves reference to the cosmos 
in situating buildings (Anderson 19%). 

6 Paterson notes that diis is not a new concept (note to the author 1997 February). But field practice has tended to 
lag behind theory. Concern over market response to non-traditional park design and over changes to the smdardized 
park land @serve dedication process may in part be responsible for this. 



natural system. Park planning can play a part in attempting to satisfactorily resolve the latter by 

working to re-orient public expectations conceming human presence in the urt,an nature 

experience. This can be addressed by: 

1. establishing a habitat approach towards open space planning and urban 

development in geneml which recognizes the integration of human and 

environrnental interests; 

2. t a h g  into account local history and current sentiment in establishing what 

nature is to be preserved and acknowledging that while this may appear to 

be arbitrary, it is grounded in a cenain social context and subject to a 

particular value system; and 

3. negotiating to include a human presence as part of what is natural in the city 

and recognize the role of people in preserving park areas. 

Together these factors comprise what has k e n  referred to as an ecological h e w o r k  (Luymes 

1993) for planning urban parks.7 As well, as is suggested in this approach, Merchant notes that an 

ecological outlook is fundamentally: 

based on human interaction with the nonhuman world, recognition of the imbeddedness 
of humans in complex biological and social processes, and [acknowledgement of a] 
context dependence of particular ecosystems in particular times and places (Merchant 
1992, 107). 

The finding that Calgarians expect the urban nature expenence to offer the same benefits a 

wilderness experience is thought to provide is important for two reasons. First, in establishing that 

people for the most part generalize their expectations for the urban experience from their idealized 

notion of the wild, the seerning irrationality of user preferences that exclude human presence is 

more easily understood. Irrespective of the potential limitations of the actual setting, people want 

to be able to feel like or imagine that they are miles from nowhere. Park planning initiatives 

7 There is a similar approach refemd to in the planning literature in general as environmentai planning which is 
characterized by attempting to 'œaccommodate human needs without comprornising the ecological integrity of the 
environment" (Hersperger 1994,26). The ecological framework described here is concemed with the reasonable 
integration of both human and environrnental needs in an urban context. 



provide an oppornuiity to re-orient such an expectation by working to accommodate this need in a 

way îhat respects the place of people in both providing and using nature in the city. 

Second, in finding h t  one's outlook on the natural environment is likely generalizable to a range 

of settings, the results of studies related to wilderness motivations and valuation can be applied to 

understanding contemporary relationships with the urban natural environment.8 So for exampIe, 

the work that has been done in identifj4ng market segmentation of nature travellers (Silverberg, 

Backman, and Backman 1996) or in speculating on the influence that the idea of wilderness has 

had on shaping the human condition (see Nash 1982; Oelschlager 1991; and Salisbury 1993), can 

be extrapolated to the urban setting. It can inforrn urban park planning by suggesting an array of 

intentions to relate to urban nature and appropriate facsirnile situations in which to indulge in a 

satisfactory urban nature experience. 

10.2.2 Re-forming Representations 

Another key fùiding in this study is that people tend to have a welldefined, fairly traditional idea of 

what constitutes a vaiid representation of nature in an urban context. Calgarians have in their 

mind's eye an image of nature hat is somewhat static and stereotypic, characterized by srnooth 

surfaced pathways winding through mature, healthy mes (free of deadfall and beaver gnawings), 

leading to tastefully mowed rneadows, preferably with a breathtaking vista view of the city skyline 

at an appropriate distance. Aside from the fact that the possibilities for other images to become 

established may be limited, these are not unreasonable imaginings to hold about nature in a city. 

However, there is a curious hesitancy to recognize that the urban nature experience accessed as a 

leisure opportunity by people can be, and is often, essentially contrived to conform in shape and 

intent to a certain notion of nature. Only a few respondents to the survey done for this study 

seemed ready to aclcnowledge that a city confines and defmes their possibilities in terms of 

experiencing nature at its most naturai. 

Thayer has remarked that our modem day life is so mediated by technology that certain landscapes 

are in danger of losing their authenticity. He goes on to ponder how is it possible to know when 

8 Hamilton-Smith has a study in progress in Australia (as of March 1997) that will permit a comparison of self- 
reported benefits of the nature expenence in terms of the type of nature setting. He anticipates king able to provide 
three types of semngs to compare, frorn urban through to wilderness (correspondence from the author, March 1997). 



such a thing has occurred, and more importantly, asks "does it matter?" m a y e r  1994,86). 

Indeed, it does not seem to rnatter to most of the swvey participants, as few indicated that the 

meaning of their nature experience was anything but very personai and based on encounters with 

reai nature. However highly mediated or infused with technology or artificiaily managed to 

conform to popular imagery and expectations, Calgarians seem wiliing to gram naturai area park 

land in the city status of king a genuine imitation of the reaI thing. 

It has been suggested that human beings have in common a physiology that influences perceptual 

possibilities in terms of interpreting environmental experiences (Hartig and Evans 1993). In 

saying that the reason why humans prefer certain views is related to some environments king 

more conducive to species survival strategies than others (Appleton in Hartig and Evans 1993;g set 

also Herzog 1992; and Chipeniuk 1994), regardless of whether they actually make a difference to 

survival today and, it is implied, that we are genetically conditioned to appreciate certain 

environments over others. Consequently it has k e n  suggested that physiological reactions to thes 

preferred circumstances precipitate predictably positive affective responses (Kaplan and Kaplan as 

cited in Herzog 1992,238). 

The traditional positivist perspective is that humans are essentially prograrnrned to prefer certain 

ways of organizing space - so it must therefore be possible to discover niles (or tniths) that allow 

features of the preferred environments to be reconstmcted at will. This creates a sense of control 

over both an experience and the environment and optirnizes a certain view of the righmess of thing! 

in the design and management of both natural and built spaces. In park planning the application of 

the generalized aesthetic guidelines leads to the provision of generic settings and the belief that it is 

possible to constmct a park in any number of ways in any number of locations. 

Although researchers are skeptical about this evolutionary perspective, work in environmental 

psychological landscape assessment has in the past supported the notion that human response to 

cenain environments is to some extent predictable (though not necessarily genetically determineci), 

especially with respect to the North American tendency to prefer natural scenes to built ones 

(Ulrich 1983). Whether or not one accepts the evolutionary explanation, the causeleffect reasoning 

9 The citation provided by Hartig and Evans (1993) is: J. Appleton. 1975. The expenénce of landscupe. London: 
Wiley. The original source was not consulted. 



is - either by habit, ease, or human need to believe in the rational order of things - at the kart of 

classic and contemporary approaches to park planning. AIthough there rnight these days be some 

debate over whether it is possible to simulate a "real" nature experience. 

One of the reasons that generic park design and stereotypic imagery are able to fulfil a city 

dweller's need for contact with nature is that meaningfulness is not mereb a function of physical 

form. The essence of place that is so strong in Caigarians' understanding of urban nature is 

consistent with the idea that places grow out of a blending of factors (Steele 198 l), such as the 

unique lay of the land, contemporary iconography, and individual imagination and memories 

(Jackle 1987). Most of the experiences with urban nature that survey respondents described as 

meaningful contained aspects of what has k e n  recognized as 'The High-Quality Place Experience" 

(Steele 198 1,202-203). That is, people take immense pleasure and satisfaction in king 

somewhere that makes them feel good, lets them do the things they like to do, and allows for 

interaction with others, either in the form of contact with wildlife or king with family or friends. 

In this respect it is of no great concern that certain aspects of the physicai context may be a 

simulation. For some people artifacts are important only in so far as they provide a focus for the 

vesting of meaning and for the opportunity they afford to represent ways in which we relate with 

the world (Csikszentrnihaiyi and Rochberg-Halton 198 1). 

The evocative abilities of the mere suggestion of nature in urban parks is likely responsible for the 

prevalence of traditional aspects of park design and development. With an emphasis on 

containment, order and access in physical form (Gladysz and Egan 1986), each individuai is free to 

invest personal significance and meaning arising from her or his own particular conditioning and 

circumstance. Although the multiple function of urban open space has been recognized for some 

time (GoId 1988), the ment  shift in park planning attention from an activity-based to an urban 

ecology approach (Platt 1994a) may produce space which is less emotionally and physically 

accessible. For exarnple, areas that are used to manage the flow and aeration of storm water may 

not be acknowledged as nature. It follows that urban park land stands to lose some of its appeal as 

a place in which to vest personal meaning. As a consequence, there is a need for park planning 

practice to re-form representations of nature in a way that recognizes the meaning of the growing 

diversification in functions of urban park land. It is important that the public come to appreciate 



urban nature as more multipurpose, less orderly, and configured differently than is presently the 

case. 

Park planning policy in Calgary has over the past few years begun to seriously address these 

issues. In ternis of promoting the acceptance of multiuse of natural areas, work continues on 

looking at ways to sensitively combine protection of environmental reserve land with storm water 

management and the provision of urban wetlands. It is aiso possible to find community gardens 

adjacent to traditional manicured parks and a relaxation in the cutting standards for certain 

boulevard areas.10 The time-honoured practice of "zoning" park areas for different levels of 

intensity of use continues to encourage multipurpose uses as well, although the tolerance for the 

range of intensity has lowered sornewhat This last point is evident in the Working Draff of the 

Fish Creek Provincial Park Management Pian where ihere are recornmendations to change 

legislation in order to ban al1 off-trail cycling in the park (Natural Resources Service: Parks 19%). 

Figure 34 

Play field area Euily drained Same area after inundation 

Storm water management - non-traditional park forms 
(Photo conrtesy of Engineering & Environmentai Services, City of Calgary) 

Perhaps one of the more controversial initiatives aimed at re-forming traditional images of nature in 

the city is policy directed at park land naturalization. Described as '*a process of ecological 

restoration that encourages the natural environment to return to urban areas" (The Evergreen 

10 Accwding to Balmer (1991). this move towards more infonnal environmenis is expected to have a major 
innuence on the delivery of park and recrwtion services in the future. 



Foundation 1994), naturaikation is charnpioned by both grasmots citizen organizations interested 

in regenerating urban areas and practitioners concerned over inappropriate and insensitive 

maintenance practices (Paine 1993). Also supportive are proponents of policies encouraging an 

active lifestyle. Studies have shown that natural area park land provides one of the better 

opportunities to take part in popular leisure pursuits such as wallcing for exercise and pleasure 

(Granger 1990). Opponents of the practice of park land naturalization suggest, however, that 

giving fiee reign to natural forces threatens the cultural legacies of traditional urban park areas 

(Paine 1993; Berman and Weil 1992). Still others take the rniddle ground and suggest that while 

naturalization practices (like those described earlier for the Wildlands) are essentidly a form of 

imitation or replication, they nonetheless rnake an important contribution to re-establishing 

relationships with the urban naturai environment (Merchant 1991). 

r 

Figure 35 

Park naturalization process: less tidy, more natural 
A local inner city boulevard, June 1997 

(Photo by Alister Thomas, persona1 collection of the author) 
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Public opinion is divided on the rnatter as well. In a recent Canada-wide survey, 40% of 

respondents reported that acceptance of naturalization practice in theu community was good and 

30% reported it was not well accepted (The Caliburn Group 1995). Although the rate of not king 

weii accepted was lower in the Prairie provinces (at approximately 25%), the level of acceptance 

was similar at 40%. The Prairie provinces reported that approximately 30% of responding 

communities had naturalization policies, which was similar to the national average, but below the 

60% reported by Ontario comrnunities @id.). Most communities also reported that they did not 

have a specific public awareness or education program to promote the idea of naturalization. 

Calgary's Natural Area Management Plan recornmends a variety of techniques to more 

appropriately manage natural area park land. It does not, however, advocate the systematic 

reclamation of previously disturbed or developed areas. It also does not remark on the growing 

interest in the naturalization of school yards apparent in other cities in Canada (The Evergreen 

Foundation 1997)- So that while there appears to be general support for more sensitive and less 

invasive maintenance practices, support for a complete reforming of traditional park areas is not 

widespread. The initiatives deemed to be appropriate do seem to be having an influence on 

relaxing the public's concerns about how disorderly (or untidy) a more naturalized environment 

may appear to become (see Figure 35, previous page). 

In terms of policy initiatives aimed at a general reforming of traditional perspective on community 

design, Calgary City Council recently granted trial approval of proposals in a Sustainable Suburbs 

Study. 1 1 The Study follows the main principles of sustainable communities (see Grant, Manual, 

Joudrey 19% for a good summary) that are directed at encouraging more fiscally manageable, 

socially equitable, and environmentaily conscious Iifestyles (Planning & Building 1995). For 

specific open space policy recornrnendations, it provides guidelines for restmcturing community 

open space in a way that acknowledges the role that natural systems have in shaping community 

Me. But as the results of this study show, public opinion is divided on whether park planning 

practice should be changed in this manner - with a narrow majority of Calgarians favouring the 

status quo (46% compared to the 43% who voted for such changes). Even though there is 

evidence to support the idea that in general people would like to see a more ecologically based 

approach to urban development, which provides ample opportunity for greater contact with the 

1 1 This study won a Canadian Institute of Planners 19% Award for Planning Excellence. 
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natural environment (Chenowith & Gobster 1990; Carr, Francis, RivIin, and Stone 1992; and 

Thayer 1994). at issue is the potential l o s  of the traditional variety of park space close to home. 

Leaving more park land as a connecting natural system reduces the amount of space that can be 

claimed for play field and tot lot developrnent if the current reserve dedication guidelines remain the 

only means of acquiring community open space. Theoretically there is the option of supplementing 

park space taken at the time of subdivision with direct purchase of additionai land for play fields. 

But current agreements with the school authonties and the development industry favour traditional 

configurations and present municipal fiscal policy does not favour the routine use of additional 

expenditure of tax-based funds as a way to provide local open space. However, other 

recommendations in the Surrainuble Suburbs Stdy have pmved to be more contentious. 

Contained in the Study are approved guidelines from GoPlun, the City's new transportation plan 

which requires more dense residential development (seven unit5 per acre). The Study also has 

recomrnendations calling for narrower streets to accommodate such development. Yet when these 

proposais were brought fonvard in the context of an actual subdivision plan, they did not sit well 

with area a1derrnen.Q While the development industry bas suggested that the change to higher 

density should be more gradual, they have indicated that narrower roads would allow for more 

innovative design responses. For the time being Council members remain reluctant to support 

changes in the current road design. As this incident highlights the success of the sustainable 

suburbs initiative will depend on a public and political willingness to adapt traditional expectations 

for both the inclusion and exclusion of the usual kinds of images and artifacts to which we have 

become accustomed. 

10.2.3 Reconciling Relationships 

The final key findinp of this investigation is that there is no singie dominant mode of relating to the 

urbaa natural environment. Instead, a range of relationship options simultaneously co-exist in the 

public domain. What this study supgests is that present day relationships with the natural 

environment are highly personalized. Further the= is no clear cultural imperative defining the most 

appropriate or acceptable way for a person to relate to the urban natural environment. It seems that 

12 Article by David Pommer, "Move towards denser suburbs womcs aldermen, developers," Calgary Hrraid, March 
24, 1997. B3. 



volitional behaviour is a second order of magnitude social function that is govemed by the cultural 

imperatives concerning individuai rights and freedoms; such relationships with nature are 

established and maintained dirough the politics and contingencies of any given situation. So while 

the range of meaning that nature experiences have for people is culturally defmed and fairly 

narrow, the ways in which the urban environment can be enjoyed or rnanipulated are to a great 

extent a matter of personal discretion. As to what any one person sees as an appropriate way of 

relating to urban nature, it seems to be a consequence of individuai orientation and circumstance. 

To give shape to these diverse orientations, this study identifies four types of humanhaturd 

environment relational modes grounded in the different social context and circumstance of the 

individual. These are: Guardian, Adventurer, Steward and Consumer. These four ways of 

interacting with the urban narural environment form a spectrum of interactive eco-affect modes. At 

one end of the range of relationship profiles are more fiequent users with art ecological perspective 

that feel a sense of kinship with nature and prefer more natural areas. At the other end are more 

occasional users with a pragmatic perspective on environmental concems who show Iess afinity 

Figure 36 

Possible acore 

Guardian average 

Steward average 

Adventurer average 

Conrumer average 

Suwey average 

Pmmervation Index 

Cornparison of support for preservation scores 
(Developed by the author) 
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for nature and have a more personally oriented, utility-based appreciation of natural areas. Figure 

36 (see previous page) shows the relative positions of the four groups in terms of ratings on the 

study's index for the support of strategies to preserve environmentally sensitive areas.13 

This cornparison suggests that while Calgarians in general are not insensitive to arguments in 

favour of more vigilance in protecting environmentally sensitive areas, like others have found 

(Dunlap 1989), most do not wholeheartedly embrace a radical environmentalistic approach to 

regulating interaction with the natural environment, Whether this is due to a failure of the 

environmental movement to capture widespread support (Friedmann 1989; Dowie 1992) or to 

related issues involving the specific environments, or to general concerns in community life 

(Gottlieb 1990), Calgarians tend to adopt a more mderate viewpoint, characteristic of a 

conservationist perspective. This view is based on the understanding that a balance of interests is 

not only possible, but preferable to a strict focus on preservation (MacLean 1995). The result is a 

mindful, though sornewhat dilu ted, eco-ethic shaping interaction with the urban natural 

environment that can be termed cautious consumption. In this way of relating, people individually 

Figure 37 

Simultaneously occurring relationships with urban nature 
(Developed by the author) 

13 m e  responses to five questions were used CO calculate the preservation score (see Figure 39). The question 
concerning the appropriateness of prohibiting human use was not used in this calculation, as it was one of the 
variables used in the cross-tabulation that established the four groups. 



draw benefit from interaction with urban nature in a rnanner they feel does not compromise the 

environment's ability to sustain itself. Figure 37 (see previous page) illustrates how the various 

mode components identified in the study relate to one another in creating a generaiized outIook of 

cautious consumption. 

An individualistic consumer orientation towards the natural environment h a  a number of 

drawbacks in terms of impact on community life. It inhibits the creation of collective meaning, 

which is a cornmon problem in deciding what landscapes to conserve (Cosgrove 1984). In 

c a t e ~ g  to popular product preferences, it creates the expectation that recreation settings c m  and 

should be manipulated at will (Schroeder 1995) and it encourages self-interest and power struggles 

in resource allocation (Greider and Garkovitch 1994). Al1 of these factors are potentiaily conflict- 

inducing feanues of a pluralistic systern of community decision-making (Bmner 1990) in which 

elected officiais work out what seems to be the most generally accepted way to proceed in any 

g iven situation (Schumaker 199 1 ; J. Patterson 1995). 

The efficacy of this method of creating comrnunities in t e m  of establishing an urban natural park 

land component has been demonstrated over the twenty years it took to secure Nose Hill as a park. 

The characteristics of the system that initially seem cumbersome - a long and involved approval 

process; indecision over the relative weight of public vs private interests; and the changeability of 

any given decision in terrns of the influence of public and political opinion - are actually beneficial 

in a situation where maintainhg the status quo serves to achieve the sarne or better objectives than a 

formal change in circumstance would. inaction weighs in favour of keeping natural areas natural 

from two perspectives. Not only c m  the a m  be enjoyed while the decision-making process takes 

its course, but the longer the process, the greater the opportunity for support to build through more 

people developing a significant relationship with the site. 

This process of balancing interests continues in much the same way in Calgary today as the recent 

case of an area known as Paskapoo Slopesi4 suggests. The original Council approved conceptual 

plan for the area including the Slopes identified 189 acres of the total 490 acre area as 

14 Paskapoo Slopes is included in the Calgary West Area Srmcture Plan which covers the area West of Canada 
Olyrnpic Park in northwest Calgary. 



environmentally significant 15 The local preservation society wanted 100% of the significant lands 

preserved as open space. While some of the sloped area would likely quali@ under current 

legislation as Environmental Reserve.16 much of the area is developable. Council eventually 

decided to preserve - either through normal reserve dedication or outright purchase - 

approximately 60% of the significant lands and put an additional 30% or so under policy review. 

The rernainder was not protected. 

This decision produced wimers and losers. The local supporters and presumably Calgary's 

vanguard group of environmentalists were pleased, but developers in generd and some land 

owners in particular no doubt would have preferred to be able to maximize residential development 

in the area. As one alderman observed,l7 the decision is notable in that no other plan has protected 

so much area to potentially remain in its natural state. This case illustrates another aspect of 

decision-making in pluralistic systems. In siding with the hdf of the population that this study 

suggests would like to see more nanual area park land taken as reserve, the present Council is 

tipping the balance in Favour of instituting a new nom in local park planning. 

Theoretically, as the Paskapoo Slopes case shows, in a classic pluralism model every interest has 

access to the decision-making system designed to promote compromise (Waste 1986). In practice 

methods such as public hearings can encourage non-cooperative behaviour and solutions (Kemmis 

1990). Although in this situation a compromise was worked out that was satisfactory to most 

parties involved, it was still accomplished in the tribunal model of setting responsibility for 

decision-making with a judge rather than through a forum in which d l  parties participate in a 

dialogue and accept some of the responsibility for corning to a viable solution. 

In addition to the constraints that traditional methods such as public hearings place on resolving 

resource allocation conflicts, outdated objectives hinder urban open space system planning. 

Traditional approaches seek to maxirnize diversity in outdoor recreation activities while providing 

adequate biophysical protection (Wright, Braithwaite, and Foster 1976). However, the range of 

15 Article by David Pommec "Council compromise on Paskapoo praised," Calgary Herald, March 19, 1997, B2. 

16 Environmentai Resewe (ER) requires land unsuitable for development to be dedicated to public ownership. 

17 Pommer, David "'Council oks plan to preserve open spaces at Paskapoo Slopes," Calgary HerBld, March 18, 
1997, B6.  
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relationships identified in this study suggests that while this is still the case for the majority of 

Calgarians, about one-third are moving towards the ideal of rnaximizing protection of biophysical 

resources while providing adequate recreation opportunities. 

An alternative way of synthesizing diverse expectations for an appropriate balance of social and 

biophysical interests is to work at establishing cornmon ground for relating to the urban natural 

environment. This can be a formidable task in today's politically complex situations. 

Nonetheless, a reasonable goal would be to identify a core of agreed upon expectations (Anderson 

1996) that at minimum considers possible limitations required to temper the cumulative affects of 

maximizing individual benefits from interaction with urban nature. An example of this kind of 

agreement is the decision by Calgary City Council to support citizens wishing to prohibit power 

boating on the Bow River (except for emergency vehicles). Corning to such an understanding 

requires drawing on the broad base of experience inherent in diversity (Green 1995) in a way that 

looks for similarities rather than differences (Geertz 1973). While would-be jet skiers may feel 

lirnits on their personal preference for interacting with the natural environment, the public desire for 

boating access to the river is maintained and a certain qudity of experience is preserved for 

everyone. 

Common ground in establishing appropriate relationships with the urban naturai environment is 

important for the contribution that it rnakes for the idea of community. Shared memones and 

expenences such as those of a quiet boat ride d o m  the Bow are what essentially constitute a 

contemporary notion of cornrnunity (Cam, Francis, Rivlin and Stone 1992; Gurstein 1993). This 

idea of community in Nni is influential in shaping the way we perceive ourselves and our 

environment (Revill 1993). If our experience in Calgary is enjoyment of a landscape that has been 

generated in the past by a balance of interests that stnve to protect environrnentally significant areas 

while ensuring reasonable hurnan access, we have a collective sense of being environrnentally 

conscientious. Such cornmon ground provides an oppominity for the creation of what has been 

described as "tnily public spaces" (Francis l988,57) - "those that have shared meaning, invite 

access for dl, encourage use and participation, and are well cared for by th& users" (Ibid.). 

Although not entirely smooth and conflict fiee, the park master planning process utilized in Calgary 

in ment years has proven to be effective both in contributing to a sense of comrnunity and in 



reconciling different understandings that people have for appropriate interaction with urban nature. 

Recent work in natural resource management recognizes that planning processes which invoIve 

situation-specific negotiations that attend to a full range of both intangible and materiai concerns 

(Patterson 1993)' are more appropriate for addressing highly emotionai issues such as those 

precipitated by environmental preservation concems. Calgary's current park planning process has 

been reasonably successful at establishing a forum for negotiating suitable resolutions to widely 

divergent views. Tt has also served to limit realization of certain individuai preferences, such as 

k ing  able to wak one's dog off leash, in the interests of creating a cornrnon ground of a 

somewhat more constrained experiences. Part of the success of the park planning process is that 

the process itself produces groups and individuals committed to a plan's way of looking at things 

(VanSiri 1987). The 1994 Urban Park Master PIan was partïcularly effective in this regard. It was 

also effective in reconciling a wide variety of expectations for interaction with the naturai 

environment in the river valley area of Calgary.18 

In addition to establishing a vision statement and basic principles to guide development of the river 

valley park system in CaIgary, the Plan proposes "the establishment of a park system dong the 

river vaileys that is essentially comprised of three park types" (Calgary Parks & Recreation 1994~' 

27). Each site dong the various waterways running through Calgary has been designated as one 

of the following kinds of areas: 

Preservation: designed to provide protection and maintenance of currently 
undisturbed naturai areas and enhancement of existing naturai features. 
Human access to these areas would be lirnited. 

Naturalized: designed to rehabilitate previously disturbed areas for less 
intensive park use; to create a more natural appearance through the re- 
establishment of native vegetation, and to reduce long term maintenance 
requirements. 

18 For the information of the reader, the author was not involved in the development of this Plan. 1 did work with 
the consultant who produced the Concept PIan that was the precursor to the project and 1 consulted extensively in the 
research design and data collection stages of the public opinion s w e y  (Pulse on Park) used in the planning process. 
1 have worked on various phases of three of the major park master plans over the past five years, but due to the 
commianents of my program of study, 1 have not seen one through from beg i~ ing  to end The three plans and my 
involvement were: assistant to the lead planner in the Nose Hill Park Master Plan Review; supervisor and co- 
conductor of the Inglewood Bird Sanctuary Master Plan public consultation component (consultant prepared plan); 
and intenm planner for the first phase of the Prince's Island Park Master Plan, following Council's rejection of a 
consultant-produced Prince's Island Park Redevelopment Plan. The Draft Fish Creek Park Master Plan was under the 
jurisdiction of the provincial govemment. 



Maaicureci: designed as the traditional hi&-maintenance groorned park, for 
areas that will be used intensively for activities such as outdoor sports, 
picnicking, holding festivds and other gatherings where large nurnbers 
of park users are anticipated. (Ibid.) 

Figure 38 shows the park types at various Locations dong a section of the Bow River Centre 
Segment of the Plan. 

Figure 38 

Negotiathg interests through park master planning 
(excerpt from page 85: Bow Centre Master Plan, Urban Park Master Plan) 

A biophysical assessment, concerned with evaiuating the suitability of an area for wildlife habitat, 

forrned the fmework  for developing the Plan's recomrnendations (Calgary Parks & Recreation 

1994~). However, the balance that the Plan achieves in terms of "presewation and protection of 

natural resources, and the use and enjoyment of the river valiey park" (Op. cit., î7) is a result of 

reconciling the biophysical assessment with the socio-cultural assessment that is an implicit product 

of extensive public involvement in a planning process. The Urban Park Mater Plan (UPMP) had a 

high public profile with over a thousand individuais and groups involved to various degrees. In 

addition, more than 45,000 Caigarians responded to the Pulse on Parks public opinion survey, al1 

of which provides a well-defined assessment of socio-cultural significance of the various issues. 



The drawbacks of this process are that it can be costly (the public survey done for UPMP cost 

over $ Iûû,ûûû), time consurning, and, due to its tirnelines and specific interest, potentially at odds 

with existing corporate policy (as the UPMP is in some cases). But there are features of park 

master planning that nonetheless reinforce its suitability as a process for reconciling different 

expectations for relationships with the urban natural environment. A strong politicai mandate to 

proceed, relevant and reliable technicai information, extensive and intensive public participation, 

and planners cornrnitted to principled, yet flexible, situation specific negotiations are al1 essential 

ingredients to generating policy that is capable of creating comrnon ground in the reconciliation of 

diverse interests in the urban natural environment. 

The results of this study can serve to establish a starting point for revisiting the urban nature 

experience in a comrnunity. In finding that there is a need to re-orient public expectations so that 

human presence in nature is appreciated, a need to promote the reforming of parks to accommodate 

a broad range of functions, and a need to strive for common ground through the reconciliation of a 

variety of interests, the parameters are set for planning urban natural area parks that cm more 

accurately reflect the realities of city Iife. While this perspective is by no means revolutionary to 

park planning, it does provide a basis for exarnining the underlying assumptions currently directing 

the prwess which have not been fully explored. The concluding section, which follows, 

sununarizes the various assumptions that can, do, and should guide park planning and identifies 

issues that require further study. 

10.3 Planning the Urban Nature Experience 

10.3.1 Park Planning Models 

The traditional approach to park planning is an activity-based model that fwuses on 

accommodating a range of specific recreation and leisure interests. It employs a space-based 

perspective that assumes that any site can be manipulated as required. In reflecting a traditional 

consumer or spectator/observer relationship with the natural environment, this approach also 

assumes a fundamental separation between people and nature. The model is subsequently 

expressed in park planning policy that favours standardized parks created as arnenity space in a 

community. 

The more recent biophysical assessrnent model for planning parks is aiso based on accomrnodating 



a narrow range of purpose and hinction. It is oriented towards preservation of selected species and 

assumes that human influence is detrimental in this regard. It also assumes a hindarnental 

separation between nature and people. The model is expressed in park planning policy that creates 

highly rationalized and potentially isolated pieces of nature within the cornrnunity. 

These approaches have in common the fact that they represent the typical range of professional 

prionties conceming ideas about contact with nature (Foresta 1980; Hubbard 1994) and about 

managing the Pace and kind of change in the natural environment (Worster 1995). Furthemore, 

the results of this study show that the traditional activity-based model and the more ment 

biophysical mode1 are both, to some extent, meeting the needs and expectations of the public in 

terms of opportunity for contact with nature. This is confmed by the wide range of experiences 

reported on by respondents and by the differences in opinion conceming preservation of natural 

areas, especially with respect to restncting human access to natural area parks (see Figure 39 ). 

Figure 39 

Cornpurbon of Prrsenrtlon Stntagirs Cornparimon of Pramanrtion Strrtagiaa 
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Pmhibit hurnan use Prohibit human m e  d- 
Preserva for wildlife use - Presenre for wildlife w e  

lncnase public edueation I 
Incrsase public educaoon *' 

Nature in the City 1995 ~a ture  in me city 199s 
Pu188 on Parks 1991 Puise on Parks 1991 

Longitudinal comparison of responses to presewation strategies 
(Developed by the author) 

Insofar as public opinion surveys should be used to inform rather than prescnbe public policy 

(Bourassa 199 1 ), 19 the results of this study suggest that although the majority of Calgarians 

clearly are currently able to satisfy their desire for contact with nature in the city, the underlying 

19 It has been suggested that in terms of quality of landscape preferences, the public may in fact be rather ill- 
informed and therefore may not be the preferred source of opinion on such matters (Peming-Rowsell 1986). 



assumptions of planning natural area park land need to be reviewed if the process is to continue to 

be effective. With increased competition for urban land, less interest in creating and maintaining 

public systems and greater diversity in expectations for interaction with the urban naturai 

environment, the present land base will not easily be able to accommodate an approach based on 

the segregation of human and naturd processes. 

The emerging ecology-based model for park planning has the potentiai to offer an alternative. 

Although this model currently tends to be overtly environmental in its outlook (see for example 

Hough 1994), it is suggested bat by emphasizing the habitat aspect inherent in the model, there is 

an opportunity to consider and baiance the needs and interests of both people and the naturd 

environment. The habitat model of park planning assumes a place-based perspective in which the 

provision of naturai area park land is custornized to circumstance. Park land is therefore unevenly 

distributed throughout the community, providing Iess assuredness in both configuration and 

supply. This approach reflects a relationship with urban nature in which interests are integrated. 

Table 1 1 outlines how the habitat model compares to the activity and biophysical models. 

Table 11 
Park Planning Models 

Elements 

Focus 

ûrientation 

Ethical perspective 

Relationship 

Overall approach 

ACTIVITY HABITAT 

recreation ecosystem 

space place 

ci tylnature cityhature 
segregated integrated 

nature naturelpeople 
excluded included 

prescrip tive adap tive 

BIOPHYSICAL 

ecosite 

species 

naturdcity 
segregated 

people 
excluded 

restrictive 

An ecology-based habitat approach to park planning is no less indicative of professional pnonties 

for contact with the natural environment or for expressing management and control of change than 

are the activity and biophysical approaches. Neither is it suggested that the habitat model replace 

other approaches. What is king proposed instead is an additional option to round out existing 

alternatives. This option recognizes the importance of a habitat perspective to maintaining heaithy 



cities (Balmer 1991 ; Weaver and Kim 1994 and Grant quoted in Dawe 1996) and acknowIedges 

the influence of a more holistic outlook in reconciling competing interests (Cooper Marcus 199Q 

Merchant 1992). 

Most planners are likely aware of the fact that the planning approach employed in any given 

circumstance influences the outcorne. In this respect the habitat approach is appropriate for 

establishing or working towards cornmon ground. Park planners in Calgary appear ready to accept 

that balance is required in a cornrnunity's open space system (see Appendix VI1 for transcripts of 

the Calgary Planners' Forum). In seeking to establish such a balance, the question ultimately 

arises as to why natutal area park land is deemed to be so essential. Although at the onset of this 

study it was noted that natural area park land is important for the social, psychologicai and 

biophysical contributions it makes to maintainhg a viable habitat, the question does raise a few 

issues that require clarification through further study. 

10.3.2 Issues Requiring Further Research 

There are three issues arising out of attempting to identify why urban naturai area park land is 

important. Each requires clarification through further research. Fust is the differing perspectives 

that planners and the public have on the idea of biodiversity. Although there is a well-informed 

sector of the public that has senous environmental concems and understands the frner points of 

ecosystem management, such people are in a minority. The results of this study show that unlike 

this environmental vanguard and planning professionais, the general public does not readily 

identiQ the natural environment's contribution to biodiversity as an important aspect of community 

weI1-being. This is consistent with past work which has found that the public is not generally 

oriented towards "biospheric" concems, possibly because they do not make a distinction between 

"vaiuing nature itself and valuing nature because of the human benefits it provides" (Stem & Dietz 

1994,78). In order to begin to build an understanding of people's perceptions conceming 

biodiversity there is a need to query people directly on the issue. This study was rerniss in not 

asking explicit and direct questions about biodiversity. It is also a shortcoming of this study that 

the question concerning the benefits of urban nature did not include a category for biodiversity, nor 

did it provide an opportunity for a write-in response. However, a recent study that did use open- 

ended benefits categories also did not record any selfdescribed biophysical benefits (Hamilton- 

Smith, in progress). In view of this and in view of the professional and institutional commitment 



(see Eigure 40) to promoting bidiversity, there is a need to explore directly the public's 

understanding of and cornmitment to biodiversity issues in an urban context. 

Figure 40 
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The Federal Government's promotion of biodiversity 
(Environment Canada: Achieviag a HeaIthy Environment brochure, no date) 

The second issue arising from consideration of the importance of urban natural area park land is the 

need to more clearly identiQ cornmon views expressed by different groups. The concept of social 

context expressed in this study suggests that individuals will have different outlooks on nature and 

this study explored those differences in detail. There is, however, a need to also more closely 

examine the simiIarities that indiviciuals may have in tems of views on nature. This would require 

finer delineation of the various contributions that natural area park Iand has the potential to make. 

It would also require a comparative analysis of the assessment of various groups of individuals. 

From a technicd perspective, it would be more effective to use one forced choice question to 

operationalue the concept of affinity in such an analysis. This would avoid having to scale 

responses and arbitrarily divide groups on a median point. It would give a better indication of the 

actual rate of occurrence of the various eco-affect modes in the general population. This would 



provide a more suitable way to assess each group's inclinations toward urban nature and rnay also 

allow for a more refined cornparison of similarities and differences between groups. 

There is one final issue arising out of considering the reasons why urban natural park land is 

important - the assessrnent of the significance of the tendency to generalize expectations for 

experiences with nature. This study found that for the most part people expect sirnilar or the same 

benefits from contact with urban nature as they do from a wildemess experience. There is a need 

to test this finding by querying people directly on their expectatioas for experiences in each of these 

settings. if the findings are verified, there may be a need to direct more attention to the fact that 

urban natural area park land provides an important and exclusive outlet for contact with nature for 

those who do not have the opportunity to access wildemess experiences directly. 

10.4 Summation 

The results of this study suggest that both social meaning and private purpose are significant 

factors in establishing relationships with the urban natural environment. The range of 

contemporaiy involvements with nature is indicative of the CO-existence of a variety of social 

conditions that emphasize different aspects of these factors in different ways at different times and 

in different places. Being as these conditions manifest expectations for the provision of natural 

area park land that are largely a matter of circurnstance, there is no indication that it is either feasible 

or fitting to attempt to promote any one kind of human /environment interaction with urban naturd 

area park land. But the study does suggest that it rnay be prudent to more clearly define the range 

of acceptable possibilities for relating to nature in the city. There is in fact evidence that this is 

already starting to happen. 

Since beginning this research into the pressures facing Calgary's natural area park land, an obvious 

shift in public and political sensibilities towards protecting urban nature has taken place. Two 

factors in particular can be credited with effecting this transformation. The first is the emergence 

and influence of w hat has k e n  called the "community of urban stewards" (Loucks 1994). This 

committed and highly skilled sector of the population is expert at directing a political agenda aimed 

at addressing local environmental issues and concems, many of them related to natural area park 

land. This sector has consistently been successful in establishing policy for preserving urban 

naturai areas. The second major factor in the transformation of sensibilities has been the 



insinuation of the concept of sustauiable development into the lexicon of everyday life. It has ken 

interesthg to watch the joumey of this idea to its eventual place in public policy initiatives. Again, 

many of the p ~ c i p I e s  involved in this concept have had positive ramifications for the urban nacural 

environment. 

Together ùiese two factors have taken much of the pressure off of existing natural area park land, 

especialIy if it is considered to be environrnentally significant. The issue is now more one of how 

to fashion an open space system for the future that incorporates natural systems, both significant 

and otherwise, as a matter of course. This study has shown that public opinion is divided in the 

matter of making changes to current park planning practice that would keep more park land in its 

natural state, but Ieave less land available for traditionai park types. It has also shown that urban 

nature is expected to satisfy a wide range of social, psychological and biophysical expectations. 

The challenge remains one of integrating an amy of interests and irnperatives in a manner that 

enhances our comrnon ground. 
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Dtar Focus. gFoup participant: 

Thank ?ou fo r  planning t o  t ak t  par t  i n  the focus group interviews for the 
Nature i n  the City study. Enclosed you w i l l  find the follawing infonnotion: 

a) Tm copies o f  A Focus Group Participant Consent Fom and 
b) A Draft  questionnaire, w i th  envetope. 

The Consent Form explains a few deto i l s  about th is  p r o j e t .  Please read the 
forai over, and if you ogree t o  the  ternis, sign the copies and br ing one t o  
turn i n  ot the session. The other copy i s  for your records. 

By rvoy o f  pre-testing the questionnaire for the study, w u l d  you also take 
time t o  look over and camplete the d r a f t  questionnaire. I f  you w u t d  rather 
not respond t o  a l 1  o f  the questions, pkose  onswer as many as you c m  ond 
m i t e  i n  any coiaents tho t  yw have about the c lo r i t y  o f  the questionnoire. 
Please bring your questionnaire and camtents. seoled i n  the envelope provided, 
t o  the session, whert they w i t l  be collected. 

AS m had discussed, you w i l l  be ottending the a l1  female session scheduled 
for: 

Uonday, April  18 
12:W - 12:50 NOON CSHARP) 
TRAINING ROOW, 8th f l o o r ,  Calgary Publ ic  Bu i ld ing .  

If sanething cornes op and you con't attend, pleose col1 me o t  your ear l iest  
convenience. or i f  you have ony fur ther  questions, pleose col1 me at 268- 
4765); othemise, 1 look forvard t o  your participation. 

Gae VonSiri 

P.0. BOX 2100. POSfAL STATION M. CALGARY. Al BEKTA. CAKADA T2P ?hl5 
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6333 Mernorial Road 

'A SfllDY Of THE ROLE AND BENEFIT \%nmuvcr. B.C. Canada V6T  l u  

OF NAWRAL A E 4  PAU L M "  Tcl: (604) 82?.-3276 
hxr (6W) 821-3787 

FOCUS CROUP PARTKIPANT CONSENT FORM 
The hcus  gmup i n t e r v i n  sessions are part o f  a cooperotive research project 
tretween Calgary Parks h Recreotion and the ~ n i v e r s i t y  of B r i t i s h  Colurnbio. 
The study i s  being conducted by Cot V a d i r i  C268-47651. a senior park planner 
wi th the Department and a graduate student i n  the  University of B r i t i s h  
Columbia Schaal o f  C w u n i t y  and Regional Planning doctoral progroa, The 
Faculty Advisor for  the project ot UBC i s  Dr. Penny Gurstein (684) 822-6065; 
the Department supervisor i s  W i l l  Psorce. Planning Section Superintendent, 
Ca31 2684757. 

Results f r œ  the focus group interviens w i l l  be us& to develop two questions 
i n  a city-wide survey o f  Calgarians conccrning the  nconing and benef i t  o f  
n e u r a l  areo park lond. t h e  m u l a  i n 1 2  o lso  evui tual ly  be used i n  a PhD 
dissei2ation and i n  the dcvelopacftt of  park plonning policy. As a part icipont 
i n  the study you are ident i f ied  as o œfocus group A, 8, or C port ic ipam" and 
w i l l  be asked t o  discuss questions o k u t  the  bcnefits o f  nature i n  the city 
and a b w t  the rvoy i n  nhich nahrral areo park land contributes t o  your i m g e  o f  
Calgary. Notes w i l l  be t akm during the discussion and a sunnary t ranscr ipt  
o f  the sessions ml1 be preporcd on the b i s  of these notes. 

The i d e n t i t y  o f  a t l  par t i c ipants  w i l l  be kept conf ident ia l  i n  t h o t  
participants m l l  not be identif ied by naiac i n  any o f  the docunentotion, sove 
f o r  a l i s t  noting a l l  o f  the people who part ic ipated i n  the focus group 
sessions being on f i l e  wi th Calgary Parks & Recreation, Planning Section. 

Your part ic ipat ion i n  the focus group i s  l im i ted  t o  the interview session, 
which i s  expected t o  toke about 48 ainutes. No monetary crnpensation is 
being offered; a l i g h t  lunch w i l l  be served. 

I f  you have ony questions about these procedures, please fee l  free t o  osk a t  
ony time during the session. Pleast note, os wll,  that  i f  you consent t o  
port icipate, you have the  r i gh t  t o  withdroir from part ic ipat ion o t  any time 
during the session. 

On th i s  basis, and i f  you agree, plcase caaplete the  followïng: 

1, - -  --- , have read the part iculors o f  t h i s  consent 
(p t in t  nome) 

forn, h o 9  rece&ed a copy fo r  my records, and agree with i t s  conditions. 

Signed: 

n c  School of Community and Rqiond  Planning ir @lwred wilh 
ihc Ccnmfor ?fuinon Sriilunrnrr and the H'i Imrrrcr  Rueorch Ccnrrr. 

The University o f  Br i t ish  Coluinbio requires thot 01 2 research involving hlnron 
sub jects incl ude a signed consent form fran al 1 participants 
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Nature in the City: Graduate Stadent Focus Group 
Mixed gender (2F 4M), ander 30 years of age 

Monday, March 20, 1995 

Six Graduate students in an EVDS graduate seminar class 
University of Calgary Professional Faculties Building 
1 :O0 - 2:00 PM 
Students had been consulted in advance about their willingness to take part 
in the interview. Al1 agreed. Consent forrns were distributed. filled out and 
collected prior to beginning the interview pmcess- 

Moderator: 
One of the things that we want to explore today is the types of benefits you see for having natural 
area park land in Calgary. That is natural areas like along Nose Creek or the escarprnent areas... 
public lands not necessarily with formal park development present. We also wanted to ask you 
about the meaning that nature in the city might have for you, particularfy as it relates to the image 
that you have of Calgary. We are thinking about this issues as it relates to the naturalization of 
parks, such as looking at changes to mowing practices for example. Some people have suggested 
that the way that you think about Calgary, or the image that you have of the city, has an effect on 
what you think about naturalization practices. What I'd like to start with is talking about what you 
see as the main benefits of nature in the city; what role you feel that nature might play in the urban 
fabric. 

Moderator - Question one: 
What do you see as the main benefits of nature in the city, thinking about it as taking the form of 
natural area park land? 

Fi rst male: 
Educational benefit. People become more aware of what naturai areas are Iike- what gmws there, 
how they function, in a way that you don't get in a manicured Park. 
You can experience the way things happen, in a relatively uncontrolled environment and 1 would 
think that it would have a benefit of (givinq) support of different kinds of animal and plant life that 
rnight not otherwise be able to live in the city. 

Second male: 
(Natural areas) also kind of provide a sort of escape from the city, even though they are within the 
city. They are an escape from the urban aspects, even though alot of the parks are within an urban 
setting. 

Third male: 
1 know for myself that 1 use Nose Hill. 1 use it for the dog, when we've gone for a walk and it 
is an escape like it's tranquillity. You get up there and you don't hme people al1 around you. 
You're by yourself. It is an escape. It's ,mat. 

Moderator: So would you Say (a feeling) of solitude? 

First female: 
And part of that too is the proximity - you cm sometirnes find pockets that are like a wild area, 
close by, that don't take a long time to get to, that are good for people who don't have vehicles-.. 

Moderator - Question two: 
Again, looking at benefit, what would be the result of not having these areas? Suppose we 
systematicall y decided to remove natural areas from the urban fabric for whatever reason. In other 
words, what is the impact of them NOT king there? 



Male 2: I t would take more effort to p t  the experience than if they wouldn't be available in close 
proximi ty . 

Female 1: For me, I grew up in Calgary so those natuml areas are part of the character of the city. 
It would change my perception of the city if they weren't there. 

Male 2: Yeah, I grew up hem as well, and it' s like 1 couldn't see the city without them. 1 expect 
the ci ty to have them, if they were pone it would total1 y change the character of the city . Female 1 : 
yes it would be really sad. Male 2: Yeah. 

Moderator - Question three: 
Are there certain words that describe the image of Calgary for you (even if you aren't from hem) 
that relate to the open space it has? If you thinlc about what image you are tryinp to maintain, what 
would you miss? 

Male 2: For me 1 couldn't just say one word. It's Iike an experience. [t'si kind of a holistic 
experience. 1 wouldn't just miss one aspect. It would be the whole experience of going into it (the 
natural area) and using i t. 

Female 1: There are two things that corne to mind - the prairie and the river, the two types of 
settings of semi-natural environments that you find here. A place like Glenmore Park or  other 
riparian areas. 

Second Female: 
i think that alot of people would miss out ou the interaction with other people that are interested in 
the same activities that they are. For example, what's that park (Moderator: Glenmore Park?), 
Glenmore Park, tbey have that trail, 1 was there on ihe weekend and there was so many people 
doing different types of activities and they were interacting and it was just very pleasant. 
(Moderator : So the social aspect is important?). Y eah - 1 think that 's a very big part of i t here. 
Male 2: It &es you an opportunity to get out as well. Male 1: Yeah, think that's particularly 
important. Calgary has for me a kind of image of a city where there is lots of oppominities to be 
outdoors, There are a number of areas of substantial size such as Nose Hill, or Fish Creek and 
things like that. Alot of other cities I don't think have. Calgary' to me has got more of a sense 
that there are lots of places in the ci? that you can go out and be active in the outdoors. 

Female 1: And also the interconnectedness of those natural areas - the way that you cm,  at least in 
the southem part of the city, you can sort of stay - even if it is just a narrow natural comdor, in 
areas of semi-natural environments (you can ) go from one park to another. 

Male 3: Indirectly 1 think that these parks have also caused Calgary to expand in a way by 
protecting them? We are ve ry... a city that's very large geo-phically for a population the size 
we are and 1 think that we have always taken pride in protecting these areas by these areas by 
going around them and not developing them. I think that it would be very sad if some places, like 
Say Nose Hill, which is almost getting circulated (surrounded) nght now, and one day it could be 
developed ( were developed). 

Moderator - Question four: 
If we think about the fact that we are going to lose some of the natural areas to other pressing uses, 
what thiogs are important to consider in permithg certain altemate uses? Which sites could go and 
why? 

Male 1: (it would be important) to as far as is possible, maintain whatever linkages that may 
exist.. . Alot of these parks are interlinked either by pedestnan paths so there's sort of a 
continuity. The continuity is important. ( If these area became) isolated pockets here and there it 
would be a tremendous loss, even on an ecological grounds. 



Female 1: Biologically special areas and large or intact areas (should be kept). 

Male 2: The ones used the rnost should be kept. Obviously they have value to a lot of people who 
use them- 

(Moderator: What types of activities would be permissible or compatible on these natural areas? 01 
if you can't think of it in terms of a use, what would the criteria be- For example. the idea of a 
storm water (or dry pond) - it is temporary, it preserves the visual openness of an area, and the 
runoff water can be seen a natural or part of the natural process.) 

Vanous Comrnents: No hard surfaces - Control motorized access - 
(Moderator : This isn't a hypothetical question. The rnost comrnon use right now is roads.) 
Too dominated by roads already - Linkages to provide better public access wa1kways.-. would be 
OK. 

(Moderator: Probing again on criteria for evaluating the appropriateness of uses on natural area 
park lands - what would you use to make your decision as to what would be acceptable on these 
lands? Let's use a playground for example.-.) 

Female 1: There are difierent types of playgrounds. 

Male 2: It wodd becorne very difficult to decide depending on how big it was, or if it had (other 
features like a ) wading pool. 

Fourth Male: 
or a cement playground like you see in New York. (Moderator: So the impact of design?) Yes. 

Fernale 1: environmental impact such as hard surfacing with impervious substance (would aIso be 
a factor) (Moderator: So both visual and environmental concerns?) Yes. 

Moderator: So if 1 said Nature Centre ... 

Female 1: that would be a building? (Moderator: YES) 1 tbink that would be good. 

Various: But would it be functional? What kind of design? wouid it be educational? 

Male 4: It depends, I think that the concept is good. It woutd make natural areas more accessible 
if they were understood, 1 think that the concept is worthwhile. 

Female 2: 1 think that anything that you propose will depend on the way it is done ... if it is 
environmentally sound (or not). . . depends on the actual built form. 

(Moderator: O.K. but if 1 said McDonald's? ... laughrer dl mound.) 

Male 2: But it depends if it were just the typical McDonald's that you think of as opposed to some 
innovative McDonald's that used or tried to incorporate sustainable values or things like that, then 
maybe. Or maybe a tree house McDonald's. 

Male 1: Or it could be some kid pushing a cart too ... or also something that isn't altering the 
landscape that was temporary, (Female I:Yeah), something that was not altering the landscape, but 
provided a service. 

Female 2: why not facilitate those types of things. But if you are saying "McDonald's -No", 
things have to change sometime. 



(Moderator: So the idea of food service isn't an aversion?) 

Male 4: That wouid apply for stnything you are building. It's basically the way it's handled. 

Male 2: But it also depends on the size if it's not a large area it's more difficult to put anything in 
without disturbing the natural area. 

Female 1: but also it would botfier me from the experiential end to have a McDonald's cart in the 
Weaslehead. Laughter. It realty ... 1 could see it in Sandy Beach orsomething like that, but again 
there isn't an experiential value of microcosm Al wildemess in certain areas. 

Male 2: But it brings us back ta the escape and sotitude , if that's one of the prime values of the 
a m ,  then you don't want to be briaging in -(services) 

Female 1 : Well, it depends.you're stil! in the city, I mean, for me personally, when 1 wan t 
solitude, 1 go out of the city and 1 go into the wildemess. 

Female 1 : But what about people who don't have cars? 

Female 2: Yeah, but what about people that are using this for their lunch hour where they do want 
to get - experience the nature, but also eat their lunch to get back to their building on time in an 
hour. 1 mean , it's a little bit different. You can't just be so exclusively natural . You have to have 
some type of interaction that is 'do-able' with people that live in the city and work in the city and 
that want to use these things as well. 

Fernale 1: well that get's back to the idluence of location. The nature at Prince's Island Park or St. 
George's island has a different quality to it than the Weaslehead or Fish Creek Park. 

Female 2: Right-because Nose Hill Park isn't necessarily easier for someone without a car 
anyways. Some of those (parks) are on the edge of town, I'm thinking more of nght in the city. 

Male 2: You aiso 1 think have to maintain a range of different types of parks and character. You 
can't say that these things are al1 acceptable and that therefore we should put one of them in every 
natural area that we've go& In some places it would be acceptable and in other places we just 
don't want to have it the same. Male 4 It is situation specific. Fernale 2: Oh yeah, yeah that 
only makes sense,exactly. 

Moderator - Question five: 
I'd like to move on to explore the meaning that nature has for you. Keep in mind that we are 
talkinp about nature in the city, rather than in a wildemess area. It might help you to think about a 
particular experience. 

Female 2: For me personally, I don't find wildemess in the city at alt. When 1 want to experience 
something moremwal or kind of getting back to basics, in a natural setting, because 1 don7 even 
consider anything in the city mure. perse , according to my definition, it involves lots of people. 
So there's nothing - there's no solitude about it , like when 1 went on the Glenmore (park) Trail 
there was a b u t  2,000 other people on the same trail, and tbat's how I like it; and w hen 1 do want 
solitude, or a natural setting, like camp, or a canoe, where 1 remove myself from the fact that 1 
can see c m  or I cart dogs and everybody's pets and bikes and roller blades everywhere.But I do 
appreciate a natural setting where people are interacting in those types of things and the built area 
is kept down to a minimum. 

Male 2: For me it's - 1 see the parks as more of an opporhinity to do some activities in a different 
setting than what I'm used to in my daily life, to go mountain biking, or whatever, just to provide 



a different setting and it is unique to go out. Because my daily life is in a car, in a building, you 
know, and expenence, al1 these urban environments - it provides an escape frorn those urban 
eiemenîs. 

Male 1 : minimally, wild spots are for the most part recreation facilities,what 1 like to think of is 
opportunities for other things than people like other types wildlife like ducks, peese, and beaver. 1 
think that sort of experience is very important in an urban setting,( to corne to the realization) that 
there is a world out there beyond the built forrn. 

Male 3: For myself, my use of the parks would be recreatiooal, The meanings it has for me 
would be . I can go by myself, - tranquillity - in my own little world, not at peuce with nature, but 
at peace with rnyself. And then can also go socially, with my wife or with my dog, and friends, 
and just experience it on a social level ... being somewhere different .A think the whole context 
changes in a group. 

Male 4 One of the things that is the most interesting is . . . It's the juxtaposition. The contrast 
between built and natural environment . . . they're so different, yet quite close. 

Female 1: My meaning is in k i n g  close to it (nature) even though 1 am acutely aware that anytime 
I'm out in a natural area in the city , that it isn't the wildemess, and sometimes 1 find that 
disappointing, it still does remind me of what's beyond the built and also of our lack of control 
over certain elements of what is wild. when you see a beaver or an eagle or an owl or hear a 
coyote . . . (this wildlife ) that manage to make their way into fairly heavily urbanized areas. 

(Moderator: In sumrnary would you say that the meaning of nature in the city has has to do with 
the contrast between the built and the natural environments and the opportunity to see other life 
forms? - agreement but also:) 

variety in landscape- fellowship stimulation -and - minimization of the effects of the built fonn 

end of side one 

Male 2: It's like now that we've had it you don't want to lose it. We're the ones that will have 
had the experience of having it with us and then if it's gone, we711 be the ones that suffer, whereas 
if you're someone- if al1 of the parks are built over then that generation will not have experienced it 
and they may not feel the losses directly as much. 

Moderator - Question six: 
One other thing that i'd like to ask about is - what are your thoughts on the naturalization of park 
land? 

Femde 1: naturalization, does that involve purposeful replanting orjust letting it go? 
(Moderatod3oth) 1 think that would be wonderful (Moderator: from the point of view of ...) 
interesting, 1 mean it would be always changing, which it isn't now. Now we have green g-rass, 
or brown grass, short and trees and some bushes and it never changes. The thinp about semi-wild 
areas that is interesting to me is see how it - what kind of succession that occurs. 

Male 2: 1 agree with you. 1 lived in Toronto when they were doing it. 

Male 3: But it's situational again. Like something Iike Nose Hill Park, yes, but driving dong the 
Deerfoot, what's the use? 

Female 1 : What's the use? It would be beautiful, you'd get wildflowers - 

Male 3: Well concrete and then grass and then some more concrete? 



Male 1: Well even in terms of maintenance costs, 1 havent been in Calgary long, but 1 was struck 
by the sense of just the cost of imgating everything, and cutting everything, the cost must be 
appalling in that sense, whereas, if you plant towards, say, a climate specific type of theme and 
you don? worry about those sorts of things. 
Male 3: But there are safety issues too. 

Fernale 2: And if people want to go to them (naturalized park areas). 

Male 1: Safety? 
Male3: Letting Say a park go. Let's just say that there is a bike path established frorn use of it , 
... overgrown roots (could cause) sornebody could be thrown from a bike. 

Male 1: Oh, those sorts of things; I'm not talking about letting trail maintenance - 

Male 3: I'rn not talking about a smooth path, but say a natural path that's k e n  developed by use - 
letting that go- there is a safety issue there that 1 think could be established. 

Male 2: See 1 think that it would be good for some, but not for all, 'cause then first of al1 it would 
provide variety and diversity which 1 think is pod, then second of all, do t  of the reasons that 
people use these parks you couldn't use them like they do if they weren't grown naturally. Like 1 
wouldn't to play frisbee or football or baseball or soccer , you know, in grasses 'up to hem". 
but 1 do thmk that it is a good idea for some parks, but 1 don't think that it's a practical (Female 
1 : all) for al1 parks. 

Female 2: 1 have to agree. 

Male 1: You have playing fields ... but a lot of open space isn't designated for any particular 
purpose, right? 

Fernale 2: Well I'm certainly - oh- Male 2: But 1 think still make play fields though. . . 
(Moderator: In some cases the fields are maintained differently, with cut within a few feet of 
the field edge, but longer grass next to that ). ..I think that in Christchurch they did that . . It's 
kind of neat-it provides variety as well, now that 1 think about it. (Moderator: What about the 
boulevards in particular?. . . Everyone speaking at once. . .) 
Fernale 2: 1 don't rnind that though - you're speaking from any ecological point of view, which is 
great - (Others: This is what 1 was saying; cut 'em hi&) Male: 1: these are car owners! 
Female 1: 1 think- 

Male 3: I'm also thinking from a design point of view too, 1 think it would look awful. 

Female 1: I'm thinking aesthetically as well, as well as ecologically and 1 think- (Male 2: 1 think -) 

Fernale 2: 1 agree with you, but 1 don? think that the average Calgarian would buy that for a minute 
(Fernale 1 : No, but-). 

Male 2: 1 think that from a directed sort of sense 1 think that kind of step is important to trying to 
change people's sense of what is aestheticaily important. To make people realize that just a flat 
sheet of grass is not the only beautiful thing in existence. 

Male 3: But if there is a car coming off an off rarnp, 1 want to see it! Female 2: Good point! 

Moderator: 
We seemed to have covered the whole array of opinion on this one. That brings the interview to an 
end. Thank yon for yonr participation. 



Nature in the City: Men's Focus Groap 
Mixed age gronps late 20s to early 50s 

Monday, April 3, 1995 

Participants: P - Peter 
R - Roger (visually impaired) 
E - Ernile 
D - David 
W - Will 

Moderator G - Gae 

Location: Training Roorn, Calgary Public Building 
Tîme: 12:05 to 1255 
Procedure: Participants had been consulted in advance about a willingness to take part in the 

interview. Consent forms were collected pnor to commencement of the session. 
Al1 participants also completed a draft copy of the Nature in the City study 
questionnaire. 

Transcription: 
G What we are doing with these focus group is trying to develop a couple of categories on a 
questionnaire that we are going to be sending out to the Calgary public a little later this spnng. 
What we are specifically looking at are the benefits of nature in the city and what nature means to 
people and also if we have tirne we may go into some of our maintenance practices. In these forty 
minute sessions it kind of depends on how it flows but the priority is the benefits and the 
meaning. The way the focus group works is like a group interview where I'rn the interviewer and 
you are the inîerviewees and 1 rnight ask a question and ask everyone to go around the table which 
is the one i'm going to start with or i rnight just ask a question and whoever feeis like answering 
can answer. But as a warm up, 1 prefer to go around the table. If you don? have anything you'd 
like to talk about, you can just Say you don't have any comments at this tirne because 1 don't want 
you to feel pressured into talking. So, the questions I'rn going to ask are describing what nature in 
the city means to you and 1 might have a probe on that. It' 11 be a standard probe that I'rn toing to 
use at the other ,oroups that will be asked the same question. There's two other p u p s  happening 
with this and then I'rn going to ask you what you see as the main benefits of nature in the city are. 
So are there any questions before we begin? Okay, 1 think I'll just wait one second to see if Jeffs 
corning. 

P 1 like to cycle and actually its just you have to enjoy the bike path, the fresh air and 
sunshine gets to be around lots of trees and parks and to see the different ways that the people 
interact in that kind of setting because it is very different than other social settings. 

R 1 think walking along the paths sometimes cycling but when 1 think the of the nature aspect 
of it 1 think of walking along the pathway listening to the birds singing, the rippling of the water. 1 
live right by Elbow river and there's a little bit of rapids nearby and 1 enjoy the rapids rippling 
along. And the neighing of horses nearby because there's horses on the racetrack and in the 
stables nearby where 1 walk, and being away from traffic 1 think is the big thing is to be able -- 
that's why I don? like walking on the north side of Mernorial Drive because you really hear more 
of the traffic than anything else; but the parts where its quiet, that's what I think it means to me. 
And the trees, plants buçhes along the side as long as there not overhanging. 

G Anything else? 

E Nature in the city means to me the ability to look and read and k i n g  able to function in a 
society and energy being charged and I'rn a relaxed person - my emotion might be altered. My 
health in a very general sense; just talk and look around these places, jog with the family, the wife 
al1 going. 



G David? 

D Nature to me is open space, wide open space and (to) touch this land - park - and 1 like to 
walk on it, where 1 want to, instead of going along a path. 1 can smell it. 1 can see wildlife. 1 can 
hear bird, 1 can see people enjoying that go around exploring and like basically it's wide open area 
that's free to move around. 

G Okay thanks . Will? 

W 1 think like E d e ,  the opportunity to recharge is fairly important to myself or nature in the 
city in a park-like, preferably natural, setting. ... Like Roger, 1 think sound is very important to 
myself or the lack of sound and the ability or chance to get away from the sounds of an urban 
environment. The settings in some areas of Nose Hill to me is much more representative of nature 
in the city than for example a similar natural setting next to the Deerfoot Trail. 

G Okay. In any of those cases, Roger mentioned a particular case, he mentioned the Elbow, 
is there a location or a particular place that contributes to the meaningfulness? Like when you 
think of nature in the city, this is in Calgary now, is there some particular place that comes to mind 
that has a special meaning? This one we dodt have to go around the table. This one I'm just 
lm king for the Calgary experience. 

P The Nose Hill, for me. 

G NoseHill. Will,youmentionedNoseHilIaswell. 

W Weasel head. 

G Weasel head. 

R My own backyard. 

G Are you on the Elbow, Roger? 
R Yeah. 
G Right on the Elbow? 

R Right on the Elbow. 

G Okay . 
R That's where 1 walk most it's just immediately along the east side of the east bank of the 
Elbow across from the Stampede grounds. 

G Okay. 

R It's just a nice park, you - It's still city you do hear some city sounds but you donft have 
any roar of the traffic, you hear Stampede Ground sounds like the horses galloping around and a 
few people hollering to each other about - related to running the horses 1 guess, which is sort of 
semi-nature it's not exactly it's sort of artificial but it's al1 part of it. 

G It's a kind of wildlife. 

R Yeah. 

G With the characteristics of Nose Hill, Dave has talked about the openness, is this one of the 
things or is it the fact that there's nothing built on it. 



P Rirnarily for me is because it is wide open. Just the fact that 1 step in the park and I can 
just walk in the ,orass. 

G Is Nose Hill on your List as well or did you have one? 

E Well 1 assume ie is, but also Fish Creek. Yeah Fish Creek was. 

G And Fish Creek rneets that cnteria for you? 
D Yeah. 

G Okay. Another go around the table question. Thinking about those special spots or even 
and even your own backyard. l'd like to think about the specific benefits of nature in the city. You 
talked about them in relation to yourself, and 1 think very well, now you can extend and extrapolate 
into what you think benefits of the city or the general population might be as well, or you can keep 
it personal, So this time I'd iike to start with Will and we'll go around the other side. So I'rn 
lookinp for particular benefits. 

W Well, I like the break, the visual break in the urban setting the residential commercial 
industrial setting, how the green belts break up the developed landscape. 1 think there's a great 
deal of economic benefit to the city and we're speaking about the city as a whole Gae, is that what 
you want? 

G Uhum. 

W 1 think the& a g e a t  deal of economic benefit that cornes from an attractive community 
drawing in businesses. the residential neighbourhoods that have a great amount of open space 
seem to be, tend to be preferred. Which, 1 guess, a rneasure of tùat is the price of the lots out there 
but that said, again that's just another economic benefit that's a couple to start with and work your 
way around it. 

D Like with mental illness, the functions of parks, if you keep or  try to un-touch it or don? 
try to develop it, in turn it will Save money, you can hold it to maintain it. Personally when I think 
of parks somewhere like Nose Hill park you can go up there and you can think, concentrate, get 
away from it  al1 - home settings, office settings. and what else. 

G Thanks, Emile? 

E Cities maybe viliains of nature. 1 suppose in a good parks system you have access to a 
hierarchy of parks - parks al1 over the communities become al1 the more precious. Y ou attract 
people to Calgary and you have al1 the good parks around and al1 the levels. which is a beautiful 
feeling to have the easy access, something that might be reflected in your decision that CaIgary is a 
place to be a part of. As opposed to living where the crowds are there and you can't have access to 
nature without travelling and it takes you so long to get out of it. 

G So would you say that it's attractive to a certain type of person? 

E Actually, I'm thinking more in ternis of a picture or country, you want to place Calgary as 
one of the few cities that's urban and rated highly for the it and make a decision to move to ~ t .  
You have access to do t  of amenities in a good community, very convenient. 

G Okay, Roger? 

R I'm looking at it from a very sort of a practical point of view. You've got two aspects of 
the park, and to the park system. You've got specific areas of large parks like Nose Hill, like Fish 
Creek, like Glenmore park like Prairie Winds park where you can get away from the traffic noise 



and get that sense of almost isolation, if that's what you're seeking, but you know, still people 
around. But the linear aspect of the parks, the river parks that join everything together 1 think are 
extremely important because they help to join different parts of the ci ty iogether. When you're 
driving in the car from one place to the other you're isolated. When you're walking, or riding a 
bicycle, or running or riding ou der-blades or whatever, you're much closer to the people that 
you're with. You're not necessanly going to talk to everybody but you make eye contact with 
them or you hail them and say hello or  good day or whatever as you're qoing by, in al1 sorts of 
different areas of the city. So, you know, 1 may live in one part of the city but I'm going to 
cornmunicate with people in d l  sorts of other parts of the city which I wouldn't othewise do. And 
1 think these linear parks join the city topther. 

G Good, thanks, Peter? 

P 1 think from a social aspect and a farnil y context, I t hink an open space, a park, some open 
land, allows particularly the children to develop in a more measured, structured kind of way. 
Structureci in that the focus isn't on immediacy like things happening on T.V., but rather by 
studying the different seasons, the way things g o w  and die al1 the time and to be able to 
contemplate that in a setting that's not four walls and hasn't got those constraints. The entent to 
which that's possible, and I think that it is possible in a park environment, 1 think that a family 
becomes more full, cohesive. 1 think children become more stable and 1 think it ptovides that kind 
of calm inward - that self-expression, that doesnft focus on that - as 1 mentioned earlier, the 
immediate, living your life in half hour kind of blocks, as children tend to do with video games or 
T.V. or sornething like that. 

G Anybody have any comments on that? We can get a littie interactive if you like. It's kind 
of an interesting point. that haste. 

R I think one thing - and ! noticed tâat, and 1 mentioned it to somebody and 1 can't 
remember who, about having these focus groups and they said, "what about children. You don? 
have a children's focus group on this" and I thought, "that's interesting" because they might have a 
totally different aspect on this looking at how children look at the wildemess, the wildlife areas 
and I'm looking back to my own childhood and one of the things 1 enjoyed most as a chiid and the 
other kids around my way did too was an area just across the road from us which was just bush 
and completely wild and we built dens and we loved dens and we often - adults would have 
never found them because you had to sort of crawl through little tunnels to get to them and there'd 
be a little cleanng in the middle of the bushes and was where our little den was. And 1 thought 
lookinp at Calgary's wilderness areas and 1 thought well there certainly are some places where kids 
could have little dens of their own, you know, where adults didn't know where they were and I 
dont know whether we looked at that as a sort of specific asset of the wildlife areas. 

G Hmm, we often think about doing children. Part of the other problem is the consenting for 
them to participate in the research. So we'll try to do something maybe with parents and children, 
it might be an idea ... 

R Well, you've got to exclude the parents if you really want to include children. I can't think 
why .... 
G They'll be there to sign the fonn then (laughter). 

R Quite honestly, 1 couldn't see why you had a consent form anyway. It didn't seem, it 
seemed a bit pointless to me 

G Well, for this, just to clarify on that, the University of British Columbia reguires, and this 
is relatirely innocuous type of thing but there are many types of research involving human subjects 
such as where 1 might be tellinp you - we're having a focus gpup on special events in the city but 



I'rn really watching your eye movement o r  the type of interactions you're having as men; and that's 
a deception point of view and you would have to be told that. So the reason they have the consent 
f o m  is to make sure that al1 the participants know exactly what's happening. And i said in this 
case, we've al1 said that in this survey type of research that they should perhaps modify their 
procedures. It's a bit overdone but at this point they have not ... 

R Yeah, It strikes me as a bit overdone. 

G At this point they have not modified it so we have to go along with it 

R 1 would think you'd get a bunch of kids and they'd love to join in a discussion like this. 1 
dont think you'd need consent forms. 

G Yes, I've actually, 1 still think I'd like to try to do that at least with teenagers if not the very 
youngest children. 

R Ah, go nght down to six year olds. 

G Okay, I'd like to move on to one more aspect of the benefit before 1 move on to the third 
question. That's - we've talked a bit about it and Emile pdcu la r ly  talked about how as an 
amenity, nature in the city helps people make a decision about livinghere. I'd like to extend that a 
bit more and if you can think about what d e  nature in the city plays in contributing to the image 
that we have of Calgary in particular. We each would have a certain image of that. i dont know 
whether we'd extend some of the words that we tdked about - would we consider Calgary open 
and full of nature or would we consider it bejewelled or what types of things would we talk about 
the image of Calgary that nature in the city contributes to. We dont have to go around on this. 
I'm looiung for a bit of discussion because I'm trying to get what the image of Calgary is. 

R I think it's hard to see from the inside. You know. If, I think you need to look at that from 
people who don't live in Calgary. What is their view, what have we projected outside as to what 
Calgary is. From Sitting inside, those of us that have lived here for twenty or thirty years, we've 
grown with it. It's hard to get the right perspective, 1 tbink. 

P 1 think you have to walk around and you have to, or the image you sec of Calgary is the 
concrete and glass, and high rises. That's the first thing you see, so 1 think you have to look at the 
periphery of Calgary, like the rivets and the river system and parks. But you have to walk to do 
that. 1 think Calgary is very much built for cars, for getting around by cars. That doesn't lend 
itself, except for our Fish Creek, to getting in and out of the place, driving somewhere where there 
is a nature spot, to use that term, other than of course Banff and getting out into the mountains. 
But (in) the inner city, your really do have to - 1 think you have to walk around and look at the 
green areas that are dotted around, because there are some, no& enough, mind me but Calgary 
doesn't' -- i t's not a - 
G It doesn't come across as a park city. 

P No, definitely not, it doesn't but you have to look for it. 

R Maybe we need to advertise it more. You know. We know, I mean, I'm very familiar 
with the parks, so I know where they are and I know how to get on to them (in) al1 parts of the 
city. But a lot of people don't. And they don't necessady associate driving across a bridge where 
they say "Oh, there's a few trees theren, they don't know that that is part of a linear parkway 
sy stem that the y can get ont0 and then go for a long distance. My brother had an interesting 
comment, he lives near Washington D.C.. When 1 went to visit him one time, be said what 
would you like to do on Sunday? And 1 said, well let's just go for a nice walk along some wooded 
area. And he said, "Oh we don't have anything like that amund here". He couldn't tell me where 



anything was. Now he visited here and we took him for a bike ride along the Elbow river and he 
said, "This is marvellous, where does everybody live?" (Laughter) 

R Because al1 we showed him was park, and the backs of a few houses. 

G So, would Say that part of the image is discovering these ptaces or is it better to know? 

R 1 think making it clearer where the park system interfaces with the road system, for 
example, where a parkway crosses a road, better s i p a g e  indicating that this is part of the Calgary 
parkway system. There may be some signs indicating that, but I know there are many places 
where there aren't because sometimes it's hard enough to follow the park. It will make it easier to 
follow. Particulariy where it's their route, rather than actud parks, because you're bound to get 
places that have to be connected by going along a few streets because there simply isn't a park 
going there; and better signage would adequately do that. 

W 1 don't see Calgary as a lush city per se , there are large tracks within the city that are fully 
developed where you don't have any visual breaks per se. If you drive in on McLeod or drive in 
on Seventeenth or  drive around property per se, it's unfortunate that we haven't created a more 
diverse environment- 

R 1 can't figure out why. The North East is the latest part to be 
developed from scratch, yet it's the poorest part served with parkways and parks. 

W It's because most of the Land there is developable. 

R No river going through there, a nice convenient thing. 

W And as a city we haven't chosen to set aside more green space or more open space or we 
haven't chosen to have a greater diversity in our urban fonn. It's kind of a shame. 

R It  is. 

W Those areas of the city where we have the force to have that ,mater diversity, like the 
Bbow area where you are Roger, reall y the river forces us to... 

R It creates it. 

W Yeah. And that's a very attractive neighbourhood. It's a very attractive setting. 

R Right. 

W The Edgernont ravine system as far as new development goes o r  Valley Ridge for that 
matter, we're forced as a city and forced as a developer to leave those green spaces etcetera , to 
create more diversity and forma function with the residential component. 

R Yeah. Hat  prairie isn't conducive to it, i s  it? 

W Yeah. It's not conducive to  it, but as a city we haven't chosen to  make it more diverse. 

R Uhum. 

G Okay, the second part was an extra one only if we got to this issue. And with two people 
short we were able to get to it, so it's for a different part of the questionnaire. if you noticed, 1 
mentioned there were two parts to the questionnaire but in the pre-test, you only had part one. 



R Oh, that 1 didn't understand, 1 thought; you said it was a two part questionnaire and yet 
there were five sections. 

G Right. There's some very fine print somewhere and (Everyone : Laughter) I'll let you 
know, it says, in the pre-test, part two is not included. 

R Oh we didn't see that. 

G So part two is it's own separate sheet and it's a separate question, and itts a question that 
wiII go into - that will go into geat detail about one particdar issue. So it will be explaining it. 
I may take the liberty of mailing it out to you or comment if that seems like the thing to do, if not, 
wetIl work through it, but it's got to do with - It's k i n g  formed right now but I'd like to work 
this through the focus ,pup on one aspect of it. It's got to do with the way that we manage our 
natural area park land and even the way that we onginally secure natural area park land. So one of 
the things that we were talking about in the group that's forming the question ri& now, is talking 
about how we acquire natural area park land when we are developing a new comrnunity at this 
point in time. So nght now the Department assumes and it hopes rightly, and based on public 
demand and opinion, that if we have an opportunity to keep an area as natural, when we first corne 
along and take park land in a community then we do that and that's our first preference and we are 
assuming that this is what Calgarians want. Now, taking the other side, and we just started to go 
into this with the North East, where there aren't a lot of natutal features outside of bold, bald 
prairie and disturbed prairie at that; what we'd like to explore is what Calgarians might think of 
how far we should go in makinp an area naturai that isn't natural, whatever that might mean. In 
other words, is this a practice that we want to see? And what would be important to consider, like 
what one of these would cost, obviously. But are there other things that we want to think about in 
making that decision. So the basic question is, how far should we go, if any distance, in creating 
natural areas or features where there aren't (any) in communities ihat are newly developed? 

R 1 think youtd have to do the obvious and look for any natural features that rnight be there 
such as contours, gullies, ravines, water courses, ponds that cm be incorporated. Look for those 
first. Then look at how you can join them to each other within that community and then how you 
can join them to neighbouring communities to make your Iinear park system work. 

P AIso the city when they're deveioping a subdivision, they require a deveioper to set aside 
some land in certain subdivisions they have, to create an open park or some kind of open space and 
in some cases to look after that. 1 think that more could be done there. Clearly the developer's 
going to add that ont0 - will likely add that on to the price of the house, but then you can assume 
that if you want to live an area that has a park, that you are prepared to pay a Little more for it, for 
the house. But 1 think it has to start with , you know, the responsible building around open space 
because that's what there was there pnor to any houses. 1 mean, so it's the question of the houses 
came second and infiltrated the open spaces. So if there can be some kind of managed (pause), 
management of the open space in conjunction with building around it then 1 think that should be 
done. 

R Also didn't mention mature trees. 1 think tbat's something you need to, you know, if there 
are mature trees, try to incorporate rather than lop them down and plant new trees which take a 
generation to ,-W. 

G Uhum. ['Il give you an example that's the histonc classic one that h i l e ' s  probably 
familiar with, also Will. You go to Central Park in New York city, which, in it's natural state was 
a slough with just rocks and no trees and in the centre of Manhattan Island and it was made into 
nature at a ,mat expense and into a certain type of nanire, too. The way people ihought nature 
should look then. Which is a little different than we might think it should look now, and has been 
kept that way by the volition of the citizens and the tax dollar and whatever. So, we can certainly 
see circumstances in some of the areas where we go where we just don't have any features 



whatsoever that we could capture as natural, outside of just the land base. Rairie Winds is a good 
example of a totaily created park and there are, and we have statements from our Aldermen that 
Say, "you can make a park anywhere, but the natural areas you have tu find." 

R But there are, you know - Prairie Winds does have the advantape of having a little bit of 
natural contour. One of the hills there, 1 think is artificial. That little pimple type one. (Laughter 
and agreement) 

R i think the other bit to the north east is a natural hiIl but what they have done is create with 
pumps and things a Stream rumine through which is rather nice. The only problem with Prairie 
Winds park is that you can't get to it without going along an awful lot of roads. We tried cycling 
to i t and we had to cycle up 52 Street and Castle Ridge Drive NE. There's no way across 
McKnight Boulevard to get there from Whitehorn. 

G Well that's a good point. Now the more precise question, if 1 could try one more time, is 
whether we should, as a public corporation, be investing money in creating these areas in each 
community; if a community doesn't have it's own, if you're not lucky enough to have a Fish Creek 
orbe on the Elbow River; should we be spending money to make those opportunities available to 
thecitizen? 

P Absolutely. 

R Yes, I think so. in the areas where that don't exist naturally, that has to be factored in to 
the cost of the developing an area. It can be put on the onus of the developer and the cost of the 
housing in that area is going to reflect that. I think this is a matter of econornics and that it will find 
i t's own level. But the ci ty, by zoning, can dictate to the developers what they have to put in. 

END OF SIDE ONE 

D Yeah, well as long as the whole system can provide goodaccessibility to the public, may 
be a five minute drive, a ten minute drive, that maybe is a mixed community whatever because if 
you incorporate the cost of giving those kind of park lands in a community, you may dnve the lot 
price up to the point that the low income family cannot afford it. 

G So you think, and that around ten minutes - or should be something like that? 

D Well, yeah. Keep it as short as possible but ... 

R But should people have to dnve to these areas? You're talking about your low income 
areas - maybe they don't have a vehicle to drive so 1 think that these things have to be in walking 
distance ... 

D Orcycling. 

R ... or cycling distance. And that's where you're linear parks come because you can use 
your linear park to cycle or walk to the bigger park. 

G So, you were going to say walking or cycling? 

D Walking, cycling, public transit. 
R Yes, that public transit doesn't dways serve the parks very well. 1 think of an example, 
when 1 was living just near Chinook and 1 thought, wetl I'd like to walk dong by Carburn Park. 
Now there's a bus, a couple of bus routes that go along Glenrnore Trail that cross nght over to go 
towards Lynnwood and al1 that but there's absolutely no bus stop anywhere near that you and get 
off to go to Carbum park or BeaverDam park for that matter. 
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G That's true for a lot of others outside, yes. 

R They just whiz straight over there and if you ask the bus driver, "well 1 don't have a stop 
for the next mile." 

G Emile, were you going to have any comment? Thanks. 

E Yeah, 1 was p i n g  to Say that there's nothing wrong with bald prairies and in creating 
natural areas. 1 lived in Regina (Saskatchewan) for two years where they tell me every tree you see 
standing up around has been planted. There's nothing there. There's prairies more prairies --- It's 
stark. Now, if you go up to the North East, there's nota  hell of a lot of amenities, but creating 
amenities is part of creating communities and if nature will help us, fine, if nature doesn't help us, 
we'll d o  something else. There is part of the city as  a corporation - it's part of its responsibility i! 
to make sure that a community got amenities that they can Iive with and feel comfonable with 
outdoors, open space or whatever. What we do when we develop communities, we do take an 
awfuI lot of land just totally neutralized big wide open spaces and make very little use of them. So 
we do have to go throua a tot of mileage in creating appropriate open spaces that peopte can relate 
to and use and kids corne to. It's artificial but there's probably nothing wrong in doing that. 

G Okay, welI that gets certainIy through my question kt .  Before we close off, are there any 
things that you'd thought about that you'd want to take this opportunity to taik about and get on the 
record with regards to the nature in the city issue? 

R So about the big slough, just West of, 1 think it's just West of 52 Street south of 17 
Avenue, that wouid be a great place to move a nice big park around that slough. 1 think that's 
where. it might be just further east than that. 

G Where did you say at? 

R 52nd Street and 17th Avenue. Maybe it's 68th Street that it's just east of -- I'm not sure. 
1 know when you go along 17th Avenue going east there's a big slough on your right down there. 
Great place for a park. The city's gowing out that way anyway, 

W You mean the south-east Roger? 

R Yeah. East of Forest Lawn sort of. 

W Yeah that's the old spillway down there. 1 know where you are now. 
R Nowhere near the western irrigation ditch 1 don? mean. Ttiat's much further south. 

W Nope, no. But there's an, the old spillway. There's an old glacial spillway that goes 
down ... 

W ... through there where there's intermittent marshiands. 

R Yeah. I know several people that have gone down there say there's a big sort of slew just 
on the south side of 17th Avenue as you're going out there towards Chestermere. Great place for a 
park. 

W There use to be a big slough ~ u s t  north of W.I.D.Cana1 in the same spillway by the way, 
but most of the Western Irrigation District had the wisdom to fiIl it in. 

P Just an observation o r  maybe a question. Do you find or expect to find that the answers to 



the questions will be different given by a male or female? 

G Not so much the answers but 1 do expect the dynamics to be different in the discussion. 

P Why? Why is that? 

G Laughs. 
R Do you expect them to be more laid back or less laid back? 

W Laughs. 

G Less. 

R More anirnated. 

G Yes, more animated and 1 thought ... 

R Hmm, Y eah we're not very animated are we? (Laughter.) 

G Actually, to tell you the tmth, on the actual technique, 1 mean, part of it is trying this 
technique because we normally just do questions from books and other studies and so forth, is, to 
be optimum it should have had a male anirnator as well, rather than a female, according to the 
books, if you have a focus group of al1 of one gender, the leader should, the moderator should ais0 
be of the sarne gender. So I had to compromise on that since 1 couldn't .... 
P 1 atways wondered whether it was more of an emotion. more of how nature and emotions 
kind of interact, or  do you expect to see something different? 
G WeIl, literature will Say there should be some benefits come up. Like not you --- the word 
safety did not corne up in this discussion at al1 and I'm expecting that it will come up with the 
women. That's something that al1 the literature says. So we'll just see what happens on that. 

R Yes, that's interesting. 

G It's just not a concern usually of men in the urban context. 

R I'm supposed to be the person in charge of education and safety on the Parkway Advisory 
Council and 1 never even mentioned it. 

W Laughs. 

R But if Jeff had been here, he might have said something. 

G Yes. Yeah. 

R Because that's his field isn't it? 

G Okay. I think I'm done, has everyone said what they'd like to say? 

P Did you get dl of this? (on tape) 

G Yes, I l l  just end this. Thank you. 
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Transcription: 
G-So 1 would like to start with each of you giving some thought to the expenences you've had 
with nature in the city, in ourcity in particular, but draw on your other experiences as well -and 
I'd like to go around and ask each of you, when you think about nature in the city, what is means 
to you - whether there are certain images or places that come to mind whenever you think about 
nature in the city. So maybe we could sbrt with you , Rosemary? 

R-Can l just read what 1 wrote on the questions? 

R- 1 think what I think about most in the city is it's sort of M e  pockets where mankind hasn't 
gotten to and organized and dressed up. 1 don't necessarily think of structured parks with 
pathways paved; I think of the stuff that bas sort of been left alone. 

G-Does a particular spot come to mind when you are thinking of that? 

R-Well, the end of Prince's Island that is untouched, but more than that is probably just where 1 do 
dog walks, at River Park and Sandy Beach and parts of that are quite organized and parts aren't. 
The riverbank generally, the whole El bow river larea) in particular. 

G-Thanks, Sue? 

S-OK now I 've only lived in Calgary nine years, but to me the parks are the most important thing 
that 1 have as a retired person. 1 would say 1 spend no less than 3 days a week in either - like 1 live 
in the South West and Fish Creek is rny ... it's like where I communicate, where I just think 
wonderful things are happening. It's not structured, that's the part 1 Iike best of al1 and it's great 
for family activities. 1 love on a Saturday morning seeing a father riding his bike with his son, or 
now it's roller blading too a bit, or a mother doing the same thing or a mother and father both, it's 
amazing what happens at Fish Creek Park. 

G-OK Thanks, Jessica? 

J-When 1 thiak of nature and parks, 1 tbink of Fish Creek Park as wel1,but in my area is Shannon 
Terrace and it's to me a little bit of heaven and when 1 was thinking about what a little bit of 
heaven means, it's sort of a paradox, because it atso means Like k i n g  grounded rather than being 



like distracted, with noise and rush and busyness, it means being able to link up with natural 
rhythms, and natural sounds and k i n g  abIe to breath and feel that I'rn not petting al1 of these Iittle 
particles or  pollutants that are out in downtown. (G-So fresh air?) Fresh air, but also like, 1 don't 
know whether you've ever been to rny favourite part of Fish Creek Park, but it's just like a [ittle bit 
of being in a National Park .A's protected, but it's very beautiful- but it's also wild- Not that it 
doesn't have like the picnic areas. and the wood chips and the little beds and pathways, things that 
help- and 1 like that because it shows me where 1 go 'ti1 I get cornfortable with it. 

G-OK, 

P- Well I nonnally use more the pathways than 1 do the natural parks areas - 1 guess Nose Hill 
would be the closest one to me and 1 seldom go there because of the dogs. The last time I was 
there 1 had- no owner in site and this big dog, very aggressive, so 1 
stay away from there- especialIy if 1 have my dog with rne!..dogs up there are not under anybody's 
control. (G-So you prefer on the pathways?) On the pathways and 1 do it just for exercise, feeling 
calm, peace of mind, whatever, but 1 never get that at Nose Hill, because I'rn always looking over 
my shoulder for the dogs. 

G-Yes it is an issue; Mumtaz? 

M-Well, when 1 think about natural areas, I think about a park just in its natural state and living up 
in the North east, there isn't too many places. So we- 1 like to go up to Nose Hill- we go there al1 
the time. 1 like the kids to see goin5 up a cliff, just the way it is-natural. They get to see al1 these 
things like flowers. insects, things Irke nature intended them to be. 

G-Tina, we're just going around the table on this question, please feel free to get some 
nourishment back at the table, othewise we are asking about what nature means to you, if you 
think about when you're outdoors in Calgary- some of the things that come to mind - this 
particular place or that thing. 

T- 1 live in the North West and we're near Laycock Park [Nose Creek Parkwayl and that still 
hasn't been discovered by a lot of people. So there's a lot of open space, and 1 like to take rny dop 
- on a leash (others- of course! and laughter). Just off of Beaver Dam road- but 1 walk from my 
place- it's a good hike. 1 like it because 1 get away h m  everybody and it's so quiet, and you can- 
because it is open - you can actually see stars and I'rn one of those who 1 like to be able to just sit 
there and look out and contemplate and just totally, totally, relax. (G-so you go in the evening?) I 
do. The dog 1 have- I've been there at 3:ûû in the moming and I don't have to worry about 
anything. ... he's not big, he's aggressive. People know enough not to come near me if 1 tell him. 
He's protective and but he's not agWssive towards others unless he's told to be. 1 like it because 
it is clean, but at the same time it is very natural. Actually there's no washroom there which is 
unfortunate- there is a washroom, but there's no running water, its like an outhouse- 1 don't need 
that [anywayj because I'm close to home- but that's the o d y  pmbiem, othenvise, it's yet to be 
discovered. 

G-I'd like to talk a Little more specifically about some of the benefits that we see either as citizens 
or that we enjoy as a city - the idea about having nature in the city. I'rn also interested in some of 
the impact that natural areas have on the image that we have of Calgary. But 1 want to make sure 
that 1 have a list of benefits. So we can go around the table. or someone can start, and we can 
brainstorm and 1 can try and get a sense w hether others agree that that's a benefit or not. It 's not 
important to get consensus, but 1 like to just see tiow prevalent it is . So looking at the benefits, 
through generating a list, and also iooking at what the naturd areas have to do with the image that 
we have of Calgary. 

(EVERYONE STARTED TALKING)- Jdidn't we just come up one of the top cities to live in in 
Canada? ( P-nurnber two..) ( X- yeah 1 read that) (X- it was in Chatelaine) (P- we were fifth in 



park space) (G- 1 have to get that article-) (P-1 can bring it to you.) (G-That would be good, great 
if you could do that) [and she did later on]. (T- And Calgary's one of the k t . )  (P-The second bes 
place to live in.) 

T-1 think that one of the benefits- we had Company from out of town the other day- and actually 
one of whom was from Costa Rica and this is her first time up here in Calgary, and the other 
person that was with her, he's from Vancouver, and he was just floored by the arnount of open 
space we have. And with my dealings with people from different communities, A ' s  somethinp 
that's free, there's no  charge to thern, they can take the kids out and have a g d  picnic and enjoy 
themselves at no cost. And it is available for everyone. That's one of the benefits and of course thc 
openness 1 think just gives us, even ourselves, a break. 

G-Have others thought about the idea that there isn't a charge specifically to go? (ALL 
AFFIRMATIVE). 

P-1 consider walking my dog part of my leisure. 

S-1 think fresh air is practically- i know that there's supposed to be no fresh air Left, but I think thai 
you're closer to getting some fresh air in a park than Say doing your watk d o n g  a busy Street and 
you're inhaling al1 this stuff. 

G- So fresh air, from the health perspective? S-Yeah. 

R- think another ching is just the exposure to something that isn't manrnade, right in juxtaposition. 
One of the things 1 like about the open space Calgary, is that you c m  be ri@t downtown alrnost- 
you can be downtown and you're on the riverbank (M-That's right) R-ûr in River Park where we 
00 it's-you know you're standing!ooking down at a beaver dam, and the skyline of downtown is 
& k t  there. You get beautiful skylines of the mountains, but the fact that there ihis close together, I 
guess it's the fact that everyone can get exposed to it- to the animals and plants. 

M-1 think my favourite is Edworthy Park because you can go there for the &y and have a picnic 
and you're so- you're on the river front there and you feel like you're out of town somewhere, 
You can go for a nice waik and you c m  relax and have a picnic, plus have a little playpround for 
the kids, you know. It's like a full day you c m  spend out there- have a nice, relaxing day. 

T-The only thing that i don't like about Edworthy is the bikes - you can get m n  over by them. 

G-Would you Say that one of the benefits then, is the closeness or proximity? 

M-Y eah. 

G-That was a different point than yours Rosemary, which was almost the aesthetics of having or 
being in both worlds almost simultaneousiy. 

R-Without spending alot of money, or having to own a car. You can do it on your lunch hour. To 
be able to be on a naturd river on your lunch hour is really special. 

S-That's what scared me when [premier] Raiph Klein was saying that he was going to start 
charging for going into the parks 1 said "Oh 1 hope he doesn't start charping for me to go to Fish 
Creek!" [note:Fish Creek Park while in the City lirnits of Calgary, is a provincially owned sitel, 
you know, and like I'm not only thinking of  me, but I'm thinking about al1 of the families that go 
there only for an hour, would they want to  spend whatever it is? 

M-Like even to go out to Banff now, 1 think its $8.00 and when you think of the gas and entrance 
to the park. 



J-1 just really think that the benefit is to have the balance for the rush and the bustle to - the quiet 
and the grass and the sounds, it makes you feel wonderful- as opposed to being in a fake park- it's 
nice, here's a tree and stuff , but you get out in the crunching snow , or with the big trees..+and 
then to see the animals-1 just love to look at the animals (others join in Yeah, yes and the deer). 

S-Or-you go to Fish Creek- the deer? You know, like one day I thought 1 saw dogs jumping- and 
it was ten deer, 1 counted, by the time they crossed the path in the distance, there was ten of them, 
little babies and mothers- 

G-That's actually a good example of what I'd like to ask a more in depth question on- when you 
see the wildlife, there's different things that can bring you joy about that . Some people would 
Say it's just to see other living things, (uh uh) around and I'm wondering if you have some 
feelings about that that you wouldn't mind telling us about. For me it's to see other living things 
just busily going about their business. 

S-Or they look at you like "What are you doing here?' (M- yes) 

M-It is so different from seeing them in the zoo, like totaily differeot- this their home. (C- in their 
natural environment?) In their natural environrnen~yes. 

S-But the other thing, that 1 think may be it might come in another question, is that 1 see parents 
actually stopping and like they're explaining to the little children they have with them, like you 
know this is this kind of a bird or whatever and these kids are you know- and 1 think that's 
important. 

M-You never forget. you remember things like that . (G-so you rernember by actually seeing or by 
experiencing it?) Y eah. 

P-The park area by my house that they're [animals] in, 1 enjoy seeing them, 1 think it's great to see 
anirnals, but I'rn kind of concerned for them because it's so residenhal. 1 mean I don't know how 
they get to this park o r  where they go, 1 mean 1 guess they're on Nose Hill, but still they have to 
go through like a tunnel to get actually to Nose Hill. 1 see them mostly on the pathway system. 

T-We had one off 64th Ave- the other day on my way to work there was a deer out there and- oh 1 
love seeing wildlife and I'm one of those that explains it to my kids, eh, give them when we go for 
walks and stuff, 1 give them crurnbs or pieces of celery and stuff, to gophers- one of them in the 
backyard, because we're next to a city park- and they get a kick out of it . You know they come up 
to take something and run back into the house so excited. 

J-1 think it's really great for kids to have an opportunity to cornmensurate with nature. My son 
used to go down in Fish Creek - Snake Hill and he used to go and discover al1 the snakes, rnuch to 
his sister's tonnent (laughter). [nore: rhis may have been a veppainful recollectionfor J ,  us her 
son huù on4 recendy died suddeny, ulthough group mmhers were nor aware of fhis 1 I can't - 1 
thought it was really a wonderful thing for him not to be afraid, not to- to be able to engage him in 
a natural experience ... 
P-But 1 see dogs, dogs that aren't on a leash in an area where they should be on a leash, take off 
chasing a jack rabbit. 

T-But they don't catch it- 

P-1 mean they probably don't, 1 don't know, jack rabbits are too fast. 

R-It may not be that good for the animals, but 1 kind of like the way that one way or  another we're 
al1 living together (murmurs of yeah). You know maybe there's a better atmosphere for animals to 



live in, but at teast they are surviving and 1 think that's sort of good news about a city if it can 
make (that happen). 

T-That's kind of interesting because on Nose Hill you get alot coyotes and I would never let my 
dog run loose, because coyotes get really mean to dogs. See when we moved into Huntington 
Hills, we're going back quite a few years, we had to walk through a farm field to get to school 
and we used to see porcupines, and skunks and stuff like that and people that 1 talk to now they 
can't imagne k i n g  in the city and k i n g  able to see these types of animais that we were, so it's 
nice that there's still-have the open space that if you're lucky enough you can see these- 

S-Yes, but donTt you find that there are people that never even think of parks, never think of going 
anywhere unless it's got a littie flower bed with pansies in it, you know- 

J-that's Ok, there's places for them (laughter). 

G-Why do you think that might be? J- 1 don't know. G-Maybe they feel safer? 

T-when we were kids we- S- 1 think they're missing so much.,. 

C- 1 just wanted, 1'11 get back to you Tina, 1 wanted to jus& go back to something Pat said, that 
you have a concern and you were wondering how they're [animalsl managing to survive? 

P-It's because were in the middle of the city, in such a residential area, Fish Creek Park 1 wouldn't 
feel that way, it's just my pathway that 1 walk in in the northwest, sumunded by residential, or  
major roads, so, I don't know whether they make it back to where they sleep at night or they're 
stuck somewhere. 

J-It gives a respect, a mutuai respect, I think you really respect each other (P-Exactly) and nature 
and the relationship we have. 

M- Where do you live? (To Pat) 

P- In north West, just off Northmount Drive - I'm in the pathway system then I can walk up to 
Nose Hill. if 1 wish. 

S- Oh yeah, rny brother lives in that area, sort of Nose Hill Creek actudly, now he still takes the 
dog, him and 1 argue about that al1 the time. He feels that dogs should be able to - but under his 
control, 1 mean he doesn't just leave the dog. 

P-Not everybody does that though. (X- mmm) (M-Yeah). 

P-If you have your dog under control and if they listen to you that's fine- my dog doesn't listen to 
me, so 1 keep him on a leash. 

S-Does anybody know Carbum Park at all? When you go to Carburn park there's an area where 
you can park instead of going on the Deerfoot you keep going Southland and then you can park 
along the fence there and the City was talking about maybe making that into a golf course but 
they've 1 think since that comrnunity has argued (G-Yes, Southland Park) S- anyway, that first 
little part is where people can go with their dogs and let them loose and I'm telling you there's like 
little dogs, big dogs, ... but once you get past that and you get into Carburn Park it's fine. It's that 
little area that's a little scary when you have a dog like that comes up to here, but 1 always look 
around if there's [an] owner, 1 feel they shouldn't be there if they haven't got control of their dog 
and 1 've never had anything bad happen to me, so- 

G-OK, I'd like to just work a little bit on the idea of the image for Calgary, we started off talking 



about. according to Chatelaine magazine at least, we're doing well and i know that they rnust havt 
some people who are familiar with Calgary, because we've figured in their articles before. I'm 
looking for some words maybe that we rnight use. Like would we calf outselves the garden city, 
I'm not certain. Now when people think about Vancouver, they Say lush; when people think abou 
Calgary they say-in relation to the parks is what I'd like to focus on... They say 'pathways', I 
know that, "what great pathways we have!". 

P- You know what we were #1 in in Chatelaine? Our water sewage treatment plant! We have the 
best treatment of our watrr sewers, so that 's encouraging. 

S-OK, I came from Vancouver and that's where 1 came from 9 years ago, and 1 think of Calgary a 
Iike sort of what open space- the West should be- I'm not sure what the word would be- you 
peopte pmbably know a better word than 1 would. 

R-What about wide-open, in comparison to Vancouver where you're sort of  in the woods o r  thing: 
are closed in, 1 find alot of the spaces here are so immense. Like Nose Hill is immense, it's- 

S-Uh-um. When 1 first came here 1 couldn't believe the spaces, 1 went , what are we going to do 
with that empty piece of land, driving down 16th Avenue, especially in there and vast, vast spaces 

R- Maybe they are getting filled up now, 1 don't know. 

G-So that's definitely- the sense of openness. 

J-Yes and you see 1 have the opposite, my sense is protected and closed in the parks. Because of 
the high trees, because of the closed environment, (G-So related to your image of Calgary that 
you feel there's alot of protected areas.) J- Yes , and the other sort of word to describe it- I think 
it's like a diamond in the rough- rather than having it like too polished o r  too perfect., we're such a 
natural beauty here. 

G-1 was trying to think when I first came to Calgary, definitely where I live it was the pathways, 
that 1 found very different and special and really felt that they were discovery oriented, that 1 could 
really explore by going along but in a d e  way. Not too many of you have mentioned that, except 
for the dogs. I'm assuming from that that you do feel safe in our parks, is that- 

R-1 wouldn't go  - like 1 admire you for being able to go a t  night (to Tina), and I have a dog to 
stand behind me and wait for me. In fact, I'm the opposite, 1 don't worry about the dogs at all, 
we've got our dog and we've been going for years, al1 these sizes of dogs and they don't even 
fight it's just everyone's quite friendly, so 1 like it. 

P-See my dogs been attacked twice, so- 

R-Yes 1 guess if you've had that 

P- gives off some kinds of scents that he's a wimp or  something. 

G-Yes that's life, nice dogs finish last. (laughter) 

R-So 1 don't know I think that you'd be unique in that you go to the park a t  night My, -in fact I 
put on here [survey form] there's place that 1 wouldn't go at night When 1 have to walk the dog 
alone, 1 do a different route. 

T-1 think that ah, with myself, 1 think because Laycock [park] is pretty well in the valley, we're 
away from the hustle and bustle, 1 mean it's just off Deerfoot, so in order to  get there you have to 
corne down in through Beaver Dam- it's quite a hike to even get there and I've never seen anybody 



that is there really really late,'cause it is natural tûere's no real lighting in there and so that's why I 
wouldn't go in late at night Say in Bowness Park, Edworthy 1 would probably think a couple of 
times about it before 1 would go into that park late at night because there is so much more 
residential in that area- I'm not that trusting of a person for that park, but Laycock, because it's 
not- it's not busy enough yet? Maybe if they put in running water, started advertising about it and 
started getting people there, because even from the parking lot to get to the actual river. it's a hike. 

G-OK, does anyone else have anything else they'd like to Say about benefits or image? 

P-Cool and crisp- 

T-I feel about Calgary too, I've done alot of travelling and whenever 1 corne back 1 notice the 
brightness, the clearness, it doesn't seern so crowded, some of these cities- very open. 

R-1 know this one's negative, but one of my images is the dryness, the brownness. When you 
said lush in Vancouver, 1 tend to think brown. (G-This too is natural, though,) R-Yeah 1 don2 
necessarily thinks that's a bad thing, that's what reminds me of the prairies, actually 

P-Or the fires up on Nose Hill. Nose Hill's black right now. 

G-Ok the last question I'd like to talk about has got to do with the way we acquire natural areas in 
Calgary right now, that's both right from when a new community is developing o r  later on if we 
reclairn a site that's been disturbed or if we turn a residential site into a whatever. There are certain 
ways that we  as a City do those functions now acquiring natural land and we do them believing 
that's what the citizens are interested in. So the last question 1 wanted to ask, and I'd like to try am 
go around the table. although it is something that everyone might not have thought about in great 
detail, and that's to find out what are the important things to consider when we're thinking of 
acquinng natural area park land. So for example, if we're thinking of a new subdivision, one of 
the things we think about as planners is trying to balance the open space, take as much natural area 
as we can, but still leave spots for other types of activities to p on. Now we don't have to do it 
that way, we could just make sure that we take land for activihes and if there is natural area there, 
fine, o r  we couId change areas and so forth. So, what's important there to us is balance, OK?, 
that's the key to what I've descnbed. So I'm interested in otherfactors that rnight be important 
when we're looking at how we get natural area land or how to keep natural area land . 

SILENCE 

G-It's not sornething that you just sit down and often think about. 

P-Once something has been designated as natural area, how difficult is it to loose it to the 
development industry? 

G-Well, if it's not called environmental reserve because of its features, it's as easy as any other 
type of land- we can take park- and the land uses are quite changeable in Calgary. 

P-There was a piece behind our house they wanted, but they never did, maybe it was al1 hearsay. 

(G-It's easy.) P-1 guess it's been there since the fifties and then to take it away- 

G-There's a process, it has to go through due process, but they're held al1 the time weekly, or 
monthly, at least 1 would Say, land items (in which) park goes into other uses and land that is 
other uses goes into park. Wouldn't that be fair to say? (to Rosemary) 

R-Probably so much- 1 guess it's your image, most the environmental reserve 1 think is pretty hard 
to get out of, (G- At this point tirne-) 



P-So environmental reserve would be like the natural area? 

G-The environmental reserve at this time would be things that for some reason aren't developable. 

R-Usually slopes 

P-Like Nose Hill? 

R-Well, that was one that was threatened. 

S-Ya well they were going to sel1 that- 

R-Think more of the river banks, d o n g  Fish Creek (general chatter ) 

G- we're talking really steep slopes, that's usually the criteria. So if you think- you know in 
Hounsfield Heights, along- just south of the LRT where the balloons land sometimes? Thac was 
considered environmental reserve. That's pot a slope on it that's detrimental to any building there- 
it's not so much to protect the land as is to Say "Well we can't really d o  much else that 's d e  for 
human beings on it", then we get the benefit of k i n g  a natural area. We don? have an 
environmental protection land use at this point in tirne. 

J-It would be important to have a sort of protected percentage of land- rather than having to drive 
half way across the city to have it accessible and 1 would imagine something to do with equity, in 
other - if you have to take some land away, 1 would expect that there would be some other land, 
that would be other environmentally nuturable, usable land. 

G-So when you were talking, you're thinking a percent that's natural orjust park? 

J-I'm thinking, and 1 don't know- if 1 was developing a community. 1 would want X percent of 
usable natural land, usable, accessible naturaI land in that area- So then I'm thinking "well, it's 
going to cost a bit*', there's always a cost to everything, so ways- the other sort of thought that 1 
would have is either community ownership, o r  corporate sponsorship to be able to create natural 
park o r  nurture natural environment. But 1 would think that that would be a- 1 know that you need 
to really protect- 1 mean what suffers would be the kids, first. They want to pet into the land, they 
want build this bigger building, 1 find it offensive to think that there's nothiog to protect our naturai 
areas. 

[End of side one] 

G- The subdivisions that corne in Calgary are quite big because we are so open, we do have some 
small ones, but usually they are quite big. S o  nght now we've said weI1 its ...p ercentage of open 
space ...p er  community, but as Jessica mentioned, it gets expensive. So are we looking at 
somewhere we can walk to or bicycle to or  what are we looking at? 

M-tike see in the north east in the 1 s t  few years we've just seen al1 this crowd, it's just kind of 
mushroomed. But it al1 seems so structured. Like you go to Montery Park you see this tons and 
tons of houses and this Little park that's got this little playOround, but there's nowhere that- unless i 
haven't gone, unless I've not seen anything, but just seems that everything is so  structured even 
the open space. (G-Like contrived?) M- Yea, yea, and then you go to the older comrnunities in the 
north West, [or] close to Fish Creek and its like a totally different perspective. 1 don't know- 1 
mean there's a lot of land up there [north east] , but it al1 seems to have got houses, commercial, 
residential,- nothing just open. 

R- 1 think it's an interesting thing- 1 mean you can alrnost force say the walking distance which is 
nice and equitable and low cost for everybody to  get to, but there isn't always a place available and 



sometimes you cad up preserving a redly big space that itself a real sort of bamer, because its so 
hard to walk across or - so maybe your word balance is the right thing. I also wonder if we 
might in this day and age be really thinking more about reclaimrng sites that maybe have lost their 
first naturalness but actually use it as an experiment to bring!and and back after it has been used 
for another use. We seem to sort of give up on it and get temfied of things like acute 
contamination, that accually isn't that bad a contamination, that can be easil y dealt with. Like I'm 
thinking of,you know, the discussions about oil Leaking underground, well, you know it's not 
going to kill you to walk over a space that had oil underground. It rnight kili you if you had your 
basement and you bad fumes cornin4 up - but if you have a really nice park, we tend just out a 
fence around it and panic, 1 don't think we're being very creative about bringing that sort of land 
bac k. 

T-When you say park Gae, do you include like play fields and basebdl diamonds, and things like 
that? 

G-In the example 1 gave you in a 100 hectare cornrnunity, 10% would cover school yards, play 
fields, tot lots, connecting corridors between avenues and any area that we might leave trees or 
g r a s  on. But it doesn't include those severe slopes, that 1 just mentioned. If they happened to be 
an addition, like in Edgemont, where there are severe slope, they would have their lWo . plus 
those slopes. But the 10% otherwise covers everything else, including the school yards, so what it 
means is aIot of the time alot of the space is taken- 

S-What about say as far as the GoPlan, aren't they also tooking at - they're transportation, 1 know, 
but aren't they looking to make sure that they don't put roadways in and stuff where it should be 
protected? 

R-Well they're trying. Ttiey've eliminated some of the really controversial ones for now. 

G-The original plans did corne through with river crossings, because that's public land and that's 
precisely one of the issues tbat we're looking at - what is the appropriate use for natural area park 
land. 1s land banking for more pressing public need an appropriate use? There are very rnany 
people who think 'yes' and others who think 'no', especially if they live beside it. 

R-But they also want to drive downtown - they want everyone else to not drive - 

S-Yes, off ramps and al1 that al1 this just becomes more polluted and you're trying to walk in that 
area. 

J-1 like your idea of reclaiming previous park land- maybe we could do something to recreate-like 
Fish Creek again, we have the old Mannix House and there used to be a house there and now it's 
sort of like a natural (S-history [alsol that one area where there used to be a woollen mil1 or 
something?) J-I haven't found that yet. (S-Oh you haven't been there yet?) J-No, but they have 
the Mannix house and now its a natural centre. They have kids corning ... create parks - Further to 
that 1 woiild like to see- if they're putting up buildings-1 'd like to see some natural vegetation and 
natural life around them instead of acres of coacrete. 

G-Ok because we did get into this discussion, I'rn going to ask one more particular question. If 
we think about bdancing space, we're talking about there are costs, and that's sort t of thing and 
we got into GoPlan. Now there is a trade off of providing natural land and that means we spread 
out more. Now, is this- I'm just trying to get a feel- is this a concern orjust a lestirnate tradeoff 
that we can afford with al1 this open space that we have around? (X-I'm not sure what you mean.) 

G-If we're going to make sure that we balance the open space in comrnunities and try an avoid 
what Mumtaz has suggested, which is very densely packed living and contrived types of open 
space, we have to spread out and Calgary bas to keep gmwing and we will need more roads to 



for that . But the tradeoff is each commuuity will be developed in a way that people are 
happy with because they wilt have the balance of open space, there'll be natural areas there. but 
now we're spread out more as a city. The other option is to pack in- have everybody live 
somewhere and have the open spaces around it, that's the other extreme. You might not have- this 
is again something you might not have thought about, but it is sort of implied in providing that 
space at a local level- it means that you have to spread out. 

J-The other implication is that the centre of the city is where people go to do their work and now 
with cornputers -.- operating- now we have more opportunity to operate out of sateHite areas. (G- 
So we woo't have to go anywhere?) J- 1 still see people going (G-but notas much) J-Ya. 

R-I'm biased on this 'cause 1 really think that spreading out is really hamiful and 1 think that 
there's rnaybe a medium between the two extremes you suggested where you tighten up the 
individual space units so that each community can have public open space that's shared and use 
your streets and alot more publicly so that they're more attractive than just cement- but 1 think 
we've got to be cognizant of the fact that every time we spread out we eat up someone else's 
natural area or something Li ke fannland. 

G-Anybody else have any feelings on that? 

P-i kind of like the idea of spreading the city- we could have a whole lot of open space. We may 
be fifth in Canada, but most people are coming here because of how much open space is visible. 
I'd rather have to live in the suburbs, mind you I don? live too far from downtown but if 1 did, 
I'd rather drive 15 minutes longer and have open space- (G-Ok) 

T-See I don't mind the spread out but I'm also a person who likes to get from point A to B as 
quick as possible and 1 like the natural parks, but you kind of have me there- um - 
1 found that with spreading that the absorption of some of these natural areas has actually 
destroyed more than what they've gïven. When Beddington came in there's a place called Split 
Rock where the kids used to go and collect poiluted water and penny frogs and stuff and it's gone 
-there's nothing there- 1 can't talk about when we used to do this at Split Rock 'cause it's not 
there, because it was absorbed into part of the community, they had to go flatten it out or whatever 
they did there and 1 think that special attention has to be paid to protect those types of areas. By 
spreading out we are more likely to absorb them because 'oh we don't need that anymore, we're 
opening up a park over here'- 1 think that actually if you were to go for one really nice park in 
each quadrant of the city- like one large park, such as Edworthy, which you can't duplicate, in the 
North east and one really large park - you know in different parts of the city, (rather than these) 
smaller parks, like these ones with tot lots, and play fields on them, that would be more beneficial. 
It'd cut down too on maintenance. 

P-But then you have to drive to get there. 1 like the idea that our pathway system can be accessed 
- alot of people- I can anyways- without tiaving to drive somewhere. You just go out your front 
door and wark a couple of blocks and you're there. 

T-See Murntaz was talking about the North east- 'K. 1 know that they've got that Raine Winds 
park there now. But before Prairie Winds was there, if they really wanted to go for a nice picnic 
someplace, they had to go either way south or way out to Bowness Park. Now Prairie Winds is 
for that whole North east and the way it's ballooning done there- 1 was out there on the weekend- 
(murmurs of yes) it's just unimaginable. So if they were to put in a nice park which would fa11 
into [a category], Iike, Fish Creek or Bowness, which had everything which every farnily's 
looking for, you're going to cut down on people from the North east having to go way out to the 
south end. Cut down on traffic that way, you're also opening up a big space which is going to be 
cheaper to maintain, than having six little small tot lots which do t  kids aren't going to use 
anyways. 



P-But, you know it seems that the North east doesn't have as much park space as other areas, so 
that percentage [lm reserve] is not really- that's not something that's happening? 

G-Well, you know what's missing was it's natural, undevelopable feature- (M-Yes, that's it) (P- 
Which is lots of tot lots, but not ) G- North east looks like what we get when we just get 1096, 
'cause we get others [open space areas1 through other things. (M-It seems there's a lot more 
houses than anything else.) 

G- Other people have mentioned this fact about dnving, Pat. Some people like to drive, others 
don't, so it is really a fundamental to how you like to get around. 

P-1 mean 1 '11 drive to go to a different park if 1 want to, it's just that if 1 want to walk my dog, 1 
don't want to get in the car. (M-especially in the evening, if you wan to do something you don't 
want to really drive.) P-No, once 1 home, I'm home. 

J-You're talking about life style. 

M-We just use the pathways during the week because it's closer, but on weekends we'll drive (P- 
Ya.) 

G-Ok I'd actually would have loved to go on for another hour and a half, but 1 put it at the noon 
hour because 1 figured everyone had other commitrnents. So 1 am really glad that you became so 
invoived, because I've got Lots of g d  information here. 
Thank you. 



APPENDM II 

Self-administered Mail Sorvey Pre-test Results 

NATURE I N  THE CITY 
APRIL 1995 PRE-TEST RESPONSES 

-- - ' CASE # QUESTION A: Please 1 i s t  a few knefits of nature i n  the city: 

01 Provide places where 1 can get away from the rat race of urban 
l i fe  and "meditate". Allow natural wildlife to flourish near (or 
i n )  an urban setting. 

02 Visible nature for children. Exercise i n  pleasant stress free 
setting. ie. walkinq nature trails. 

03 Aestheti CS. Improvement of envi ronment . Reminder of rel ationship 
between humanslnature. Educati onal aspects-1 i fe cycles. 
i nterdependence. 

04 No comnents. 
05 Quiet Places . Wi ldl i fe areas. 

1 

06 1 NO comnents. 
I 

07 1 NO comnents. 
08 Quick access t o  nature as a stress reliever. Haintains lower 

popul ati on densi t y  . 
09 Exposure to natural un-1 andscaped beauty . Access t o  observe 

natural ecosystems . Wi 1 dl i fe. Place t o  retreat . 
10 Areas for some wildlife t o  exist-especially b i  rds and wild- 

flowers. When I'm i n  a "natural area". 1 feel a real sense of 
rel ief -a temporary and convenient escape from the contrived 
aspects of cities. 

11 W i  1 dl i fe-bi rds . ducks etc. . . Trees . 
12 1 t h i n k  a lot of people get most of their physical activity 

through their interaction w i t h  nature. Those of us who don't want 
to be closed i n  for even more hours of the day really appreciate 
t h a t  we can combine witnessing beauty, exercising and an  emotional 
out1 et.  

13 1 Fresh air. Family activities. 
14 A lace to go and relax and forget about the day t o  day worries. 

Re !' axation. Keeping f i t  and heal thy-going for wal ks-feel ing good 
mental ly and physically. 

15 Overal 1 aesthetics-nice t o  look a t  survival of d i  verse plants. 
animals. Sense of history. perspective. Incentive to get out 
(get exercise and fresh air) because they are nice to be in. 
Open space t o  walk. relax. explore and enjoy. A place f o r  k i d s  l6 
and pets t o  run w i  Id .  



, CASE # QUESTION #l 
17 Calming. Back t o  nature. 
18 Natural areas provlde a peaceful sett ing for  recreation and 

contemplation. Green spaces are aestheti ca l  ly pleasing and 
provi de a contrast t o  i nner-ci ty and suburban bui 1 d i  ngs . 

' 
19 A place t o  relax. An important visual break from urban 

devel opment. A pl ace f o r  outdoor recreati on , 
20 Respite fran stress o f  city life. Enjoy nature. Walk-exercise. 

21 No comnents. 
22 Social chances. Separate yourself frm bui 1 t envi ronment but not 

leave city. Relaxation. no stress o f  drivinq. 

23 To serve as park land. 

24 No comnents. 
25 Recreati on/comnon space , Eco1 ogical preserves . 
26 ûpportunity t o  escape urban existence. Provi de opportunit t o  

i n  a unique atmosphere. 
r partake i n  d i  fferent act iv i t ies.  le. blke r id ing.  fw tba l  etc. . . 

27 Envi ronmental education . learning hm nature works . Change o f  
pace: get away from buildings and concrete. 



NANRE I N  ME CITY 
APRIL 1995 PRE-TEST RESPONSES 

l 

Wal king i n  Nose H i l l  park n the sprin and seeing the crocuses '7 b 1 m  or biking by the r i ve r  and smel ing the wet md and seeing 
the beavers swim or biking t o  work i n  the morning down Nose Creek 
and see a b ig  blue heron standing fishing f o r  h is breakfast - 

02 k e r  and owls and rabbits and spring flowers on Nose H i l l .  beavers 
i n  Fish Creek park. warm Sumner days a t  Riley park. walks around 
Prince's Island. biking along a t  the Bow. The parks i n  Calgary 
are a place t o  escape t r a f f i c  ad buildings. 

A combinaton o f  things. Watching the change o f  seasons i n  the 
r iver val leys gives me a sense of well -being and comfort. The 
beauty o f  treed areas i s  important both in t r ins ica l l y  and because 
o f  the cleansing effect trees have. 

The r i  ver va1 1 ey . Prince's Island . Glenmore Park. Weasel head. 
i 
: No comnents 
--- -~~ ~ ~p 

Means relaxation. re l ie f  o f  noise and general "unruleyn times i n  
the c i t y .  It means escape (Heritage. Fish Creek) t o  a more 
pleasant atmosphere. 

No comnents. 

Important f o r  my kids. 1 l i v e  c l  ose t o  B m n t  Park and 1 ho e to  
obtain information about interesting geologic features plant 7 i fe 
and w i i d l i f e  and take my kids on f ie ld  tr ips. 1 expect that  when 
I re t i re .  1 w i l l  make more use o f  th is  environment. 

Growing up close to  Stanley Park/Sandy Beach developed an 
expectation that  Parks and natural areas were a part o f  one's 
normal l i fes ty le .  I've taken Calgary's Park system fo r  granted. 
Hawever. 1 've l ived i n  other c i  t i e s  and fe l  t a real yearning for a 
beautiful. natural and SAFE area. 1 have been a walker and a 
runner and never needed much o f  the developed ark area-save 7 swimning and snacking in Stanley Park as a chi d. 1 think our 
pathways and natural areas should be focused on. 

Losin an awareness o f  being surrounded by city-even when i t  i s  
v is ib 7 e. 1 feel more involved wi th the changing seasons. for 
instance watchi ng the col ours and f l  ora changi ng . just bel ow 
parkhi 11. Sometimes 1 feel more relaxed and a t  peace. others 1 
feel more able t o  think through problems . The Pace changes. 
comparecl t o  walking or biking along a road or downtown. 

Natural l i f e .  B i  rds. plants. insects. Plenty o f  qreen. 

A real benefit. emotionally and physically. Especially during my 
early teens Fish Creek Park was a place I spent many hours. It 
was a teal outlet for  freedom. where 1 could go and was safe. 
1 'm. not sure what act iv i t ies could have replaced r id ing my bike 
through those paths. Now walking the paths and h i l l s  i s  a 
constant i n  my l i f e .  



QUESTION #: FOr m ~ t u m  in t h  &y is , 

Maintain health. Exercise. Wal king with friends. for exercise 
and networking . Wal king w i  t h  group (Outdoor Club). Love o f  
nature. 

A place close by t o  go for walks. relax and spend time with the 
fami l y  . 1 prefer underdeveloped w i  I d  lands so you can see nature 
as god intended it to  be. see w i ld l i f e .  insects. flowers and enjoy 
the natural beauty. 

Some areas we haven't got our hands on. Over-planned. bui 1 t. 
organized. A variety o f  very urban t o  rural scale. types-not a l  1 
going t o  be perfectly protected. Fear a t  night or when alone 
keeps me out of areas. 

Walking i n  an O en park i n  the l a t e  evening with my dog. s i t t i n g  e on a bench and ooking up a t  the stars. Peacefulness. Calmness. 
Enormity o f  the Universe. Beauty o f  the trees. Relaxing-secure. 
Romantic. Refreshing. 

Qui et.  

Cycl ing. fresh a i r .  sunshine. a feel ing  of relaxation. Glatching 
the dif ferent seasons and the varied colours. Sounds o f  water: 
l i g h t  and shade: the smells o f  grass. flowers and the environment 
general l y .  

A chance t o  get away . relax and "recharge". 

1s enjoying natural areas that are large enough that you can 
forget you are i n  a c i ty .  preferably by not being able t o  even see 
the City or any reminder of it. Mostly 1 think of three things 
l i s t ed  i n  question #l. 

The abi l  i t y  t o  w a l  k beside the River close t o  my home. Listening 
t o  b i rd  songs. rippling of r iver  and braying o f  horses a t  stampede 
grounds. Opportunity for exercise i n  a quiet setting (ie. L i t t l e  
t r a f f i c  noise). Convenience o f  a paved path t o  make it easy t o  
wal k and cycle amongst nature. 

Chance for  meeting people w i  t h  same interests [ie. b i  ke and h i  ke) . 
Relax. get away from bu i l t  form without ieaving City and when time 
i s  limited. 

Wide open space. Untouched with wi ld l i fe .  

Answered i n  focus group. 

Refuge form worse aspects o f  urban 1 i f e .  Fresh a i r .  solitude. 

A unique opportunity t o  escape form the everyday urban l i f e  
exoeriences. It orovides me w i  t h  numerous d i  fferent a c t i v i  ties t o  





hl lw control led h m n  use? 

C m 1  ative Cumulative 
i3m- Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

----------------------*--------***-*--------*-+-----------*--- 

N O ~  Amopri  are 2 7 -4 2 7.4 
S-at QXOP 8 29 -6 10 37.0 
~pprn9r-i zte 8 29.6 16 66.7 
Very lqprwriaie 6 22.2 24 88.9 
No o2inion 2 7 -4  26 96.3 
NO r e s m e  1 3.7 27 100.0 

ProhiMt human use? 

C m 1  ative Ctmulati ve 
WEtUSE Frequency Percent Freqwncy Percent 

_------*------------------------------------------------------ 

Mt Appropriate 13 48.1 13 48.1 
Sm-=- 4 14.8 17 63.0 
-ri ate  3 11.1 20 74.1 
Very Agptopriate 2 7.4 22 61 -5  
NO opinion 5 18.5 27 100. O 

Open space for wi ld l i fe  use? 

Rrbl i c  educatl on prograns? 

Cmuiatlve Cunulative 
P m  Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

-----------------------*---------*------------------------*--- 

S m &  4QW 4 14.8 4 14.8 

F!rmgri ate 
10 37.0 14 51 -9 
10 37.0 24 88 -9 

No opinion 3 1.1 27 100.0 

Other appropri ate uses? 

Appqr ia te  1 3.7 1 3.7 
Very W r o p r i  ate 2 7.4 3 11.1 
NO response 24 88.9 27 100. O 

Rature brings places to  mind? 







What nature i n  the c i t y  means to  me 

Cumulative Crsaulative 
HEANING Frequency Percent Frequency Percent -------------------------------------------------------- 

Camnent 16 59.3 16 59.3 
No Camnent 11 40.7 27 100.0 

Age groups o f  pretest  respondents 

CrPAulative C m 1  ative 
AGE Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

-------------------------------------------------------*- 

20s 6 22.2 6 22.2 
30s 7 25.9 13 48.1 
40s 8 29.6 21 77.8 
50s 3 11.1 24 88.9 

6 1 3.7 25 92.6 
No Response 2 7 -4 27 100.0 

Gender o f  pretest respondents 

Cimulatlve Cuailative 
GENOEU Frequency Percent Freqwmy Percent 
--------------------*------------------------------- 

Male 16 59.3 16 59.3 
Female 11 40.7 27 100.0 

Ethnic heritage o f  pretest respondents 

Educati on 1 evel s o f  p r e t e n  respondents 

C m u l  a t i  ve C m 1  a t i  ve 
EDUC Frequency Percent Freqwncy Percent 

---------------------*--------------------------------- 

Annier 25 92.6 25 92.6 
No Answer 2 7.4 27 100.0 

Household income o f  pretest respondents 

Crimilath? Cunulative 
I N C M  Frequency Percent Freqwncy Percent 

----------*-*-------------------------------*--*---*----**---- 

O 1 3 .7  1 3.7 
Close t o  average 4 14.8 5 18.5 
Below average 7 25.9 12 44.4 
Above average 13 48.1 25 92.6 
Not saying 1 3.7 26 96.3 

8 1 3.7 27 100.0 



Househol ds o f  pretest respondents 

Cunul a t i  ve 
LIVE Frequency Percent Frequency 

----CI-C-------------------------------*--------- 

Liv ing alone 6 22.2 6 
Roomates 4 14.8 10 
Coupl e 6 22-2 16 
Couple and kids 8 29 -6 24 
Lone parent 1 3 -7 25 
Mher  situations 1 3.7 26 
No response 1 3.7 27 

Clsnul at i  ve 
Percent 

Creulative Cumil ative 
C01 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Answer 24 88-9 24 88.9 
No Answer 3 11.1 27 100.0 

Length of tiaP residing i n  Calgary 

Gmla t ive  Cmla t i ve  
CALGARY Frequency Percent Frequericy Percent 

Less than a year 2 7.4 2 7.4 
1 t o  15 yrs 6 22-2 8 29.6 
Over fi fteen yrs 16 59-3 24 88.9 
Ho response 3 11-1 27 100.0 

Last natural c l t y  park yw visited? 

Cunul a t i  ve Crsnul a t i  ve 
PARK Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

O 1 3.7 1 3.7 
Nose H i  11 7 25.9 8 29.6 
Fi sh Creek 5 18.5 13 48.1 
Mher  mrks 12 44 -4 25 92.6 

This v f s f t  took place within the past 

Cumulative Clmurlati ve 
T M  Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

- C * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

few days 12 44 -4 12 44 -4 
Few weeks 6 22.2 18 66.7 
Few inonths 5 18.5 23 85.2 
I n  the past year 2 7.4 25 92.6 
No response 2 7.4 27 100.0 



Self-administered Mail Suwey Questionnaire 

T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  OF B R I T I S H  C O L U M B I A  

Tel: (6043 822-3276 
Fax: (6043 822-3787 
May 1995 

Dear Calgary Resident: 

ï h i s  package contains a m e p a r t  questionnaire and postage paid envelope for the 
Nature in the City' community survey being conducted by Calgary Parks & 
Recreation, Planning Section in cooperation with researchers at the University of 
British Columbia, School of Community and Regional Planning. Will Pearce, 
Superintendent of the Planning Section, is the Department contact. Ms Gae 
VanSiri, a doctoral çtudent at  the School and a senior parks planner with the 
Department, is working under the advisement of Dr. Penny Gurstein, and in 
collaboration with Dr. E m  McDaniels, to study what Calgarians think about the role 
and benefit of natural area park land in our aty. 

Thc resuits of thc survey will assist in future planning for natural area park land 
and will be uscd in thc prepmtion of a doctoral dissertation concerning differcnt 
pcrspcclivcs on naiurc in Lhc city. Your participation will hclp to provide 
iiiforiiislioii oii what Ilw Calgary public thinks. lf you would likc Io takc part in the 
sludy, plcasc Irwk ovcr and complcte the eneloscd two-part qucçtionnairc. UBC 
rc~ulaiicm for -arch rcquirc that we draw to your attention that it is up to you to 
decidc whether or  not you want to take part; that by returning a completcd 
questionnaire you are assumed to have agreed to partiapate in the study; and tha t 
your participation is limited to fiiiing in and returning the e n c l d  questionnaire. 

Responses to the survey are confidential and anonymous in that questionnaires 
cannot be traced to a particular addres. Ail returned questionnaires will be coded 
and amlyzed by a cuslomized SAS cornputer program. It should take approximately 
fifteen minutes to complete the survey. Once you are done, please return both parts 
of the questionnaire in the postage paid, self-addressed envelope, by June 26,1995. 

If you have any questions or conceniç, pIease caIl Will Pearce or Gae VanSin at 268- 
4760, or the University of British CoIumbia researchers (long distance charges will 
apply) at (604) 822-3276. We hope that you will partiapate and thank you for your 
interest in this project. 

Sincerelv. 





"A study of the role and benefit of Calgary's 
natural area park land" 

Calgary Park & Recreation is CO-sponsoring this projccc 
wich rcsarchen at the Universicy of British Columbia, 
School ofCommunicy and Regional Planning, to find ouc 
what Glgarians think about the role and bencfir of natunl 
a r a  park land in our cicy. 

In other studia chat we have dont in Calgary, people oficn 
indicare thac one of the main rcasons chey vkic a park is to 
"enjoy naturen. We are conducting this srudy because: 

WC arc interested in finding out morc about whac 
natural a r a  park land mcans to Calgarians, 

we would like co hear about your ucperiencc with 
nature in the cicy, cspecially as ic relates to the use of 
public natural area land along our watcnvays, 
such as Nose Creek, the Bow River and so on, and 

we would Iike to explore your views on environmencal 
concerns in relation to thtse parks and co othcr 
undcveloped narural arca park land in the cicy. 

This nvo-part questionnaire is being mailed to a random 
sample of Calgary houscholds. If you would like ro 
participatc in the study, plcase cake some rime now to look 
over and cornpletc thc survcy. 

It wiil take about 15 minutes to answer al1 of the questions. 
Once you are donc, please retum both parts of the 
questionnaire, by Junt 26, 1995, in the self-addrascd, 
postage-paid envelope chat is enclosed for your convcnience. 

Thank you for your interest. 

CALGARY 
PNW 6RECREATlON 
#Wro Spring 1995 @ 

ABOUT YOU 
1. Your age is 

2. You are... a Male? O Femalc? 

3. Your cthnic hcritage is (Europcan. Asian, etc.): 

OR prefer noc to ay: 

4. Your last lcvel of educarion completcd is: 

5. Calgary's average househoid income is $52,000' 
(*STATS CANADA 199 1 Census). 

1s your annual household incomc ... 
0 Close CO average? 

Below average? 

O ~ b o v e  average? 
OR 
Don't carc to Say. 

6. Your household situation is b a r  daccibcd as: 

Living alone 

Living with roornmate(s) 

Couple. no childrcnlno children ac homc 

0 Couple. childrcn ac home 

SingleILane parent 

Living with extendcd tâmily 

0 Othcr (pleasc describe): 

7. You live in the cornmunicy of: 

8. You have livcd in Calgary for - yw(s). 

9. Would you say chat you use Calgary's namral area 
land : (Cirde ONE only) 

a) Frequently? C) Occasionally? 

b) Regularly? d) Never? 

For morc information about Calgary's natural art 
parks please contact the Planning Section, 

Caigvy Pvks & Reaat ion ,  8AM - 4:30 PM 
Monday-Friâay at 268-4760. 



In che 1991 Pulse on Parh sulvey we vked Wgarianr about 
planning for natunl a r a .  The rcsulrs wcre uscd in the 
prcparation of the Urban Park Master Plan and the Naturd 
Area Management Pian. borh approved by City Council. To  
sec if public opinion h u  dianged at dI. we are again asking 
you ro plcase indiarc how appropriare you fcel the following 
stratcgier arc by using the scalc bdow and circling your 
rcsponu for a&. 

1. Not  Appropriate 2. Sorncwhat Appropriate 3. Appropriate 
4. Vuy Appropriate OR No Opinion (NIO) 

a) Aquirc Ln& iduirified as uivimnmurdly wnsiuvc. 

1 2 3 4 NI0 
b) Aquim Iandr to cornpiete the river dlq syrtun. 

1 2 3 4 N/O 
c) Dcvdop o p  spaa  and d o w  controllcd human use. 

1 2 3 4 N/O 
d) Ptcsczvc opcn spaee and prohibit human use. 

1 2 3 4 NI0 

e) Proervc open spacc for wildlifc use. 

1 2 3 4 N/O 

f )  Incrav public cducarion prognms. 

1 2 3 4 NI0 

W e  also askcd Wgariuis about spuiding prioririo for open 
spacc in our aty. Givcn limitcd rcsourca, what do you think 
our open spacc Funding prioritia should now bc? 
Plcase CIRCLE ONLY ONE - YOUR # l  PRIORITY. 

a) Regional athletic fields for f o d  play and 
smaurcd sports activitiec 

b) L o d  parkr. play fields. and toc lots 
intcnded for informal play and gcncnl use 

C)  Long, nanow dkmys winding through your 
communiey 

d) Rcgiond parhmys and tnil  rynems 

e) Rcgiond parks intendcd for picnia. wdks and 
informal outdoor acrivities 

f) Naturd a ras  

g) Odicr (plcyc spcUfy): 

Which would be your SECOND priorir).? 

Previous scudio suggac chat our namd arca puk land 
provider a varicry of benefits ro Glgarians.  P l a v  look ovcr 
chc following lut and indiare which bendit is MOST 
IMPORTANT ro you by ârding ONE WPONSE ONLl 

1 chi& &at the mort important beactit of nanupl ua 
p k  land in the City is that it gives: 

opportuniries to oicrciu convenicndy out-of daors  i i  
rcluing and rcfreshing setrings 

placcs for people with dogs CO go ro ger fksh air and 
aercistc 

chanaa to appreciarc rhc sita. rounds and wonders c 
nacure in dose proximiry to home. 

contributions to the q d i g  of [ifc in Calgary which 
males the aty arrnairc m raidencs,visicors and pcof 
or businesses Iooking CO ttlocate. 

chances for childrcn and fàmilia CO spend Orne mged 
dicovcring and levning about nature in d e ,  
convuiicnc loauons n c u  to homc 

a+biliy of widc opcn spaca for everyone ro aplc 
and make use of at no charge 

ary a a a s  ro phm to go to aperiencc the pera an( 
vuiquillity of naturc in contras ro the stress and bui 
forrn of the city. 

Which OF the abovc would be your SECOND mosc 
impomnt ben&<! 

In situations concuning natunl a m  puk land in the Yry 
wherc a deasion musc bc made becwten cons icting huma 
nech and environmenal concems, would you say h c  yo 
(Plcase ardc one only) 

a) rend to put the environmcnr firrt. 

b) rend CO put human na& fim. 

c) tend to ny to find a way to baIana both human nec 
and environmencal conccrns. 

d) tend to look at ach situation in a di ffercn t way, 
depcnding on die arcumstances. 

OR 

e) Couldn't d l y  say- 

In siruarions conctrning wildemcss arcas woutd your 

opinionschuige! O Ya O No 
IF YES, which of rhe above would apply? 



=fi: EXPERlENCE 

Nature in the city rncans diffcrent things to diffcrcnt 
- from undcvclopcd wild lands CO back yard 

gardcns. Thinking about your ocperienccs with nature in 
the àty, plcasc describe what it is about the expcriencc 
chat makcs it corne to mind. (You may like to indude 
cornrnents about your feelings such as a sense of 
peacefùlnar you mi& ucperience'or special aspects of 
nature that appcai to you like watching things grow; or 
you might indude cornrnents about timcs when you felt 
uncomfonable.) Plcase use the space below to rupond. 

For me, nature in the aty is... 

The lasr narurai park area chat you visitcd in Caigary w;is: 

- - -  - 

This visit took place within the past .... 
0 Fcw days [7 Fmrnonths 

0 Fcw wccks 0 Ycac 

OR 

O 1 havc not yct visited a natural area park in Caigary. 

The following statemenrs dcscribe a few common 
perspectives about nature in rhe ciryr 

A Natural a r a  park land provida an opportunir 
cxperiencc nature in ciry thac is irnporrant to F 
health and community wcll-being. We necd tc 
many undcvelopcd park arcas as possible in ar 
around our ciry in order CO havc a hcaithy urb; 
environment. TbG rcpmrnts aprinzarib ccologr 
presmm'on orimtcd outlook on nature in the ci! 

B Naturd uca park land in and around our ciry 
important, but o thu types o f w s  for thae  pa 
may be of quai importanu. We need to makc 
that dccïsions about land uses for undevctoped 
amas arc bved on sound economic principlcs. 
repnrem a wkc rw ar comeruarimt oricntedpq 

Naturai area park land provida one importari 
cxpcricnce the wonder of nature in the city. AS 
we havc other chances to sec and cxpcrienu na 
such as through gardcning or chrough having g 
vicwz of interesring landscapes, we could put s< 
the undcvclopcd park areas in our city into 0th 
Thb rcf im a vinupoinr that u muin4 concmcd 
asthetic uppnciation ofnature in the cig. 

D Nature in the ciry is a luxury wc can't fiord, b 
there are lors of places ouuide of the ciry ro go 
cnjoy nature. WC necd co kccp the arnounc ofr 
a r a  park land in our city CO a minimum and p 
uhan luid to mare intensive use. Thir is apruc 
utiihrizn o u c M  on narm in the city. 

Picise LIST the perspectives in the ORDER d 
BEST DESCRIBES YOUR ViEWPOINT: 

B N  dcscribes p u r  v i m  

NEXT b a t  dcsuibtr it 

NEXT bcst describes it 

LEAST dcscribes your view 

OR No Opinion - 
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APPENDIX IV 

Referendum-Style Question Ballot Pre-test Results 





1995 Referendum-style Pretest Resul t s  7 
11:ll Wednesday. May 17. 1995 

Your age group i s  - 

Twenties 8 32.0 8 32.0 
Thi rti es 9 36. O 17 68.0 
Forti es 5 20. O 22 88.0 
Fi f i t ies  1 4.0 23 92.0 
No Response 2 8. O 25 100.0 

Your use o f  natural area park land i s  - 

Any more comnents? 

Your form had - 
Cumulative Cumulative 

F M  Frequency Percent Frequency Percent ------------------------------------------------------- 
3 Options 11 44.0 11 44.0 
4 Options 14 56. O 25 100. O 



APPENDIX V 
Nature in the City Survey Frequency Listings by Question 

Gender o f  Respondents 

Cumulat ive Cumulative 
GENDER Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Male 1 06 40.3 106 40.3 
Female 150 57. O 256 97.3 
No response 6 2.3 262 99.6 
I n v a l i d  1 0.4 263 100.0 

YoungerIOlder groupings 

Cumulat ive Cumulative 
GROUP Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

--- - 

Younger than 50 152 57.8 152 57.8 

50 and Older 9 8 37.3 250 95.1 

A l 1  o t h e r s  13 4.9 263 100.0 

Age Group o f  Respondents 

Cumulat ive Cumulative 

DECADE Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

15-19 years 
Twent ies  
T h i r t i e s  
F o r t i e s  
F i f t i e s  
S i x t i e s  
Seven t ies  
No response 
Other  



Las t  l e v e l  o f  educat ion completed 

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
EDUC Frequency Percent Frequency Percen t  

High School  57 21 -7  5 7 21.7 
Trade iTechn ica l  2 1 8.0 7 8 29.7 

U n i v e r s i t y -  some 83 31 - 6  161 61 .2  
Univers i tyDegree 67 25.5 228 86.7 
Other 2 1 8.0 249 94.7 

No response 14 5.3 263 100.0 

Leve l  o f  educa t ion  

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
UNI Frequency Percent Frequency Percent  

U n c l a s s i f i e d  14 5.3 14 5 .3  
No u n i v e r s i t y  9 9 37.6 113 43 .0  

U n i v e r s i t y  150 57 .O 263 100.0 

Annual household income o f  Respondents 

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
INCOME Frequency Percent Frequency Percen t  

Close t o  average 5 2 19.8 5 2 19.8 

Below average 8 8 33.5 140 53.2 

Above average 8 4 31.9 224 85.2 

Undisclosed 26 9.9 250 95.1 
No response 11 4.2 26 1 99.2 

I n v a l i d  2 0.8 263 100.0 



Your household s i t u a t i o n  i s  

Cumulative Cumulative 
HOUSE Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

L i v i n g  alone 
Roommates 
Couple and k i d s  
Couple no k i d s  
Lone parent  
Extended f a m i l y  
Other 
No response 

Cumulative Cumulative 
RHOUSE Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

L i v i n g  alone 62 23.6 62 23.6 

Couple and k i d s  73 27.8 135 51 .3 

Couple NO k i d s  8 8 33.5 223 84.8 

Other 4 0 15.2 263 100.0 

Ethnic Her i tage o f  Respondents 

Cumulative Cumulative 
ETHNIC Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Asian 
B r i t i s h I E n g l i s h  
Canadian 
European 
French Canadian 
Other 
Undisclosed 
No response 



Development s t a t u s  of home community 

Cumulative Cumulative 
COM Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent  

- - - - - - - - - - 

Redeveloping 60 22.8 6 0 22.8 
E s t a b l i s  hed 135 5 1 . 3  195 74.1 
Newer 42 16 .0  237 90.1 
U n c l a s s i f  i e d  14 5 . 3  25 1 95.4 
No response 1 O 3.8 261 99.2  

I n v a l i d  2 O .8  263 100.0 

Quadrant o f  home community 

Cumulative Cumulative 
QUAD Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

No r th  West 
No r th  Eas t  
South West 
South Eas t  
Downtown 
Unknown 
No response 
I n v a l i d  

Collapsed t ime l i v e d  i n  Calgary 

Cumulative Cumulative 
TIME Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent  

Unc lass i f  i e d  6 2.3 6 2.3 

Up t o  25 yea rs  153 5 8 . 2  159 60.5 

25 y r s  o r  more 1 04 39.5 263 100.0 



Community n a t u r a l  area category 

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
LZVE Frequency Percent Frequency Percen t  

Nature reserve  3 6 13.7 3 6 13.7 

Near n a t u r e  72 27.4 1 08 41 .1  
N o t  near  na tu re  8 0 30.4 188 71 .5  
Par t  near  na tu re  49 18.6 237 90.1 

U n c l a s s i f  i e d  13 4 . 9  250 95.1 

No response 11 4 .2  261 99.2 
I n v a l i d  2 0 .8  263 100.0 

N a t u r a l  area park  l a n d  i s -  

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
NEAR Frequency Percent Frequency Percent  

U n c l a s s i f i e d  26 9.9 26 9.9 

Close by 157 59.7 183 69.6 
Not c l o s e  by 8 0 30.4 263 100.0 

How l o n g  have you l i v e d  i n  Calgary? 

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
YEARS Frequency Percent Frequency Percen t  

5 years  o r  l e s s  37 14.1 3 7 14.1 
6-25 yea rs  116 44.1 153 58 .2  
26-45 years  7 9 30.0 232 88.2 
46 years  o r  more 25 9.5 25 7 97.7 
No response 6 2 . 3  263 100.0 



Last  n a t u r a l  park area v i s i t  i n  Calgary 

Cumulat ive Cumulative 
PARK Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

A long t h e  r i v e r  
B i r d  Sanctuary 
Bowmont 
Bowness Park 
Carburn Park 
Centenary Park 
Confedera t ion  Pk 
Edworthy Park 
F i s h  Creek Park 
Glenmore 
L indsay Park 
L o c a l  Park 
Nose Creek area 
Nose H i l l  Park 
Pearce Es ta tes  
P r i n c e ' s  I s l a n d  
R i l e y  Park 
R i v e r  Park 
R i v e r  Pathways 
Sandy Beach 
S tan ley  Park 
Tom Campbell H i 1  
Weaselhead 
Other  
No park  named 
No v i s i t  made 
No response 
I n v a l i d  



How o f t en  do you use n a t u r a l  area parks? 

Cumulative Cumulative 
USE Frequency Percen t  Frequency Percent 

F requen t l y  8 3 31.6 83 31.6 

R e g u l a r l y  7 6 28.9 159 60.5 
Occas iona l l y  9 2 35.0 25 1 95.4 
Never 5 1.9 256 97.3 

No response 7 2.7 263 100.0 

P a t t e r n  o f  use o f  n a t u r a l  area parks 

Cumulative Cumulative 
PATTERN Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

Regu la r  user  159 60.5 159 60.5 

Non - r e g u l a r  user  1 04 39.5 263 1 00.0 

This v i s i t  t o o k  p l a c e  w i t h i n  t h e  pas t  

Cumulative Cumulative 
V I S I T  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

Few days 
Few weeks 
Few months 
Year 
Other  
D i d  no t  v i s i t  
No response 
I n v a l i d  



Open space f u n d i n g  FIRST p r i o r i t y  

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
FUNDONE Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent  

A t h l e t i c  F i e l d s  
L o c a l  parks 
L o c a l  walkways 
Regional  pathway 
Regional  pa rks  
N a t u r a l  areas 
Other f ea tu res  
No response 
I n v a l i d  

Open space f und ing  SECOND p r i o r i t y  

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
FUNDTWO Frequency Percen t  Frequency Percent  

A t h l e t i c  F i e l d s  
L o c a l  parks 
L o c a l  walkways 
Regional  pathway 
Regional  pa rks  
N a t u r a l  areas 
Other f ea tu res  
No response 
1 n v a l i d  

Recoding o f  f u n d i n g  p r i o r i t i e s  

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
NEWFUND Frequency Percen t  Frequency Percen t  

Local ,  e c t  6 2 23.6 6 2 23.6 
Regional  i t ems 144 54.8 206 78.3 
N a t u r a l  Areas 46 17.5 252 95.8 
No choice 11 4 .2  263 100.0 



Most impor tan t  BENEFIT o f  urban nature 

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
BENEFIT Frequency Percen t  Frequency Percent  

Exerc ise o u t s i d e  19 7.2 79 7.2 

Walk dogs 1 O 3.8 29 11 .O 

Enjoy na tu re  39 14.8 6 8 25.9 

A t t r a c t i v e  c i t y  -t 1 15.6 1 09 41 .4  

Family t ime  43 16.3 152 57.8 

No charge t o  use 3 1 11 - 8  183 69.6 

T r a n q u i l l i t y  7 1 27.0 254 96.6 

No response 5 1.9 259 98.5 

I n v a l i d  4 1.5 263 100.0 

A lso  impor tan t  b e n e f i t  o f  urban nature 

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
SECOND Frequency Percen t  Frequency Percent  

Exerc ise o u t s i d e  19 7.2 19 7.2 
Walk dogs 5 1.9 2 4 9.1 

Enjoy na tu re  50 19.0 7 4 28.1 

A t t r a c t i v e  c i t y  17 6.5 9 1 34.6 

Family t ime  3 9 14.8 130 49.4 

No charge t o  use 44 16.7 174 66.2 

T r a n q u i l l i r y  7 1 27.0 245 93.2 

No reçponse 13 4.9 258 98.1 

I n v a l i d  5 1.9 263 100.0 

Benef i t  recode 

Cumulat ive Cumulat ive 
XBEN Frequency Percen t  Frequency Percent  

Unc lass i f  i e d  9 3.4 9 3.4 

Phys i ca l  7 0 26.6 7 9 30.0 

S o c i a l  7 4 28.1 153 58.2 

Psycho log ica l  110 41.8 263 100.0 



Focus o f  BENEFIT expecta t ion  

Cumulat ive Cumulative 
NEWBEN Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

~~ - - 

Amenity 138 52.5 138 52.5 
A f f i l i a t i o n  125 47.5 263 100.0 

B e n e f i t  i s  more . , . 

Cumulat ive Cumulative 
CODENEW Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

- - -- 

O b j e c t i v e  135 51.3  135 51.3 
S u b j e c t i v e  128 48.7 263 100.0 

Benef i t  new recodes 

Cumulat ive Cumulative 
RBEN Frequency Percent Frequency PetTent 

U n c l a s s i f  i e d  9 3 . 4  9 3.4 
I n s t r u m e n t a l  101 38.4 110 41.8 
Expressive  153 58.2 263 100.0 



View on na ture  in t h e  c i t y  FIRST CHOICE 

Cumulative Cumulat ive  
BEST Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent  

E c o l o g i c a l  v iew 139 52.9 139 52.9 
Wise use view 80 30.4 21 9 83.3 
Aesthe t ic  v i e w  17 6 .5  236 89.7 
U t i l i t a r i a n  v iew 5 1.9 24 1 91.6 

No op in ion  5 1 .9  246 93.5 

No response 16 6.1 262 99.6 

I n v a l i d  1 0.4 263 100.0 

View on p r i o r i t y  o f  human use 

Cumulative Cumulat ive  
ORIENT Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent  

Anthropocentr ic  116 44.1 116 44.1  
Ecocentr ic  115 43.7 23 1 87.8 

Unclassif i e d  32 12.2 263 100.0 

O r i e n t a t i o n  t o  N a t u r a l  Area Parkland 

Cumulative Cumulat ive  
PROVIEW Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent  

PRO Wise Use 132 50.2 132 50.2 
PRO P r e s e r v a t i o n  131 49.8 263 100.0 



View on na tu re  i n  t h e  c i t y  NEXT CHOIGE 

NEXT Frequency Percent 

E c o l o g i c a l  v iew 49 18.6 
Wise use view 1 04 39.5 
A e s t h e t i c  v iew 6 1 23.2 

U t i l i t a r i a n  v iew 2 0.8 
No op in i on  3 1 11.8 

NO response 16 6.1 

Cumulat ive Cumulat ive 
Frequency Percent  

4  9 18.6  

153 5 8 . 2  
21 4  8 1 . 4  
21 6 82.1 
247 93.9 

263 100.0 

View on nature i n  t h e  c i t y  THIRD CHOICE 

Cumulat ive Cumulat ive 
THIRD Frequency Percent Frequency Percent  

- - -  

E c o l o g i c a l  v i e ~  3 8 14.4 3 8 14.4 
Wise use view 34 12.9 7 2 27.4 
A e s t h e t i c  v iew 127 48.3 199 75.7 
U t i l i t a r i a n  v iew 9 3 .4  20 8 79.1 
No o p i n i o n  38 14.4 246 93.5 
No response 16 6 . 1  262 99.6 
I n v a l i d  1 O .4  263 100.0 

View on na tu re  i n  the  c i t y  LAST CHOICE 

Cumulat ive Cumulat ive 
LEAST Frequency Percent Frequency Percent  

E c o l o g i c a l  v iew 11 4.2 11 4.2 

A e s t h e t i c  v iew 5 1.9 16 6.1 
U t i l i t a r i a n  v iew 197 74.9 21 3 81 .O 

No o p i n i o n  27 10.3 240 91.3 
NO response 16 6 .1  256 97.3 
I n v a l i d  7 2.7  263 100.0 



I n  urban n a t u r a l  area c o n f l i c t s  you p u t  

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
CONFLIC Frequency Percen t  Frequency Percent 

Environment 1  s t  48 18.3 48 18.3 
Human needs 1 s t  19 7 . 2  67 25.5 

Bo th  i n  balance 141 53 .6  208 79.1 

It depends 4 9 18.6 257 97.7 

Cannot say 2 0 . 8  259 98.5 

No response 4 1.5 263 100.0 

Does your  op in ion  change f o r  w i lde rness  

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
CHANGE Frequency Percen t  Frequency Percent 

Yes 99 37.6 9 9 37.6 

No 150 57 .O 249 94.7 

No answer g i v e n  11 4 .2  260 98.9 

No response 3 1 . 1  263 100.0 

I f  so, how does it change? 

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
CONCERN Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

No change 
Environment 1 s t  
Human needs 1 s t  
6 0 t h  i n  balance 
I t  depends 
No answer g i v e n  
Not  a p p l i c a b l e  
No response 
I n v a l i d  



Acquire s e n s i t i v e  areas? 

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
ACQUIRE Frequency Percent  Frequency Percen t  

N o t  App rop r i a t e  16 6.1 16 6.1 
Somewhat Approp 3 9 14.8 55 20.9 

Appropr ia te  8 0 30.4 135 51.3 
Very App rop r i a t e  1 05 39.9 240 91 - 3  
No o p i n i o n  10 3 - 8  250 95.1 
No response 13 4.9 263 100.0 

Complete r i v e r  v a l l e y  system? 

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
R IVER Frequency Percent  Frequency Percen t  

Not App rop r i a t e  9 3.4 9 3.4 
Somewhat Approp 34 12.9 43 16.3 

Appropr ia te  7 2 27.4 115 43.7 

Very App rop r i a t e  115 43.7 230 87.5 
No o p i n i o n  21 8 .0  25 1 95.4 

No response 1 O 3.8 26 1 99.2 
I n v a l i d  2 0.8 263 100.0 

Al low c o n t r o l l e d  human use? 

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
CONTROL Frequency Percent  Frequency Percen t  

Not App rop r i a t e  21 8.0 2 1 8 .0  
Somewhat Approp 5 2 19.8 73 27.8 

Appropr ia te  102 38.8 175 66.5 

Very App rop r i a t e  7 1 27.0 246 93.5 

No o p i n i o n  3 1.1 249 94.7 

No response 14 5.3 263 100.0 



P r o h i b i t  human use? 

Cumulat ive Cumulat ive 
NONUSE Frequency Percen t  Frequency Percen t  

Not Appropr ia te  116 44.1 116 44.1 

Somewhat Approp 63 24.0 179 68.1 

App rop r i a t e  3  1 1 1  .a 21 0 79.8 

Very Appropr ia te  21 8.0 231 87.8 
No o p i n i o n  14 5.3 245 93.2 

No response 18 6.8 263 100.0 

Open space f o r  w i l d l i f e  use? 

Cumulat ive Cumulat ive 

WILDUSE Frequency Percen t  f requency Percen t  
. -- - 

Not Appropr ia te  22 
Somewhat Approp 63 
App rop r i a t e  63 
Very Appropr ia te  97 

No o p i n i o n  7 

No response 9 
I n v a l i d  2 

P u b l i c  educa t ion  programs? 

Cumulat ive Cumulat ive 

PROG Frequency Percen t  Frequency Percen t  
- - - 

Not  Appropr ia te  23 8.7 23 8.7 
Somewhat Approp 44 16.7 67 25.5 

Approp r i a t e  67 25.5 134 51 .O 
Very Appropr ia te  1 06 40.3 24 0 91.3 

No o p i n i o n  1 O 3.8 250 95.1 

No response 13 4.9 263 100.0 



Themes - Nature i n  t h e  c i t y  i s  

THEME 

No comment g i ven  
A haven 
S e l f  - A f f  i r m i n g  
Env i ronmenta l  
N o n u t i l i z e d  l a n d  
Unable t o  judge 

Cumulat ive Cumulat ive 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percen t  

Theory Themes - Nature i n  t h e  c i t y  i s  

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
THEOTHEM Frequency Percent  Frequency Percen t  

No comment g i ven  84 31.9 84 31.9 
A c o n d i t i o n  45 17.1 129 49.0 

A p lace  8 3 31.6 212 80.6 
A sen t iment  40 15.2 252 95.8 
I n d i f f e r e n t  6 2.3  258 98.1 
Unable t o  r a t e  5 1 .9  263 100.0 

Col lapsed MEANING o f  URBAN NATURE groups 

Cumulat ive Cumulat ive 
XMRATE Frequency Percent Frequency Percen t  

U n c l a s s i f  i e d  1 O0 38. O 1 O0 38 .0  

U t i l i t y  95 36.1 195 74.1 

K i n s h i p  68 25.9 263 100.0 



Park p l ann ing  approach se lec ted  

Cumulat ive Cumulat ive 
VOTE Frequency Percent Frequency Percen t  

New n a t u r e  areas 
Reclaim areas 
More n a t u r e  park  
Less n a t u r e  park  
Stay t h e  same 
Selec ted  two 
Form n o t  sen t  i n  
No response 

Change amount o f  n a t u r a l  area park  land?  

Cumulat ive Cumulat ive 
CHOICE Frequency Percent Frequency Percent  

Yes-Maximize 114 43.3 114 4 3 . 3  

Yes-Less t 4  5.3 128 4 8 . 7  

No-Leave as i s  122 46 .4  250 9 5 . 1  

Form n o t  sen t  i n  1 O 3.8 260 9 8 . 9  

No response 1 0.4 26 1 99.2 

I n v a l i d  2 0.8 263 100.0 

Col lapsed V i s i t  categor ies  

Cumulat ive Cumulat ive 
RVISIT Frequency Percent Frequency Percent  

-- - 

Las t  few days 110 41 .8  110 4 1 . 8  

Few weeks & more 133 50.6 243 9 2 . 4  

Other  20 7 . 6  263 100.0 



Type o f  re ferendum-sty le b a l l o t  

Cumulative Cumulative 
FORM Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Opt ion A4 SQ 1 s t  61 23.2 61 23.2 

Opt ion 84 SQ 4 t h  66 25.1 127 48.3 
Opt ion C3 SQ 1 s t  57 21.7 184 70.0 

Option 03 SQ 3 rd  69 26.2 253 96.2 

Form not  sent i n  10 3.8 263 100.0 

Number o f  choices on b a l l o t  

Cumulative Cumulative 
BALLOT Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

4 choices 127 48.3 127 48.3 
3 choices 126 47.9 253 96.2 
Form not sent  i n  10 3.8 263 100.0 

Order of s ta tus  quo 

Cumulative Cumulative 
SQO Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

S ta tus  quo f i r s t  118 44.9 118 44.9 

S ta tus  quo l a s t  135 51.3 253 96.2 

Form no t  sent  i n  10 3.8 263 100.0 



Eco-e th ic  o r i e n t a t i o n  

Cumulative Cumulat ive 
ETHIC Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent  

Human-centred 148 5 6 . 3  148 56.3 
Env i ro -cent red  115 43 .7  263 100.0 

I n t e n s i t y  o f  involvement 

Cumulative Cumulat ive  
ECOEX Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent  

Low I n t e n s i t y  119 45.2 11 9 45.2 
High I n t e n s i t y  144 5 4 . 8  263 1 00.0 

A f f i n i t y  I n d e x  

Cumulative Cumulat ive  
ECOSCORZ Frequency Percent  Frequency P e r c e n t  



ECOAFFECT Modes 

Cumulative Cumulative 
AFFNEW Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Apathet ic  8 0 30.4 8 0 30.4 
Egoist  i c  68 25.9  1 48 56.3 
Sympathetic 39 14.8 187 71.1 
Empathetic 76 28.9 263 100.0 

Rela t ionsh ips  w i t h  urban nature  

Cumulative Cumulative 
ECOAFFY Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

T r a d i t i o n a l  8 0 30.4 8 0 30.4  
Contemporary-Adv 68 25.9  148 56.3 
Contemporary-Ste 3 9 14.8 t87 71.1  
Vanguard 76 28.9 263 100.0 

Psychographic Types 

Cumulative Cumulative 
ECOAFF Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Consumer 8 0 30.4  8 0 30.4 
Adventurer 68 25.9  148 56.3 
Steward 3 9 14.8 187 71.1 
Guardian 7 6 28.9  263 100.0 

Produced by: Gae VanSiri nsing SAS for Widows, Juiy 1995 - July 1997. 



APPENDIX VI 
Longitudinal Comparison of Support for Preservation Strategies 

VARIABLf3 
VALUE 

(*Al1 percents rounded; total +/- 100%) 

Acquire environmentally sensitive lands? 
Very Appropriate 
Appropriate 
Sornewhat Appropriate 
Not Appropnate 
No Opinion 
No Response 

Aquire land to cornplete river valley parks? 
Very Appropriate 
Appropnate 
Somewhat Appropriate 
Not Appropriate 
No Opinion 
No Response 

DeveIop open space and control human use? 
Very Appropriate 
Appropriate 
Somewhat Appropriate 
Not Appropriate 
No Opinion 
No Response 

Preserve open space/prohi bit human use? 
Very Appropriate 
Appropriate 
Somewhat Appropriate 
Not Appropriate 
No Opinion 
No Response 

Freserve open space for wildlife use? 
Very Appropriate 
Appropriate 
Somewhat Appropriate 
Not Appropriate 
No Opinion 
No Response 

Increase public education programs? 
Very Appropriate 
Appropriate 
Somewhat Appropriate 
Not Appropriate 
No Opinion 
No Response 

1991 1 995 
PULSE ON PARKS NATURE IN THE CITY 



APPENDIX VI1 
Summary of Planners' Forum Round Table Discussion 

Tuesday, October 17, 1995 

Partici pan ts: Bir 
Wlll 
Kathy 
Dave 
b u g  Mt 
Nancy 
Doug Mc 
Rosemary 
Cathy 

Urban Planner Moderator: Gae VanSiri 
Parks Planner (Municipai) 
Parks Planner (Provincial ) 
NaturalistPlanner 
Parks Operations manager 
PLanni~~Consultant 
Subdivrsion Plamer 
Urban Planner 
Urban Planner 

Process: 

The forum was convened to provide an opportunity for collaboration and discussion of two issues 
arising from the results of the 1995 Nature in the City Public Survey. The participants are planners 
from various agencies who had an opportuniîy to think about responses to the questions for a week 
pnor to the forum. Everyone came prepared to state his or her point of view and participate in a 
discussion. This document presents a summary of each individual's viewpoint as presented at the 
beginning of the 1 112 hour session. 

Question #1: In yoor professional opinion, how effective is oar (Calgary's) 
carrent practice in providing orban natuml areas? 

Bir -The difficuity is in acquiring natural areas from private owners. There is no umbrella policy 
at the provincial level, and our own documents (policy reports. ARPs. ASPs) are inconsistent in 
their languap and approach. We need to have the support of the politicians in order to establish a 
clear and fim policy. 

Will - We are in the midst of creating a system, throua the natural areas management pian and 
other policy initiatives such as sustainable suburbs. of creating a system to rneasure our 
effectiveness. We do oot currently meet al1 of the recently established expectations with respect to 
acquiring natural areas, but we could begin to do so in the next few years. 

Kathy - Fish Creek specifically is very effective in terms of sensitivity to the public's expressed 
desires and needs. Surveys li ke Pulse on Parks and Nature in the City are currently 
providing a new standard with which we can measure our effectiveness. 

Dave - I'm concemed with definitions of 'effectiveness'. Are we lookinp at i t in ternis of public 
perception. meeting Council-approved policy, ecological effectiveness, or providing opportunities 
to the public? In terms of acquisition, what was original1 y called the environmentally sensi the 
areas study defined a good definition for acquiring a naturai area such that eventually it becomes a 
natural environment park. Reserving natural areas is important to sustaining health and we are 
now trying to integrate natural environments into our lifestyle. 

Doug Mt - We are faced with the problem of how the general public defines 'naturai', based on 
knowledp of issues, persona1 perspective. and experience. Althouph we have done a relatively 
good job providing urban natural areas on a broad scale, one of the difficulties is identifying and 
protecting environmentally sensitive lands which are not yet public. Reservation of natural lands 
always cornes out as the lowest cost alternative. but we rarely consider the question of lost 
opportunity cost. Most societies, when under pressure, opt for the econornics of the situation 



rather than preservation. We need to educated more about the value of what we are trying to 
preserve, and the reasons why we need to preserve it. 
Nancy - Basically the two perspectives to consider are that of the publiclpark user and that of the 
planner/administrator. The public has their own set of expectations and perceptions. whereas the 
plannen are involved in the implementation issues and the reaiities facing natural area acquisition. 
To detennine our effectiveness, we need to bnng the two sides topether to make clear definitions. 
to give the public a framework for their input. Calgary Parks & Recreation really needs a policy to 
pull ail of the different parks structures together, with political support. 

Doug Mc - I looked at effectiveness from three perspectives: the planning, the mechanism for 
acquiring natural areas, and development and working with developers on those areas. In ternis of 
planning, we are inconsistent in our terminology and approach. We need a proup to review and 
coordinate documents such as ASPs, ARPs, the Municipal Development Plan. etc., for 
consistency and continuity. We generally have an extreme philosophy to protect every bit of 
natural area. Acquisition is covered under the Planning Act. To improve it, we need a system of 
principles and defulltions for aesthetic areas. With respect to development, what do we do with 
the lands once we acquire them? We need more neptiations between the City and the development 
industry to fiod a rniddle ground between pristine natural area and developed land. 

Rosemary - On a positive side, Council deasions support a philosophy of protecting natural areas. 
There seems to be a public perception of natural areas as large tegooal park land, such as Nose 
Hill and Fish Creek which receive a lot of publicity. Our means of acquiring natural area is still too 
haphazard, rather than systematic. Thus we miss out on opportunities. As well, we need to be 
careful of what we're defining as natural area to the public: natural areas don? necessanly have to 
be 'unusable. It may make the public think to have to loose local parks in exchange for more 
natural areas. 

Cathy - Urban natural areas can cover a range of fom and function : public perception rnay not line 
up with our definition of natural area, for instance because we are in an urban setting, some rnight 
perceive that a nearby park is a natural area. Calgary has been fortunate to have river valleys and 
ravines: areas that have been protected through planning mechanisrns. It is not realistic to prohibit 
al1 human use in an urban setting, we need to accommodate a v g e  of activities. We are now 
movinp towards more of a system which looks at long terni viability early in the process. rather 
than adding to Our system as an afterthought. 

Question #2: What are the implications of polarization in public opinion on the 
amoont and appropriate use of -ban natural areas (as exbibited in the Pulse on 
Parks and Nature in the Ciîy surveys) on the way we (in Calgary) currently plan, 
design and manage our parks? 

Cathy - We are trying to cover many interests, functions and needs within one park, rather than 
designating a specific park for a specific function. We need to be adaptable: public interest is prone 
to change over time. We can't necessarily address everyone's views (especially polar opposites), 
but we will covedsatisfy 'middle ground'. 

Rosemary - We should provide a range of things, rather than considering polar opposites. We 
need to get more uses out of an area; it evolves with tirne. We should also consider whether the 
public is polarized over definition or  value of natumi areas. 
Nancy - We need to be careful: don't ask for an opinion if you're (a) not interested or (b) won't 
use it. Most issues can be resolved through 'consensus building': a process that people buy into 
and design themselves. Not al1 sites can meet al1 needs . . . balance should be in the entire system. 

Doug Mt- There has to be a will fo bnild a consensus! 



Doug Mt - We need to clarify for the public what we do and why to it , and in layman's terms. 
There is a cost: if we are to serve the public, we must be sure it is the public, and not extrernist 
groups, who we are serving. 

Dave - Treat people like they're not polarized- There's a spectrum of different views on different 
items . . and a lot of 'grey area'. We can 'use' that rniddle ground rather than put factions at 
opposite ends with no choice but to fight, regardless of their tme opinions. 

Kathy - Provincial parks are designed to ensure the future of those areas. Vision statements can 
guide us in some situations such as: who 1 work for, what I work for, and what I'm working 
toward. That's both for parks and parks systems. 

Will - We're big enough to manageldevelop a balanced system of open spacelrecreation facihies. 
Zonation is one means of addressing polanty on a range of opportunities as well as diversity in 
management strategies. The most difficult situation is dealing with a single resource. 

Bir- We need to create a flexible plan which meets the needs of different people at different times. 

Dave - We need to first determine what i s the bottom line. We may not necessarily get hvo 
diametricall y opposed answers. The public can be 'ignorant'. For example, they will complain 
about truck tracks that bend grasses, but the truck was used to spray thistle which destroys 
grasses. We are rnanaging a resource. 

Doug Mc - Did not participate in the second half of the forum, due to previous comrnitments. 

The following are samrnary point from the ensoing general discussion: 

Management should be of natural areadenvironment parks regardless of ownership. 
Mechanisms should be in place for protecting environrnentally sigificant areas on both private and 
public land. .- 
For private management, the City can'talways repulate, but it should be ctear whose guidelines are 
being or should be used. 

Definitions are needed for natural areas; there is a difference in the ecologicai perspective and the 
public view. In the.public, one often wonders what other agendas are coming into play. 

The value of aatural areas is human value, by excluding people or general access, they lose their 
value. People who don't Ican't use an area don't value it the way people who dokan use it. 

Some ateas are valued simply for their existence, not just access or use. 

Exciusionary measures eliminate opportunity for experiences. 

It is not possible to plan 100% or make a decision based JUST on a survey or plebiscite - 
otherwise end product isn't for the general public .... more research is required. (Disagreement a 
random sarnpling is reality, it is the lobbyists, fringe ,wups,etc. who may receive disproportionate 
representation at public hearings at so on. 



APPENDIX WII 
Pulse on Parks (POP) Survey Overview 

Introduction 
Amid changing econornic trends, changing recreational needs, and an increased demand for natural 
area management during the 1970's the Alberta Government recognized the need to expand 
outdoor opportunities to al1 Albertans by supporting the provision of parks in Alberta's 
municipalities. The Urban Park Program, funded through the Alberta Heritage Savings Trust 
Fund, was created to provide assistance to towns and cities across the province for the 
development of urban parks. 

Urban pa rb  are defined as "areas of open space and natural environments made accessible to 
urban populations".~ They have been developed throughout the province. The first Urban Park in 
Alberta was Fish Creek Park in Calgary. In 1989 the Govemment of Alberta announced the seconc 
phase of the pro,gam. The City of CaIgary is eligible for up to $15 million in ,gants for the 
development of an Urban Park system. Calgary's City Council chose the river valley system as the 
focus for the next phase of Calgary's Urban Parks Program. Council proposed these funds be 
used to provide linkages and park nodes dong the river pathway system a d o r  establishing 
additional links to outlying community and park areas. 

Following Council's approval of the concept plan "Heart of the Valley, Calgary's Riverine Urban 
Parks Project", the 1991 Pulse on Parks, Urban Parks Suwey was undertaken by Calgary 
Parks & Recreation in order to establish an objective baseline of information related to the parks 
and open space needs, preferences, and prionties of Calgarians. In addition, the survey was to 
provide an opportunity to educate Calgarians about the project as well as provide an opportunity 
for public participation directly in the identification of issues related to the overall master planning 
process. The survey was cornpieted by Calgary Parks & Recreation during the months of 
November and December 199 1. One questiomaire was distributed to each household in the city. 

Stndy Goal 
The goal of the 1991 Pulse on Parks, Urban Parks Survey was: 

to provide an opportunity for Calgarians to participate in the identification of issues related 
to the Urban Parks Project. 

Stndy Objectives 
Underlying the overall goal of the survey were a number of specific objectives. They were: 

1. To enhance the ievel of awareness of Calgarians with regards to the Heart of the 
Valley-Urban Parks Project. 

2 .  To provide an opportunity for public input into the master planning process. 

3.  To select and irnplement a survey design that will provide a level of coddence of 
95% (+/-5%) for the analysis of results on a comrnunity by community basis. 

4. To rneasure the current usage patterns of Calgarians relative to parks and open 
spaces. 

5. To provide an opportunity for Caigarians to identify their parh and open space 
preferences. 

6. To  oversee the design of the survey and ensure that the content is understandable, 
easily completed and will facilitate a minimum return rate of 3-5%. 

' A Concept Plan: Hcart of the Valley, Calgary's Riverine Urban Park Roject 1991 Calgq  Park & Recrcarion. 
P.4. 



Stiidy Area 
The study area used for this survey included al1 areas located within the boundaries of Calgary as 
of 1991 November 15. The sample frame used in this regard was provided by the Canada Post 
Corporation. The frame represents the means by which respondents of the survey were selected It 
included a listing of al1 residential dwellings as of 1991 November 15. This represented 267.779 
residences [households] . 
Censns Sample 
In order to meet the objectives of the survey a census strategy to the data collection procedure was 
used. The survey objectives of: (1) educating the public to the Urban Parks Project, (2) generating 
a statistically reliable sample size at the cornrnunity level, and (3) rnaximizing public participation in 
the survey, required the implementation of a census approach to the data collection procedure. In 
addition other issues related to cost, potential sampling erron, and the anticipated response rate, 
necessitated this approach rather than a random sampling procedure. 

The implementation of a standard random sampling procedure, that would provide a statistically 
reliable stratified sample at the community level, would require an approximate sample size of 
60,000 units. Given the costs associated with standard follow up procedures (eg. sending out a 
second survey if not retumed and then following up with a telephone call) and an anticipated 
(historic) response rate of 10 to 20% the use of a stratif~ed randorn sample for this survey was not 
the most appropriate or economicaily feasible data collection procedure. 

Implementing a census instead of a specific sampling, procedure is consistent with standard survey 
procedures used by such groups as Statistics Canada, when the survey objectives require a sample 
size greater than 80% of the population, there is a requirement for detailed information, or the 
information will serve as bench mark data. In cases where these elements are apparent the use of a 
census rather thao a sample is typicai. In the case of the 1991 Puise on Parks, Urban Parks Survey 
in particular. these conditions combined with the study objectives and logistical constraints 
necessitaied the use of a census as a cost effective survey method. 

Using the census approach for data collection, in addition to maximizing public participation. does 
eliminate one of the two main types of errors found in surveys. Sampling errors (differences 
between the sample and the actual population) were eliminated because no sampling procedure was 
used. It is important to note that there is a potential, because of the self selection process in this 
survey (deciding whether or not to fil1 out the survey and retum it), for a respondent bias. These 
will however be described and detailed in subsequent volumes. 

The other main category of error is systematic error (erron in processing, coding etc.). These 
types of errors are more easily controlled in smailer sample sets. That is the smailer the sample size 
the lower the probability of some emr to occur in the processing of the data. In order to minimize 
these types of erron strict date processing, coding, data entry, and verification procedures (as 
detailed in Section 8) were employed. 

Sowey Promotion and Advertising 
During the month of October an insert was placed in each utility bill issued by the City of Calpry. 
It infonned Calgarians about the upcoming survey. Prior to the distribution of the survey, dunng 
the week of 1991 November 18, paid advertisements were placed in Calgary's two main 
newspapea (the Calgary Sun and the Calgary Herald) (Attachment 1). These advertisements 
informed Calgarians of the upcoming survey and eocouraged them to participate. In addition. 
advertisernents were placed in 46 community association newsletten through Rism Publications 
and the Riverview Printing Publication. Public service announcements were also prepared by 
Calgary Parks & Recreation and distributeci to various media organizations through existing 
distnbution channels. 





Questionnaire RrOOOO1 to #ûû 1500) of questionnaires contained inside, the date received, and the 
date stored (Attachment 3). Al1 record boxes were stored at the Pulse on Parks Survey Centre. 

Data Coding 
Coding each retumed survey was conducted from 8:00 a.m. to 8:ûû p.m. Monday to Friday, and 
Saturday from 8:00 a.m. to noon, from 199 1 December 5, to 1992 January 15. A team of 
temporary employees and contmcted personnel were orientated, trained, and supervised by Caigaq 
Parks & Recreation Staff. Strict procedures were introduced and al1 staff were trained in their 
application (Attachment 4). Shifts were limited to 6 hours in order to maximize efficiency and limit 
errors due to fatigue. 

Cornputer coding sheets were prepared for each retumed questionnaire (Attachrnent 5). Each 
questionnaire waç coded in sequence and placed in storage binders holding 1500 questionnaires. 
Each binder was in tum recorded, sequenced and stored pending data entq. Al1 comments received 
in the 1 s t  section of the questionnaire were photocopied, sequenced and placed in storage for 
review in the future. 

All responses given on retumed questionnaires were coded numerically. That is a nurneric value 
was assigned to each response aven (eg. I='Yes', 2='No'). This is a standard technique used to 
expedite the analysis of data. Open ended responses indicated in the 'other' category to each 
question were entered into a Watplus program for data storage using a specified protocol. 
(Attachent 6). A record of each comment received is available at the Planning Section of Calgary 
Parks & Recreation. 

Errors in logic, such as responding to a question with more than one response or answerhg a 
question that one was supposed to skip, were given the code 'invalid'. A 'no response' to a 
question was also assigned. A vefification program of codïrming every Lûth coded questionnaire 
was also conducted. 

Data Entry 
A1I completed coding sheets were transferred to the Operation Support Section of the City of 
Calgary's Data Processing Services Department (D.P.S.D.). Data entry was conducted by a 
contracted data entry firm. Responses, as coded, were entered into a standard data entry file 
structure and returned by computer tape to the O p e d o n s  Support Section. Here data was 
configured and placed on to a CMS-Xedit computer file for data storage. 

Data Verification and Editing 
The data file stored on the D.P.S.D. account was divided electronically into uuits of 1500 records 
(representing questionnaires) according to the sequenced binders originaliy prepared during the 
data coding process (Attachment 7). A test file of 1500 units was run using a custornized Statistical 
Analysis System program. Anticipating a keying error of 03% (which is an industry guideline) 
each record was checked for keying errors, rnissing data etc. When an error was found, the Survey 
Coordinator venfied the record with the original computerized coding sheet or the original 
questionnaire (if required) and made the appropriate change (Attachent 8). Once verified the test 
file of 1500 records was sent back to the D.P.S.D. computer account for safe keeping. This 
process was repeated until al146384 valid questionnaires were checked. On1 y two (2) missing 
cases are now found in the entire data file. 

Once all retumed suweys were verified and entered, a complete date file was merged and 
configured by D.P.S.D. This file was transferred electronically to the Ranning Section of Calgary 
Parks & Recreation for data analysis. Data a d y s i s  is k ing  conducted through the application of a 
customized Statistical Analysis System program. 



Survey Instrument 
The instrument used in this survey was a self-administered questionnaire. The questionnaire was 
prepared in a booklet form and distributed via the distribution method earlier described. 

A Terms of Reference was prepared for the suwey. It identified the survey's goal and objectives. 
Based upon these, topic areas were outlined for the survey. Each topic area referred to a potential 
issue that may be required to be reviewed in the master planning process for the Heart of the 
Valley-Urban Parks Project. In addition topic areas related to the strategic planning promgam 
(Policies & Prionties Plan) of Calgary Parks & Recreation were also integrated where possible. 

Based upon each topic area a series of draft questions were prepared by the study team. The study 
team was made up of Calgary Park & Recreation staff members. Draft questions were reviewed 
and refined by the study team. Primarily using close ended and Lickert scaie formats a draft of the 
questionnaire was prepared. The graphics and configuration of the instrument were completed by 
the Graphics Section of Calgary Parks & Recreation. 

A final draft was prepared and a pre-test was conducted. The pre-test was conducted with 20 
volunteer staff members from different sections of Calgary Parks & Recreation. Test subjects were 
not given any pnor notice of the test nor were they familiar with the project itself. 

Following a review of the results of the pre-test, changes were made to the questionnaire. A final 
draft version was then sent out for review to the Mayor's Office, Commissioner's Office, 
Aldermanic Offices, Director of Calgary Parks & Recreation, Director of Planning & Building, and 
Director of Engineering and Environmental Services. In addition, draft copies were sent to other 
City staff who possess expertise in survey design. Their comments were solicited. This inciuded 
members of the Transportation Department and the Corporate Resources Department. The final 
version of the questionnaire incorporated comments received from al1 of the above, where 
technically appropnate and feasi ble. 

Questionnaire Format 
a) Introduction 
This section was placed on the front cover of the questionnaire. It provided the respondent with 
specific information related to the Heart of the Valley-Urban Parks Project. It outlined the goals 
and scope of the project and encouraged their participation. lt was signed by the Director of 
Calgary Parks & Recreation. 

b )Instmctions 
A map of the area under review in the Heart of the Valley-Urban Parks Project and instructions for 
completing the questionnaire were contained on page two (2) of the bookiet. A telephone number 
for more information and instructions relating to the returning procedure was also included. 

C) General Psïk Use 
This section of the questionnaire was designed to measure the current level of park use and identify 
reasons for use or non-use. In addition respondents were asked to identify the Ievel of importance 
that they place on parks and open spaces. 

d) Heart of the Valley-Urban Parks Project 
In this section of the questionnaire respondents were asked to review a number of issues related to 
the river valley system. Respondents were asked to identify the issues that they felt should be 
addressed in the master planning process for the Heart of the Valley-Urban Parks Project. These 
issues were categorized into four main areas: pathways, protection and care of open space, river 
valley facilities, and interpretive facilities. 

e) Park Functions 
Within this section of the questionnaire, respondents were asked to indicate their use of different 



park and open space amenities. This included both local (community) and regional (city wide) open 
space features. Respondents were asked to identify their use according to a scale presented. The 
scale did have a minor technical error in that the sale went from ' 2  to 10 times per month', to 
'more than 1 1 times per month', therefore if someone visited exactly 11 times per month the scale 
could be seen as inaccurate. Due to the minor nature of this technical flaw it is not considered to 
have had a negative impact on the results. 

In addition this section provided respondents with an opporhxnity to rate the quality of the parks 
and opens spaces that they have experienced both locally (in and around their community) and 
re$onally (on a city wide basis). As well one final question provided an opportunity to identify a 
pnonty for open space funding. 

f) Information About You 
In this section the respondent was asked to provide some basic demographic information about 
themselves and their household, Requesting this information is standard. It i s  asked in order to 
identify specific trends relative to diffenng dem~~graphic characteristics. 

g) Comments 
In this section respondents were provided an open ended opportunity to write down any additional 
comments that they might have conceming the Heart of the Valley-Urban Parks Project. 

h) Summary 
Respondents were thanked for their participation. A reminder as  to the retuming procedure was 
also given. 

Response rate 
Of the 267,779 questionnaires sent out, 46,384 valid questionnaires were returned as of 1992 
January 1 1. This represents an overall response rate of 173%. This retum rate more than meets 
the stated objectives of the survey and falls wi thin the histonc response rate achieved in similar 
surveys* 

As rnentioned previously in Section 3.0 an objective of the survey, and in fact one of the main 
reasons for using such an al1 encompassing distribution methoci, was to generate response levels 
that would ailow for statistically reliable generalizations to the population, at the community level. 
As a result of the ovenvhelrning response this objective was met in approximately 64% of 
Calgary's comrnunity areas.2 It is important to note that many community areas have a very small 
number of househoid units. In cases where the totd number of household units is 500 or less, 
standard sarnple site would require a response rate of 45% or more. There are however means by 
which statistically reliable sample sizes can be generated. This could include cornbining community 
areas that are contiguous. 
This statisiical level of confidence can be further applied to much larger units of analysis. These 
include an analysis of results on a city wide, quadrant, and ward by ward basis. In addition 
9 - Those communities where the rcsponse rate is below the level required to statistically providc a ievel of confidencc 
of 95% (P.4.05) include the following : 
AbbeydaIc,AIberta Park/Raddison Heights, Applewood, Bonavista Downs, Banff Trail, B-iew 
BridgeiancüRiversidc, Britamia,Cambrian Hei@ts,CFB-Harvey,Cume.Lincoln hli, Cliff Bungalow, Coach 
HilllPattcrson Heights,Connaught, Deer Ridge, Ea@e Ridge, Eau Claire, Elbow Park, Erin Woods, Erlton, Elboy., 
Fainfiew, Forest Heights, Forest b w n ,  Gmnwood, H i g h w d ,  Highland Park, Hounsfielld Heights, Inglewood, 
Maple Ridge, Manchester, Martindaie/Tandale, Meadowlark Park, Mission, Monteray Park, North Glenrnorc, 
Parkhill, Penbrooke, Pincridge, Point McKay, RamsayRideau/Roxboro, Rosscarroock, Rosemont, Rutland Park, 
Saddleridge, Shaganappi, Shawnee Slopes, Southview, Spruce Cliff, Stnthcona, Sunalta, University Heights, 
Victoria hk, Vista Heights, Windsor Park, Winston Heights. 



analysis based upon other natural occumng groupings, (eg. those aged 20-24) is available given 
the size of the data base. 

In al1 cases, the statistical level of confidence required for the individual strata (eg. quadrant, ward 
or community area) is 95% (P.4.05). This means that 19 times out of 20, the results would be the 
same, assuming the application of similar survey procedures, plus or minus 5%. In the cases 
where larger date sets are available, such as on a city wide, quadrant or ward ba i s  a higher level of 
confidence is available, although the standard statistical measure of confidence of 95% (P.4*05) 
is used. In the vast rnajority of social science research 95% (P.cû.05) is the generally accepted 
standard. 

Although al1 occupied residential dwellings were to receive a survey package, Calgary Parks & 
Recreation along with Canada Post received approximately 60 telephone calls or letten from 
individuals who said that they had not received a questionnaire. According to Canada Post, the 
anticipated error rate of delivery is 0.25%. This rate is confirmed by Canada Post's Admail 
Supervisors who verify the delivery rate on each postal route (520 total routes) by randomly 
selecting six (6) residences and either visually or by talking to a resident confitrm delivery. 

Certainly there may be a number of cases where individuals were unaware of the survey and 
therefore threw it away, assuming it was advertising mail. Others may have thrown it away 
unknowingly, oot seen it in the package of mail delivery that day or another member of the 
household may have disposed of it, therefore they would not be aware of the survey. These 
occurrences are however unavoidable. 

The reason for not sending out a substitute questionnaire relates to not allowing for any 
opportunity for a household to respond more than once. This is a critical and standard data control 
measure. Not allowing for any opportunity to respond more than once is applied in almost every 
survey. In the case of the Pulse on Parks, Urban Parks Survey, the census approach provided 
enough responses to allow for a detailed analysis of results. 

Respondent Profile 
Of those who responded to the Pulse on Parks, Urban Parks Survey, a majority reside in the 
Northwest (29.5%) and the Southwest (29.0%) quadrants of the city. A comparison, based upon 
quadrant, of the residential location of respondents to the actual quadrant distribution is presented 
in Figure 2. Within the margin of enor of 5% there is a minor under representation of those 
respondents residing in the Southwest, although it should be noted that there were a number of 
respondents (1.7%) who indicate that they lived 'downtown', the majonty of which is in the 
Southwest quadrant. 

For the Northeast however, there is a clear under representation. According to the 1991 City of 
Calgary Census 18.0% of al1 residential dwellings are located in the Northeast. Only 10.3 % of 
those who responded to this survey indicate they reside in this quadrant. 

A further comparison of the demographic characteristics of those who responded to the population 
at large reveals that there is an under representation of males. That is 54.1 % of respondents were 
female and 42.8% were male. According to the latest census information (l991), 50.1 % of 
Calgary's population are female and 49.W0 are male. 

Relative to age, it is important to note that the segment of the population aged fourteen ( 14) and 
under were not targeted in the data collection program. This segment was not accounted for 
because the survey was directed to 'one adult' member of the bousehold. An adult member of the 
household was requested to respond on behalf of the entire household. For the purposes of this 
survey an adult member was considered any member of the household a p d  fifteen (1 5) and over. 
As a result, the percentage of the population typically found in the age group 0- 14 (21 -6%) is 



absorbed by al1 of the other age ,mups. Given the margin of e m r  earlier described (+/-5%) the 
age proups of 2û-24' 5564, and 65+ are al1 congruent with actual population (Figure 4). 
However, exceptions relate to the age group î544,4554 and 15 19. As for the 25-44 age group 
this age group represents a majority of those who responded (56.6%). In the population this group 
accounts for 39.8%. There is also an over representation in the age group 45%. They rnake up 
15.6% of the respondent group compared to 9.9% in the population at large. 

The 15-19 age group, on the other hand, are under represented. in the population this ape group 
accounts for 6.1 %. Relative to those who responded, this age group makes up 0.8%. This 
phenomenon is consistent with other surveys of this nature, when it is anticipated that the majority 
of adult members of any household tend to be aged 20 or older. 

In terms of describing the living arrangement with others in the residence, 38.2% of respondents 
descnbed themselves as 'a couple with children at home' and 30.9% descnbed themselves as a 
'couple'. 

A final question asked respondents to describe their current activity level. More than 34.6% 
descnbed themselves as being active (ie. daily walker, jogger, exerciser, etc.) and 38.2% 
described themselves as semi active (ie. weekly walker, jogger, exerciser, etc.). 

Snmmary of Resnlts 
The foilowing section provides an outline of the frequency of response recorded for each question 
in the questionnaire. The response is provided in terms of a relative percentage of the total sample 
of 46,384 units. Overall, more than 87% of respondents rated the importance of Calgary's parks as 
either 'very important' or important'. indeed 63.6% of respondents overall, indicate that parks are 
'very important'. ûetailed cross tabuiations by age, gender and other socio-dernographic 
cornpansons will be available in later reports. 

a) General Park Use 
Overall respondents indicate that they use parks in Calgary often. In fact, 47.4% indicate that they 
use the park system '2 to 10 timedmonth' and 183% would consider themseives regular users as 
they indicate that they use the park system 'more than 11 timeshonth'. 

Respondents also indicate that the main reason for visiting a park is to 'enjoy nature' (26.3%). A 
significant number of other respondents provide differing reasons such as 'to exercise' ( 17.4%), 
'to participate in recreation, sport or leisure' (166%) or 'to relax' (14.1%). There was no 
significant difference arnong respondents from either gender nor was there a difference based upon 
the description of the household (eg. Single Parent versus Couple). However respondents aged 
20-24 and 25-44 indicate higher levels of sport and exercise use. 

Respondents also indicate that the most cornmon reason for not using the parks system is 'poor 
weather' (18.9%). Other reasons for non-use include; 'too far away' (17.6%)' ' tm busy' 
(16.6%), and 'too crowded' (12.7%), 8.8% of femaie respondents indicated that personal security 
was the main reason for their non-use. This compares to 4.0% of male respondents. 

Overall, more than 87% of respondents rated the importance of Calgary's parks as either 'very 
important' or 'important' and of these 63.6% of respondents overall, indicate that parks are 'very 
important'. Although there was no significant difference based u p n  household description there is 
a noted reduction in the level of importance among those indicating Lower activity levels. 

b) Heart of the Valley-Urban Parks Project 
In this section respondents were asked to review a series of issues related to the river valley 



system. They were asked to identify those issues which they felt needed to be addressed in the 
Heart of the Valley-Urban Parks Roject. Issues were outlined and described in four (4) main 
categories: pathways, protection and care of open space, river valley facilities, and interpretive 
facilities. Space was provided to allow a response not noted in the prescribed categories. 

C) Pathway Issues 
Respondents were asked to provide an indication as to how important they felt a series of pathways 
issues were to the master planning process. [Responses were as follows:[ 

Issue Percentage (%) Percentage (%) 
Strongly Agree + Agree Strongly Disagree + Disagree 

Pathway safety 
Arnenities (eg. Benches) 
Pathway surfaces 
Connections to adjacent communities 
Pathway access for the disabled 
Bridge crossings 
Pathway s i g s  
Connections to outlying cornmunities 

Overall, 85.2% of respondents indicate that they 'strongly agree' o r  'agree' that pathway safety is 
an issue that needs to be addressed. Female respondents. more so than male respondents, support 
this notion. Approximately 87.9%0 of females indicate that they either 'strongly agree' or  'agree' 
with its inclusion. This compares to 83.2% of male respondents. In addition female respondents 
agreed more than male respondents that a review of pathway signs and access for the disabled is 
necessary. 

Respondents aged 20-24 and 25-44 a,med more strongly than other age groups, that connections 
to outlying communities is an issue to be addressed. Furthermore, the respondent group aged 65 
and over indicate relatively lower support for a review of pathways sipns, pathway surfaces, and 
bridges. 

Support for connections to adjacent comrnunities was strongest among those respondents with 
children, as 3 1.2% of respondents describing their household as a couple with children and 3 1.2% 
of single parent households strongly support this notion. This compares to 233% of those living 
aione, 24.4% of couples, 26.4% of those living wi th roommates and 27.4% of those living with 
extended families. 

In addition to these responses there were 9.2% of respondents who indicate that there were 'other' 
pathways issues that they felt should be addressed. 

d)  The Protection and Cwe of Open Space 
In this section respondents identified the level of appropriateness that they place on particular 
strategies for the care and protection of open space.Overal1 respondents feel that a review of 
acquiring lands identified as environmentally sensitive and acquiring lands in order to complete the 
river valley system is most appropriate. Interestin@y, male nspondents more so than female 
respondents indicate greater support for the acquisition of lands to complete the river valley 
system. Approxirnately 39.970 of males indicated that this is 'very appropriate'. This compares to 
3 1.Wo of female respondents. It should also be noted that there is more support among younger 
respondents (20-24 and M) for the review of land acquisition for environmentally sensitive 
areas and land acquisition in order to complete the river valley systern. This age group was also 
more supportive of the notion of preserving open space and prohibiting human use, as well as 
preserving open space for wildlife use. 



In addition, female respondents indicate @=ter support for preservingopen space for wildlife use 
and increased public education pro-ams, 38.1% of these respondents indicate that preserving 
open space for wildlife use is 'very appropriate'. This compares to 29.6% of their male 
counterparts. Relative to the notion of increasing public education programs, 343% of female 
respondents indicate that this is 'very appropriate'. Only 25.6% of male respondents agreed. 

e) River Valley Facilities 
In this section respondents were asked to identify the necessity of a series of potential nver valley 
facilities.Overal1 respondents to the Pulse on Parks, Urban Parks Survey identified nature trails as 
a facility related issue that is most necessary to include in the planning process for the Heart of the 
Valley-Urban Parks Project. Responses provide by female respondents (indicating that it is 'very 
necessary') show that they are most likely to support nature trails (45.8%)' rest areas (36.6%) and 
picnic areas (27.8% ). Male respondents, on the hand. indicate lower support (as identified by 
those indicating that it is 'very necessary'), with 38.0%, 27.0% and 21.8% respectively. 

Respondents from the age groups 2û-24 and 25-44 were more supportive of nature trails than their 
older counterparts (aged 45 and over). While the age groups 4554,5564, and 65+ were more 
supportive of rest stops. 

O Interpretive Facilities 
As part of this sections review of the potential elements for the nver valley system, respondents 
were asked to indicate whether or not they felt that an interpretive theme should be included in the 
Heari of the Valley-Urban Parks Pmject Overall71.2% indicated ' yes' and of these 44.2% 

g) Park Functions 
Given the current variety of opportunities available within Caigary's existing park system. this 
section provided respondents with the opportunity to identify their cument level of park use and 
rate the quality of these features. In order to provide a consistent point of reference, the Pulse on 
Parks, Urban Parks Survey classified the current open space system into two basic categories: (1 
local open space and (2) regional open space. This is consistent with existing park planning and 
park classification procedures used by Calgary Parks & Recreation. 

Local open space refers to those parks and open spaces that are found in and around ones local 
community. Examples of this type of open space would be a local tot lot, local walkway systern, or 
the play fields found at an elementary school. Regional open space, on the other hand, refers to 
that open space, in and around the city. which is designed on a much lager  scale. These sites can 
incorporate much larger scale recreation and leisure opportunities. Regional elemeots are often 
designed to service a particular region or the entire city. Examples of this type of open space 
provision would be Nose Hill Park, Rince's Island, Edworthy Park, Bowness Park or Raine 
Winds Park. 

g) i . Local Park and Open Space 
The first point that respondents were asked to consider was their local open space. They were 
asked to identify their use of this open space and they were asked to rate the quality of the parks 
and open space system in their local community. A reference to six (6) use categories of open 
space provision was used. These represent typical uses or activities associated with comrnunity 
based open space. These include: structured sports (eg. League Softball), unstructured sports (ep. 
Frisbee), informa1 play (ie. Tot lot Use), walking'jogging etc., relaxation, and getting 
aroundlcommuting. These categones were designed to elicit responses based upon the major 
functions provided by local open space. Additional uses could be identified by the respondent by 
using the space provided to wnte in a response under the 'other' category. Only 4.0% of those 
who responded took this opportunity. Overall the comrnunity use most often noted was walking. 
Approximately 683% of those who responded indicate that they use the open space found in and 
around their community for this purpose '2 or more tirnes per month'. 



In tems of an assessrnent of the quality of these local park amenities, respondents overall indicate 
that those uses associated with walking and relaxation rate the highest. This may suggest, that on 
an city wide basis, respondents are pleased with the ability of their community based open space to 
provide for their most frequent use. Of al1 these catepries there seems to be a minor level of 
concem relate to cornmuting, relaxation opportunities, and walkingljogging. That is 9.2%. 7.2%, 
and 6.0% of respondents rated their local open space relative to these uses as -poor'. 

g) ii Regional parks and Open Space 
ln order to provide a context for the types of activities that primarily take place in parks and open 
space that are regional in scope, different use catepries for regional parks and open space were 
presented . Respondents were asked to identify their current level of use and rate the quality of 
regional parks relative to eight typical use categories. These catepries include the followingi 
structured athletic events (eg. Baseball Tournaments), special events (eg. Fun Run), picniclung 
and family outin., cultural or festival events (eg. Canada Day), walkingljoggi~g-etc., nature 
appreciation, pttmg around/cornmuting, and outdoor education. Apain any additional uses. not 
described in the questionnaire could be identified by the respondent by using the space provided to 
write in a response under the 'other' category. Only 23% of respondents did indicate a use other 
than those presented. 

On a ci ty wide basis respondents utilize regional open space most frequently for walking'jogging - 
etc. More than 59.6% of those who responded to the Pulse on Parks, Urban Parks Survey indicate 
that they regularly (1 1+ timedmonth) or often (2- 10 tirnesimonth) utilize city wide parks for this 
purpose. Approximately 50.0% indicate the same usage level for nature appreciation. 

As it relates to the quality of these regional facilities, respondents indicate that regional parks best 
service walking and picnicking/farnily outings . It is however important to point out that a large 
percentage of respondents (approximatel y 30% ) indicate that they were ' not sure' about 

h) Priorities for Open Space Funding 
Given limited resources respondents overall indicate that the priority for open space funding should 
be ' parks for wal ks, picnics & general use' and ' pathway and trail systems' . Of those who 
responded, 285% indicate support for general use parks (parks for walks, picnics, etc.) and 
27.7% support the pathway system as the priority for open space funding given limited resources. 

Futore Reports. 
To optimize the return on investment, and to manage the substantial retum and subsequent 
information available, the preparation of a senes of reports will be required. Each report will 
analyze a particular facet of the responses received. Trends will be examined, biases will be 
identified, and a detailed analysis of the relationships and correlations that exist will be described. 

[n Section II of this Volume (Volume 1) an overview of the results will be presented on a ward by 
ward basis. Section III will describe, in detail, the level of support relative to the issues that are felt 
:O be appropriate for review in the master planning pmcess for the Heart of the Valley-Urban Parks 
Project. Specific support levels will be descnbed and the particular biases that may be apparent in 
:he population will be identified. 
Following the completion of this report Volume II will provide a detailed anal ysis of the resul ts 
~elative to the major uses of open space described by respondents. This review will look at the 
.evel of support for particular open space allocations, features, and ameni ties as well as descri be 
:he interrelationships that exist in the population. 

Section V of Volume II in particular will provide an opportunity to evaluate the current provision of 
open space relative to the current usage levels, importance, and existing types of open space 



allocations. This anatysis will provide debiled support and background information for the Policie! 
and Priorities Plan of Calgary Parks & Recreation. Particular open space allocations that require 
additional attention or those where potential efficiencies are available will be described. [The 
outline of reports in Volume I I  is as foltows:l 

Volume II 
Section 1: Detailed Report & Analysis of Resuits- Stnictured & Unstmctured Sports 
Section II: Detailed Report & Analysis of Resuits- Informa1 Play, Walking & Jogging 
Section III: Detailed Report & Anal ysis of Results-Festivals, Cul turai and Special Events 
Section IV: Detailed Report & Analysis of Results- Relaxation and Nature Appreciation 
Section V: Detailed Report & Analysis of Results-Importance versus 

Performance Evaluation of Parks & Open Space Allocation 

Conclusion 
Following City Council's 199 l July 04approval of the Heart of the Valley, Calgary's Riverine 
Urban Parks Project Concept Plan, Calgary Parks & Recreation undertook the completion of a 
public opinion survey. As one of the public participation strategies outlined in the Concept Plan, 
the 1 9 9 1  Pulse on Parks, Urban Parks Survey was designed to provide Caigarians with an 
opportunity to participate in the identification of issues related to the planning process envisioned 
for the Heart of the Valley - Urban Parks Project. The 1 9 9 1  Pulse on Parks, Urban Parks Survey 
has increased the level of community awareness with regards to the Urban Parks Project. 

Moreover, the availability of the 1991 Pulse on Parks. Urban Parks Survey to provide an objective 
baseline of information, at the community level, as it relates to the open space uses, preferences, 
and priorities of Calgarians is apparent- Additional applications of the information available from 
this survey is anticipated. These include the preparation of Caigary Parks & Recreation's Policies 
& Priorities Plan, and inclusion in the ongoing discussions between the City, School Boards. and 
the development industry over open space allocation. 

Given these applications and the significant response rate achieved, the 199 1 Pulse on Parks. 
Urban Parks Survey will serve as an objective description of public opinion relative to park and 
open space, preferences, and priorities. 

(Excerpt from Technical Report and Snmmary of Responses) 



APPENDIX IX 

1991 Pulse on Parks (POP) Summary of Frequency Responses (N=46,384) 
(esccrprfrorn Pulse on Parks 1991 Urban Parks Suwey Summary Report) 

1) General Park Use 
The riverways and pathways of Calgary are an important feature of our existing parks system. The 
Heart of the Valley Urban Parks Project can improve this system. In order to set the stage for the 
overall project we would like to ask you sorne basic questions about your park use in general. 

1. How often do you use parks in Calgary? Would you Say that you... 
18.3% Regularly use the parks (more than 1 l+ timeslmonth) 
47.4% Often use the parks (2- 10 timeslmonth) 
28.0% Rarely use the parks (less than 2 timedmonth) 

3.7% Never use the parks (O timedmonth) 
23% No response 
0.3% Invalid 

2 .  When you visit a park o r  open space, within Calgary, what is usually the main 
reason for your visit? 
14.1 % To relax 
3.0% T o  visit/socialize 
16.6% T o  participate in recreatiodsport/leisureactivities 
1 7.4% T o  exercise 
26.3% T o  enjoy nature 
7.2% T o  walk my dog 
2.5% 1 don? visit parks 
3.0% Other 
2.0% No response 
7.9% Invalid 

3. There are a namber of reasons why people do not nse parks. Please indicate 
the most common reason why yon would not use the parks system. 
17.6% Too far away 
3.9% Nothing to do there 
16.6% Too busy 
1.4% Too expensive 

1 2.7% Too crowded 
18.9% Poor weather 
6.7% Lack of personal security 
2.0% Personal health 
0.6% Don't like the parks 
6.9% Other 
9.6% No response 
3.0% Invalid 

4. Overail, how important are Calgary's parks and open spaces to you? 
63.6% Very important 
24.2% Important 
8.3% Somewhat important 
1 -6% Not important 
0.7% No opinion 
1.6% No response 
0.1% Invalid 



II) Heart of the Valley, Urban Parks Projeet 
The following section deals with a nurnber of issues related directly to the Heart of the Valley 
Urban Parks Project. We would like to p t  your opinions on Pathways, Open Space, River Valley 
Facil ities and Interpretive Faci li ties. 

A. Pathways 
Pathways are one of the features under review in the Heart of the Valley Urban Park  Roject. You 
have the opportunity to help us  identify issues related to pathways. Please read each statement 
listed below and indicate w hether you agree, or not, that i t is an issue that needs &O be addressed. 

Invalid Simngly .\grre Diugrec Strongi: So So 
.-\grecc Disagrec Opinion Responsc 

1. Connections to adjacent communities 0.1 % 27.3% 48.5% 6.9% 1.4% 9.8% 5.9% 
2. Connections to outlying communities 0.1% 16.2% 43.1% 14.3% 2.8% 16.1% 7.5% 
3. Amenities (eg. Benches. viewpoints) 0.1 % 30.2% 48.4% 8.3% 1.7% 3.7% 5.6% 
4. Bridge crossings 0.1% 24.5% 50.0% 7.4% 1.2% 9.0% 7.7% 
5. Pathwav surfaces O. 1 % 29.3% 46.7% 9.0% 1.6% 6.2% 7.0% 
6. pathwiy signs O. 1% 24.8% 47.7% 10.5% 1.9% 7.3% 7.7% 
7. Pathway safety 0.2% 47.9% 37.3% 4.5% 1.0% 3.3% 5.8% 
8. Pathway access for the disabled O. 1 % 30.9% 44.7% 5.6% 1.5% 10.5% 6.7% 
9. Other 0.9% 7.7% 1.5% 0.1% 0.2% 3.1% 86.6% 

B. Open Space 
The protection and care of open space, including environmentally sensitive areas, is also under 
review in the Heart of the Valley Urban Parks Project. Calgary Parks & Recreation plays an active 
role in this area. We would like to get your opinion on what the main focus should be. How 
appropriate are the follomng to you? 

1. Acquire lands identified 
as environmentally sensitive. 

2. Acquire lands to complete 
the river valley system. 

3. Develop open space and 
allow controlled human use. 

4. Preserve open space 
and prohibit human use. 

5. Preserve open space for wildlife use. 
6. Increase public education programs. 
7. Other 

OINV IVAP ZAPP 

* Denotes one missing case 

C. River Valley Facilities 
A variety of facilities are potentially available in the river valley system. Please provide an 
indication of how necessary you think the following are. 

1. Play areas 
2. Rest stops 
3. Picnic areas 
4. Nature trails 
5. View points 
6. Beaches 
7. Boat Iaunches 
8. Other 



D. Interpretive Facilities 
Calgary's waterways have a rich and varied history which may provide interesting educational and 
interpretive opportunities. Do you think that interpretive themes should be developed for the 
different areas of the river and pathway system? 

71.2% Yes* 
14.3% No 
1 1.7% No opinion 
2.7% No response 

* If yes, which of the fobwing options do you prefer? 
32.7% A self-guided interpretive program. 
25.0% A sign system illustrating park theme(s). 
3.9% A s i n ~ l e  interpretive facility. 
7.7% A senes of interpretive facilities. 
0.6% ûther 
1.8% lnvalid 
2.4% No response 
25.9% No answer required 

IU) Park Fnnctions 
Calgary's parks and open space system offers a wide variety of recreation, sport and leisure 
opportunities. Some of these opportunities are provided to meet needs on a local cornmunity basis 
whiie others meet city wide open space needs. Community based needs are typically serviced by 
the parks and open spaces located in and around yourcommunity- City wide needs, on the other 
hand, are typically provided for by larger scale parks and open spaces tbat can ailow greater 
numbers of people and activities. 

In order to set the priori ties for the Heart of the Valley Urban Parks Project, we would like to get 
an idea on how often you use existing parks and open spaces for different types of activities. In 
addition we would like your opinion on the overall quality ofour parks and your preferences for 
future park developments. 

A. In And Aroond Yonr Community 
( i )  In and around your community you will find a number of parks and open spaces. PIease tell us 
how often you use these areas in terms of the following types of activities. 

t . Stmctured sports (eg. League softball) 
2. Unstructured spmts (eg. Frisbee) 
3. Informa1 play (ie. Totiots) 
4. Walking, jogging etc. 
5. Relaxation 
6- Getting around/comrnuting 
7. ûther 

ii) Based upon your experience, how would you rate the overall quality of your local parks and 
open spaces in ternis of the following types of activities? 

Invalid Eallcnr Good Adauaie P w r  Sot S u e  SLI 
Rcspanse 

1. Structured sports (eg. League softball) 0.1 % 1 1.2% 28.5% 16.9% 5.1 % 28.5% 9.8% 
2. Unstructured sports (eg. Frisbee) 0.0% 13.0% 35.7% 23.7% 3.7% 14.0% 9.8% 
3. Informa1 play (le. ~ o t l & )  
4. Walking, jogging etc. 
5. Relaxation 



B. In And Aroand The City 
(i) In addition to the parks and open space available in and around your community, there are a 
number of larger parks, natural areas and regional pathways located throughout our city. 
Calganans from many communities use these areas. Other than golf courses, please indicate how 
often you use city wide parks for the following types of activities 

Timcs pcr month 

1. Structured athletic events (eg. Tournaments) 
2. Special events (ie. Fun Run) 
3. Picnicking or family outings 
4. Cultural or festival events (eg. Canada Day) 
5. Walking, jogging, etc. 
6. Nature appreciation 
7. Getting aroundlcommuting 
8. Outdoor education 
9. Other 

Regubrik- mtcn Rarcly Sever 50 
i l+ 2-10 (1 0 Response 

2.4% 9.1 % 25.1 % 54.3% 9.0% 
1.1 % 6.5% 37.4% 45.2% 9.7% 
3.6% 25.8% 47.6% 14.7% 83% 
2.2% 13.1 96 50.3% 24.9% 9.4% 

20.1% 39.5% 26.4% 7.8% 6.1% 
13.9% 36.1 % 32.4% 9.5% 7-99'0 
6.2% 13.7% 28.2% 41 .O% 10.9% 
2.4% 9.8% 33.6% 43.4% 10.8% 
0.9% 0.Wo 0.5% 3.1% 94.1 % 

(ii) Based upon your experïence, how would you rate the overall quality of these city wide parks in 
terms of the following types of activities. 

nvalid Excellent Goud Adqiwic Poor SOI Sure Sv 

Responsc 

1 .Structured athletic events 0.0% 9.W028.9% 15.6% 1.8% 34.0% 9.8% 
2.Special events (ie. Fun Run) 0.1% 83% 30.4% 19.4% 1 3 %  30.2% 10.3% 
3.Picnicking or family outings 0.1% 13.7%40.2%24.8%3.9% 8.7% 8.6% 
4.Cultural o r  festival events 0.1% 12.4% 35.4% 21.7% 23% 18.2% 10.0% 
S.Walking, jogging, etc. 0.1% 25.1% 43.1% 17.5% 2.2% 5.1% 7.0% 
6.Nature appreciation 0.18 16.7% 37.5% 2223% 6.0% 8.4% 8-5% 
7.Getting aroundcommuting 0.1% 7.3% 24.4% 21.0% 6.2% 29.7% 11.2% 
8.0utdoor education 0.0% 5.1% 20.1% 22.6% 9.0% 31.5% 11.7% 
9.0ther 0.5% 0.4% 0.6% 0.4% 0.6% 2.8% 94.7% 

C. Parks and Open Space Priorities 
Given limited resources, what do you think open space funding priorities should be? 

4.4% Invalid 
1.5% Formal athletic fields for structured sports 
1.6% Informal play fields for unstnictured activities 
4.8% Local playgrounds and totlots 

27.7% Pathways and trail systems 
5.6% Local parks for relaxation 

14.7% Natural areas 
4.6% Long and narrow walkways winding through your community 

28.5% Parks for watks, picnics & general use 
1.3% Other 
5.2% No response 

IV) Information About You 
1 . Which commanity do you live in? (sec Technid Report for community districts listcd) 
9 . Please indicate yonr age gronp... 

0.8% 15-19 
4.2% 20-24 
56.6% 25-44 
15.6% 45-54 
11.2% 55-64 
10.2% 65+ 
0.4% lnvalid 
1 .O% No Response 



3 .  Please indicate your gender ... 
42.8% Male 
54.1 % Femaie 

1.4% Invalid 
1.7% No response 

4.  How would yon describe p a r  present househoid situation? 
16.1 % Living done 
4.8% Living witb rmmrnate(s) 

30.9% Couple 
38.2% Couple witti children at home 
4.1 % Single parent 
2.7% Living with extended farnily 
1.4% Other 
0.3% Invalid 
1.4% No response 

5 .  How would gon rate yoar present physical activity Ievel? 
34.6% Active - (ie. Daily watker, jogger, exerciser. cyclist etc.) 
38.2% Semiactive - (ie. Weekiy walker, jogger, exerciser, cyclist etc.) 
18.3% Occasional - (ie. Monthly walker, jogger, exerciser, cyclist etc.) 
4.0% No physical activity - (ie, Physically able but do not engage in activity) 
2.2% Mobility restricted - (ie. PhysicaI impairment due to health) 
0.9% ûiher 
0.6% Invalid 
1.3% No response 

V) Comments 
1 . b  you have any additional comments that you would iike to make about the 

priorities for the Head of the Valley Urban Parks Project? 
41.3% Cornments given (N= 19,000t) 
58.7% No cornment 

(Excerpted [and modifiedl from Appendix 1 - Surnmary of Results, Pulse o n  Parks 1991 Urban 
Parks Survey Summary Report [Calgary Parks & Recreation, 1993: 18-24]]. 

Due to the high number of comments entered, the comments were examined to ensure that the 
responses of the survey participants were accuratdy represented. After the sample of these 
comments had been selected [N=3931, eleven f 1 1) categories for the respnses were established. 
The categories and the number of responses is as foliows: (E~cerpied [and rnoditiedl [rom S u m m ~ .  p a y  8) 

Categories 

2 .  Walkinp, Jogging: & Cycling 
2. Natural Areas & Limi ted Development 
3. Cosnt;!lmentary 
4- Betizr Access &Connections, More Paths 
5. More Amenities 
6, Dog Related Issues 
7. More Parks & Park Deveiopment 
8. Park Maintenance 
9. Negative Comments 

10. Security & Enforcement 
1 1. Other 

Responses 
#/% 

l04/26.5% 
49/ 1 2-4% 
49.12.4% 
34/8.7% 
3318.5% 
247.0% 
21/5.3% 
l9/4.8% 
18/4.6% 
1 1/2.8% 
3 117.9% 



Overview of Study Research Process 

The following flow chart illustrates how the various components of the 
cesearch process for îhis study relate to each other and to the final results. 
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