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AN APPLICATION OF BEHAVIORAL DECISION

THEORY TO RECREATION SITE SELECTION
by
Alan Eangene Watson

{ABSTRACT)

The purpose of this research was to provide an under-
standing of past efforts to predict recreation choice behav-
iore. Additionally, from this past research in recreation
and in the fields of psychology and consumer behavior, a
lexicographic semi-order mpodel was selected and tested for
applicability in approximating recreation site choices.

Testing this model required initial work in deciding upon
physical, social, and managerial attributes of a recreation
site which may be relevant to a choice decision. A frame-
#ork was developed to analyze the multitude of studies deal-
ing with recreation site attributes.

Using a microcompuater based data collection ipstrument in
a laboratory situation, the lexicogqraphic semi-order choice
model was found to be successful in predicting the elimina-
tion of alternatives from a choice set. There was a nega-
tive relationship between the level of experieance an indivi-

dual had in‘backcountry use in the Southern Appalachians and



the specificity with which they perceived attributes of the
resource. The lexicographic semi-order choice model appears
to be a feasible format for develioping microcomputer-based

decision aids for backcountry recreation site selection.
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INTRODUCTION

In the Eastern United States many managers of U.S. Forest
Service wilderness areas are reporting heavy and increasing
levels of use (Roggenbuck and Watson 1981). While there is
a gemeral lack of systematic, reliable monitoring of impacts
due to what these managers often term overuse, it is gener-
ally held that technigues to disperse users within an area
OT across areas could help reduce congestion, overuse, and
perhaps physical impacts (Hendee et al. 1978, Roggenbuck and
Fatson 1981).

To say that all Forest Service wilderness areas 1in the
East are overused would not be in agreement with managers?
assessments. Indeed, there are several areas that cite very
little use or use at such low levels that impact is negligi-
ble {(Roggenbuck and Watson 1981). Differences in use levels
of similarly managed alternative areas, for example all dis-
persed recreation alternatives within or mear a particular

national forest district, might possibly be attributed to



the public?!s ability to discriminate between areas. One
might expect thkat people would discriminate betvween areas
based upon their perception of the physical attributes of
the individual areas, activity opportunities provided, the
social attributes (e.g. number of likely encounters), dis-
tance to the specific site, cost of the visit in time and
money, and social influence factors (e.g., the "in" place to
go) Beaulieu and Schreyer {1982) have in fact recently
suggested that the public principally discriminates between
~alternative sites in a particular reqion of the western U.S.
based upon a very basic categorization schemne:z landform
{mountains, canyons); ecosystems (grasslands, forests); and
aétivity {hiking areas, c¢limbing areas).

Alternatives to visitation of a Forest Service wildermess
area often exist in the vicinity of a Forest Service dis-
trict. Within a given region one might possibly find Na-
tional Park Service wilderness, Fish and Wildlife Service
wilderaness, some state managed wilderness {(e.g., Tennessee
Pocket Wildermess), some privately owned and managed wilder-
ness {e.G., Grandfather Mountain in North <Carolina), and
many Forest Service, Park Service, and state managed back-
country opportunities. The question becomes: How do we en-
courage people 1looking for a primitive outdoor recreation

experience to avoid the areas that are currently overused?



There appear to be many viable alternmatives to such areas,
many of which might better satisfy the needs of the visi-
torse. They often are of similar landform, ecosystem type
and offer similar recreation experience opportunities. They
also oftem surpass the overused area in solitude opportuni-
ty=-

An answer to the above gquestion appears to lie in inform-
ing the mser population of the alternatives in such a manner
and at the point in time that would most influence their de-
cision among alternatives. This information might divert
some users to alternative wilderness areas or to alterna-
tives to wvilderness to relieve some pressure from overased
areas and better meet the needs of all users ({Lucas 1964,
1973; Lime 1970, 1971, 1978, 1977; Gilbert et al. 1972; Hen—
dee and Lucas 1973; 1Lime and Stankevy 1971; Lime aand Lucas

1977; Hendee et al. 1978). Krampe {1979 p. 10) states that
" ..information <could advertise specific attributes of a
wilderness to attract certain types of users, or it could
identify the range of recreation opportunities in the sur-
rounding area to divert some use away from the wilderness
area."

Past efforts at using information to disperse use have
been primarily site specific. The objective has been to

spread use over an area, or away from a certain location



within an area, by giving information to visitors as they
arrive at the site or by mailing it to them at an earlier
date. These dispersion efforts have had some success in ac-
complishing this end {Brown and Hunt 1969; Schomaker 1975;
Lucas 1981; Lime and Lucas 1977; Roggenbuck and Berrier
1981, 1982; Krumpe and Brown 1982). While this research has
been somewhat successful, there is a noticeable lack of re-
searh and understanding of the reasons why people continue
to visit overused wilderness areas whean viable alternatives
do exist {Hendee et al. 1978).

In several of the above referenced efforts to redistri-
bute use within an area, informational messages vwere most
effective for persons having little or no prior experience
in the area {Lime and Lucas 1977, Krumpe 1579, Berrier
1980) . Berrier {1980) attributes this difference in behav-
ior to the fact that visitors with coasiderable previous ex-
perience in the area already were aware of the information
which was conveyed. However, some believe that the amount
of experience a person has in a particular activity may be
linked to the perceptiom of a recreation experience and the
organization of information used to make choices im behavior
{Schreyer 1983). If this is the case, experience in the ac-
tivity by itself, irrespective of amount of experience in a

particular area, may lead to different styles of processing



of information and, thus, different behavior. One primary
differeace ian processing may be the specificity with which
the visitor cognitively evaluates attributive information.
If the specificity of the image of the recreation enviroa-
ment varies by experience oi the visitor, informational nmes-
sages to influence behavior of recreationists must vary ac-

cordingly in order to be effective.

Ooften décisions are made to visit a particular geographic
region without an actual decision concerning a specifiic ac-
tivity site. This is evidenced by the number of visitors
entering Forest Service wisitor centers aamnd district raanger
offices daily to obtain information on primitive recreation
opportanities in the immediate area. The problem which this

dissertation addresses is how to present information to vi-



sitors in order to highlight alternatives to overused wild-
erness areas. With information in hand it is believed that
recreationists may choose sites which meet their needs out-
side heavily used wildermess. The gquestion which remaimns is
one of what information to present and in what manner. The
assumnption must be made that there are viable alternatives
to overused wilderness that are either not currently being
considered in the decision process, are being considered but
are being rejected possibly due to some processing of inac-
curate ianformation omn the attributes of those alternative
sites, or the information is beinq presented in such a tedi-
ous way that visitors are not effectively using this infor-
mation in their decision making tasks.

The primary interest here is in paving the way for devel-
opment of useful decision aids to be used in backcountry re-
creation site selecticn. These decision aids would most
likely be used in a Forest Service district office or visi-
tor center or in a corresponding contact point at other land
management agencies. Currently, one wmould expect to fird
brochures and some verbal message from an attendant in a vi-
sitor center. The same written information is presented to
all wvisitors regardless of reasoas for visiting. In this
case the visitor is required to search through the informa-
tion for that which is most relevant to his or her decision

concerning where exactly to visit.



An improvement upon the brochure presentation systen
within the Forest Service 1is the Recreation Cpportunity
Guide {BDG) {UsSDA, Forest Service, 1979). The RCG is a sys-
tem that inventories National Forest recreation opportumi-
ties and presents the resulting information to the public.
The specific intent of the ROG is not to redistribute use,
but, rather, to increase the public?s awareness of and par-
ticipation in dispersed outdoor recreation activities on Na-
tional Forest and adjoining corporate owned lands. it is
believed, howewver, that increased public awareness of alter-
natives to heavily used wilderness will lead to a redistri-
bution of use. The ROG, therefore, secondarily "...seeks to
disperse recreationists through providing altermatives to
well known and over used areas" {USDA, Forest Service, 197%
Pe W)

The ROG is 1intended to be available for the recreation—
ist?s use at the visitor center or for use by a receptionist
in helping the recreationist decide upon a site for the cho-
sen activitye. Thé ROG on the Pisgah District of the Pisgah
National Forest ia North Carolina is divided into two loose
leaf notebooks: 1)trails and 2)all other recreation re-
sources on the district. dithin the trails section of the
R0G, names of trails are listed alphabetically. Various in-

formation is listed for each trail such as leagth, a mapped



location, access points, attractions and considerations, re-
conmended season, amount of use received, difficulty, and
change in elevation by distance.

The ROG for trails om the Pisgah district 1is indexed in
four ways. Trails are listed by activity {e.g., kiking,
skiing, horseback riding); by name (alphabetically); by
length (in miles); and by area {planning umnit within the
district). Using this index one could eliminate some alter-
natives based upon area, 1length of trail, and activity in-
terest. There remains the task, however, of searching
through an alphabetical listing to obtain additional infor-
mation on the remaining alternatives.

Microcomputer-yvisitor interaction systems potestially
open new possibilities in construction and application of
decision aids in this context. If a theoretically sound
method of information presentation were provided, the indi-
vidual could work interactively with the micro-coamputer to

gain personally relevant information in an efficient manner.

Specific objectives of this study are as follows:
1= to identify, from the relevant literature, those at-
tributes of an area which appear to be important in

bagckcountry recreation site choice.



2.

3a

4.

Sa

to determine if subjects <can reliably indicate the
order of importance of resource attributes to their
site selection decision.

to determine if, in a simulated backcountry site se-
lection situation, the choice of a subject caa be
predicted through application of the lexicographic
semi-order choice model.

based upon determination of relevant attributes and
test of the semi-order model, to determimne the rela-
tive advantages and disadvantages of the BROG systen
as a decision aid for backcountry recreationists.

to determine if past experieace in backcountry re-
creation is related to the specificity with which
subjects perceive attribute categories and to their
ranking of the importance of attributes in their site

selection decisions.



THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS

The theoretical foundation for this research is behavior-
al decision theory within the field of psychology. In this
section behavioral decision theory will be explored from two
major theoretical approaches: compensatory and noncomnpensa-
tory models of choice. In the past, compensatory models of
choice have been most commonly used to predict recreational
behavior. Due to the popularity of this approach, some of
the events leading to development and applicatienm of major
compensatory models will be included bhere. The purpose is
to poiant out the detailed, rigorous theory building which
has been done in the development of currently applied com—
pensatory approaches. There remains, however, an expressed
lack of satisfaction with many such applications by re-
searchersa. Therefore, a review of published critiques of
compensatory model applications will be reported, amd an al-

ternative approach will be explored.

10
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Behavioral Decision Theory:

People have long been interested in how people make deci-
sions. Over the last twenty-five years several theories
about the decision process have been formulated, operation-
alized, and tested. These models are most comnmonly referred
to as compensatory and noncompensatory models of multi-at-

tribute choice.

Compensatory Models-

Ia compeasatory models a positive evaluation in one di-
mension (attribute) may compensate for a poor evaluation in
another dimension. Compensatory models are characterized by
mathematically complicated, probabilistic formulations in-
volving evaluation on each attribute based on importance to
the decision maker {(utility) and probability of a particular
alternative having that attribute. The decision is predict-
ed from the score achieved when scores for individual attri-

butes are summed or averaged for all alternatives. Some ex-
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amples of compensatory models include: policy capturing
{Hamnmond et al. 1975), subjective expected utility (Edwards
1954), attribute adequacy {Brudus 1973, Gintert and Bass
1972), and expectancy theory {Vroom 1964, Lawler 1973, Ajzen

and Fishbein 1969, 1973, Fishbein 1975).

Policy Capturiag.

Policy capturing {(Hammond et al. 1975) assumes that most
judgments depend upon a mode of thought that is quasi-ra-
tional, that is, a synthesis of amalytic and intuitive pro-
cesses (Slovic et al. 1977). The elements of this quasi-ra-
tional thought are cues {attributes), their weights, and
their functional relationships {linear and nonlinear) to
both the enviroament and the judge?s responses. Multiple
regression analysis is used to derive egquations representing
the judge?s cune utilization policya. The policy <capture
technique involves computing a linear model for 2ach indivi-
dual, combining individual models in a logical fashion to
explore individual rater consisteancy and differences between
individual rater strategies (weights), and then identifying
homogeneous clusters of raters with similar policies {Propst

1979) -
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Subjective Expected Utilitye.

Edwards (1954) was interested in the application of eco-
nomnic theory to a psychoiogical phenomenon, i.e. how people
make decisions. According to Bdwards, risky choices might
be thought of as efforts to maximize expected utility. To
estimate total expected utility one must combine, in a pul-
tiplicative nanner, the utility expected of each possible
outcome and its subjectiwve probability of occurrence. The
calculated products for all outcomes resulting from a parti-
cular choice should then be suammed, with the resmltiang fig-
ure representing the total expected atility for that choice.
Other terms which Edwards noted as being used simiiarly to
subjective probabilities include: personal probability,

psychological probability, and expectancies.

Attribute Adegusacy.
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One important aspect o0f the attribute adequacy nmodel
{Burdus 1973, Ginter and Bass 1972) is the incorporation of
the establishment of optimal levels of attributes {(Hamsen
1978) . Hlany compensatory models assume that the more of a
desirable attribute which is present the more impact that
attribute will have on the choice. Attribute adeguacy, how-
ever, provides more "value® to those levels of some attri-

butes which are not considered too 1little or too much.

Expectancy Theories Of Motivation.

Motivation theorists interest themselves with those pro-
cesses which influence the arousal, strenqth, or direction
of bekavior {Arkes and Garske 1982). They have thus contri-
buted substantially to a better understaading of how alter-
native behaviors are weighed one against the other, and a
particular behavior chosen amd pursued. Within human moti-
vation theory most efforts have been concentrated along one
of two basic approaches: 1)drive theory; or 2)expectancy
theory {a compensatory approach).

Drive theory {Hull 1932, 1943) is based on the very basic

prenise that current choices can be explained through exami-
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nation of the conseguences of the individual!s past choic-
es {Cockrell 1981). Hull?s drive theory is most closely re-
latéd to the stimulus—response research of Pavlov and
Thorndike, Cannon and other physiologists, and the behavio-
rism of Watson from the late 19th and early 20th cesntury
{Arkes and Garske 1982). Upon reviewing the works on stimu-
lus~response reactionas and supervising early experiments
with his students using rats in a maze ({Perin 1942, VWilliams
1938) , Hull formulated a theory of learning and motivation
ia which motivation ®as seen to be biologically determined.
Hull {1943) postulated that biological needs were the sole
sources of motivation and coasidered reduction of those
needs the definition of reinforcement.

'ﬁull's stimulus-response approach emphasized the powerful
influence that environmental stimuli have on observable res-—
ponse. He allowed 1little opportunity for consideration of
individual differences. It was in the formulation of drive
theory as a theory to explain motivation of all animals, in-
cluding man, that Hull seemingly failed to recognize the po-
tential for manm to respond in other tham a mechamistic man-
ner to perceived stimuli.

Expectancy theory appears to have been a response to
Hull's drive theory, originating during the same era

{1930-1940) . The driving forces behind expectancy theory
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during this era were Lewin (1935) and Tolman (1932). These
two researchers popularized a theory which was far more cog-
nitive than the then dominant theory of Hull. They present-
ed a nodel»which more accurately reflected the bhuman being?'s
ability to <collect information {perception and interpreta-
tion) and store it for easy recall in decision making. In
their expectancy theory human beings were credited with the
ability to evalumate probabilities of outcomes and estimate
relative strengths of attractiveness of alternative out-
COmesS. In essence lLewin and Tolman were placing a thinking
buman being between the stimulus and response elements of
Hull®?s theorye.

In 1935 Lewin presented his cognitive oriented theory of

behavior in his book, A dynamic theory of personality. This

book was a collection of originally independent articles.
Lewin was a German psychologist and his works were primarily
written in Germafne His articles 1were translated into Eng-
iish by D.K. Adams and K.E. Zener for publication. The tern
which Lewin used to describe the attractiveness of an out-
come of a behavior was translated as %valence" at this time.
rForce", he defined as representing the quantity of motiva-
tion to perform a particular behavior.

Expectancy theories of motivation were stimulated by Tol-

man's and Lewin's initial theory development. Tolman spoke
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in general terms of a person considering behaviors for which
a demand exists, as ¥Yholding an expectancy of a goal®". Lew-
in went further to suggest that one might be able to predict
the motivational force to perform a particular behavior if
two specific terms were multiplied together: potency and
valence. Potency, which Lewin defined as the capability of
a particular behavior to produce a particular outcome, cor-
responds to Tolman's concept of expectancy.

The theories of motivation which combine such terms as
expectancy and valence or potency and value multiplicatively
have come to be known as expectancy X valence theories of
motivation. While several theorists have worked within this
expectancy X valence framework, there are oftem differences
noted in exact terminoloqgy or definitioans of terms. The
most popular theorists (tﬁose most often included in sumpar-
ies of expectancy x valence theories of motivation) will be
briefly introduced, and an explanation of their terminology
will be included before an overall summary or critigque will

be attempted.

Atkinson. In the late 1950's several reports of de-
tailed testing aand refinement of previously stated expectaa-

Cy x valence theory emerged. Atkinson {1957) summarized re-
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cent research by McCleiland, Atkinson, Clark, and Lowell
{1953)and Clark, Teevan, and Ricciuti (1956) in his effort
to refine his own theory of achievement motivation. The
work he c¢ited was done primarily with young children and
coliege students.

Atkinson was interested in predicting motivation to ac-
hievea Like any motivation theory he felt that his theory
mnust be able to account for the individual?s selection of
one path of action among a set of possible altermatives ({At-
kinson and Birch 1972). Atkinson?s formulation appeared as

the following:

Motivation= (Motive x Expectancy x Incentive)

Atkinson defined motives as relatively general and stable
characteristics of the personality which have their origins
in early childhood experience. Examples include achieve-
ment,affiliation, and powera. These motives are names of
classes of incentives which produce the same kXind of experi-
ence of satisfaction. The incentive is the relative attrac-
tiveness {or unattractiveness) of a specific goal in a spe-
cific situation, that might be attained as a conseguence of
some act. Atkinson's defimition of the.term incentive is
very similar to previous use of the term valence or valuea.
Atkinson?s addition of the term motive is apparently an ef-

fort to further state what determines valence. His theory
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maintains that valience depends upon both motive streagth and
incentive vaiude. Host expzactancy X wvalence theories are no-
toriously vague about what determines valence (Lawler 1871).

Expectancy is the cognitive anticipation, usually azrcused
by cues in a situation, that performance of some act wiil be
foliowed by a particular conseguence. The strength of an
expectancy can be represented as the subjective probability
of the conseguence, glven the act (Atkinrson 1957). This ex-
pectancy term 1is very wuchk in line with cther thecsrists?
formulations. Put very simply, all expectancy theories of
motivation state that the strength of a tendency tc act in a
certain way depends upon the strength ci an expectancy that
the act will be followed by a given cohseguence {or cutccame)
and upon the value c¢f that <consequence (or out;ome) to the
actor (Lawler 1971). Atkinson is saying that motivation can
best be predicted by multiplying the expectancy term by a
composite vaience term which he defines as motive times in-

centivea

Vroom. Vroom's (1964) primary interest was motivation in

the WOrk eanvironmenta. Vroom?s formulation sas the folliow-

ingz

Force=I{Expectancy x valence)
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Vroom noted that the valence could range from -1 to +1.
The outcome canr be positive if a person prefers attaining it
to not obtaining it; neutral if the person is indifferent to
it; and negative if the person prefers not attaining it. The
valence- refers to an outcome's anticipated reward value
rather than an outcome?s actual reward value when obtained.
Instrumentality is a component of valence in that if one
outcome is expected to affect another outcome, the valence
0of the original outcome is influenced.

Expectancy is a momentary belief about the 1likelikood
that a particular act will be fblloyed by a particular oat-
colea Expectancy can range from 0 to +1. The multiplica-
tive relatioaship which Atkimson and others have supported
is emphasized by VIoem; The valence of each outcome is mul-
tiplied by the strength of the expectancy that the act will
lead to the attainment of the outcome. The resulting pro-
ducts are then summed to provide the force for motivation %o
behave in a particular waya. Note that if either one's ex-
pectancy or one's valence is equal to zero, no force exists

for that particular outcone.

Lawler. Lawler {1971,1973), in the review of expectancy

X valence theory, concentrated on Vroom®'s theory formula-
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tion. Lawler noted that one area in vwhich Vroom?s theory
{and all previous expectancy theorists) gets ¥puddy" is in
the distinction between actiomns and outcomes. Actioms, for
example, are frequently described in terms of the particular
oatcome which they affect. Lawler (1971,1973) also criti-
cized Vroom's, and other expectancy theorists?, tendency to
ignore the fact that trying to perform an act does not al-
ways lead to performing it.

Lawler?!s expectancy model {1971,1973) incorporated these
criticisms and other developnments in motivation theory since
Vroom?'s formulation. Lawler's model is based upom four cen-
tral points: 1) people have preferences among the various
outcomes that are potentially available to them;l 2) people
have expectancies about the likelibhood that an action (ef-
fort) on their part will lead to the intended behavior or
performance; 3)people have expectarcies {instrumentalities)
about the likelihood that certain outcomes will follow their
behavior; and 4)in any situation, the actions a person
chopses to take are determimed by the expectancies and the
preferences that person has at the time.

The representation of the model which Lawler (1973) de-

veloped is the followiangs
Motivation= I{E-->P) x I{P—>Q) (V)

Where:
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{E-->P) eguals the expectancy an individual
has that his effort will in fact lead to
performance of the particular behavior (may

range from 0 to 1)

{P-—>0) equals the expectancy that the per-
formance of the behavior will result in a

particular outcome {may range from 0 to 1).

(V) eguals the valence attached to the par-
ticular outcome (may range from -1 to +1).

In a discussion of the particular elements of the model,
Lawler (1973) discusses some of the determinants of the
{E=->P) expectancies. The single most important determinant
is actually the objective situation,_ even though ZLawlier
{1973) points out that a person's pehception of the situa-
tion may not be accurate. Other determinants might include
compunication of other people?s perceptions of the person's
situation, learning-with more experiemce in a situation come
more accurate (E-->P) expectancies, arnd personality factors,
such as self-imagea

Determinants of (P-->0) expectancies are very similar to
(E-->P) expectancies. They also are strongly infiuenced by
the actual situation, people?s past experiences in similar

situations and what other people say about the situation.
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Additionally, attractiveness of the outcome and {(E-->P) ex-
pectancies influence (P-—>0) expectancies. Both types of
expectancies are believed to be irnfluemnced greatly by peo-

ple?s personalities.

Rotter. Rotter (1966), Rotter =t al. (1972), and Rotter

and Hochreich (1975) in development of a social learning
theory spoke of an upderlying theory of motivation im which
a person's locus of control was an extremely important fac-
tor in predictiag behavior poteantial. 1A person who believes
in his own ({iaternal) contrcl of rewards due tc his perfor-
mance may have higher {P-->0) expectancies than a person who
believes more in external coatrol of rewardse.

The motivation theory which Rotter {1966) and Rotter and
Hochreich {1975) worked within is presented in the following

fpanners:

BP=f (expectancy and reinforcement value)

Rotter?!s interest in motivation theory was only as a ba-
sis for the social learning theory which he advanced exten-
sively. Rotter merely stated that behavior potential (BP)
is a function of expectancy and reinforcement value. Rotter
never stipulated how these elements are combined. Despite

this, Rotter is extemnsively referenced in Arkes and Garske
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{1982) as suggesting that they be combined in an additive
WaYe Elsewhere he is said to have supported a multiplica-
tive combination. Rossman and  Ulehla ({1977), and others,
have suggested a multiplicative combination of Rotter’s ex-
pectancy and reinforcement value elements as possibly tae

appropriate relationship.

Ajzen and FishbeiR. Ajzen and Fishbein (1969) were in-
terested in the formation of attitudes as a determinaant of
behavior. These theorists also believed other determinaats
of behavior to include social norms, expected consegquences
of the behavior, situational variables, and personality
characteristics. Except for the inclusiom of social norns,
Fishbein®s {1967) model for predicting behavioral intentions
utilizes very similar terms and combinatioms of terms as
used in expectancy valence theories of motivation. Beha-
vioral intentions are assumed to mediate overt behavior
{Ajzen and Fishbein 1969).

According to the Fishbein mnodel, behavioral intentioas
are a Jjoint function of the attitude toward performiag a
particular behavior in a givem situation and of the norms
perceived to govern that behavior multiplied by the motiva-

tion to comply with those norms. In 1969 {Ajzen and Fish-

bein 1969) Fishbein's model appeared in the following form:
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B~BI=(A—act) 0 + (NBp) W1 + {(lBs) (HCs)}WZ

Hhere:

B=overt behavior

Bi=behavioral intentions

A—aci=attitude toward the behavior in a giv-

en situation

NBp=personal normative feliefs

UBs=social normative Lelieis, 1i.€., per-

ceived expectations of cihers

MCs=motivation to counply to social noras

WO,H1,W2=empirically determined weights

Situational variables and pesrsobality characteristics
will ianfluence he behavioral intentions onliy if they are
related to A-act, to NBp, or to NBs{MCs), or if they infla-
ence the relatlive weights of the three components.

The attitude toward the act (A-act) is intended here to
be a measurement of an individual?s attitudes toward perform-

ing a particular act in a given situation with respect to a
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given object rather than his attitude toward the object or
class of obijects (Ajien and Fishbein 1969). Attitude toward
the act is conceptualized in terms of an expectancy x va-
leace model {Ajzen and Pishbein 1973). Attitude toward the
act, specifically, is conceived as the sum of the beliefs
about the consequences of performing a given act multiplied
by the evaluation of these consegquences. Attitude towards
the act can thus be represented in the following manner:

n

A-act=rBi ai

i=1

Where:

Bi=belief about the consequences of perforn-

ing act i

ai=evaluation of the consequences of per-
forming act i
This conceptualization is wery similar to those of expec-
tancy x valence theories of motivation.
Pishbein (1973) later expanded the model to account for
the existence of more 'than ore relevant reference groups
Also, the personal norm eiement was dropped.

n
B-BI=[A-act{0)] WO + [LNBi(muci)] u1
i=1
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Fishbein {(1973) gives support for the viewing of the nor-
mative belief comnponeat in terms of an expectancy X value
model attributed to a given referent. He arques that the
person?s(P) anormative beliefs are related to his perception
of the referent?s({o) attitude toward P?s performing a given
behavior {A-act(o)). A-act{o) should be a function of Pl!s
perception of O's beliefs about the consequences of P's per-
forming the act and P's perception of C's evaluation of
those consequences. Very similar to A-act, Ajzen and Fish-
bein (1973) present A-act{o) in the following maaners:

n
Ad-act {o)= rBoi aoi
i=1
Where:
Boi=P?'s perception of 0's beliefs that per-

forming the act will lead to outcome i

aoi=P's perception of 0's evaluation of out-

come i

n=pumber of beliefs that P perceives © to

hold
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The above cited theorists contributed substantially to
the development of expectancy X valence theory as it now ex-—
ists. Applications have been made in many fields with vary-
ing success. However, expectancy X valence theory has kbeen
criticized for sewveral recurring problems in applicationa

Sheridan {1973) pointed out that one implicit assumptibn
of Vroom!s model 1is that there is tramsitivity of the per-
ceived valence for each alternative outcome {ie., valence A
>= valence B, B >= C, thus A >= (). Luce and Suppes (1965)
presented evidence that individual preferences often do not
conform to this assumption (Sheridan 1973).

Locke {1975) made several copments on the application of
expectancy X valence theory to personnel attitudes and moti-
‘vation research 1in industrial areas. Locke perceived six
problems involved in testing basic expectancy theory: 1)how
to measure the various conponents; 2)which components to
measure; 3)the need to include measures of role perception;
4)the need to specify both intrinsic and extrinsic outconmes
: 5)the need for relevant measures of performance; and %) the
problem of causality when interpreting the results <¢f con-
current studies.

Locke expressed a concern over the vways valence has been
measured in the past. Underlying expectancy theory is the

ultimate hedonistic motive of maximization of pleasure and
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minimization of pain. The course of action is chosen which
is expected to lead to the greatest deqree of rpleasusre or
which will produce the smallest degree of pain. Cuoting
Vroom {1964 p. 56) "...the individual acts to maximize his
'valence? {expected satisfactions)." A theory based upon
hedonism, however, asserts that men are powerless to resist
the urges of their feelings and emotiomns.

In the actual measuring of valence, Locke stated that
virtually none of the empirical studies designed to test sx-
pectancy theory have such measures of expected pleasure or
expected satisfaction as an index of valence. Usually, sub-
jects are asked to indicate their relative preferences for,
or the relative desirability or importance of, various out-
comes or actions. Direct hedonistic measures are avoided.

Another area in which expectancy theory appears insuffi-
cient is in consideration of differences betweenr individuals
in the accuracy and consistency with which they project the
future. Such differences depend upon peoplel!s experience,
knowledge, intelligence, and methods of thinking. One caxn
know very little abont how a person will act without infor-
mation on what time span the individual is considering when
making choices. Locke does not believe that expectancy

theory addresses the subiject.
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Locke also suggested that individuals differ widely in
the nupber and types of actions and consequences which they
consider when making decisions. Differences in search ha-
bits and load <capacity may be attributable to several fac-
torsa. There may be differences in Xnowledge of the various
possible alternatives and action outcomes, differences in
methods of thinking, differences in persistence, self-confi-
dence, and what the individual considers important. Expec-
tancy theory does not adequately address these differences.

Apnother major criticism of expectancy theory, of a more
cognitive nature, 1is the assuaption that all motivation is
conscious. The individual consciously calculates the ex-
pected pleasure and/or pain to be gained or avoided through
alternative actions in order to reach a choice. Impulsive,
expressive, neurotic, and habitual behavior are not consid-
ered as possible explanations for <choices in expectancy
theory.

The measurement problem which Locke addresses is basical-
ly what he calls a %ratio scale problem®. “"Formulae in-
volved in the basic expectancy theory postulates assume the
existence of ratio scales, since multiplication cf valences
and expectancies (and sometimes other factors) are in-
volved." {Locke 1975 pJ{?O)- Locke, however, questions the
ability of researchers to measure values or valences on a

ratio or even a true inmterval scale.
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Gabrenya and Biddle {1982) ideatified additional problems
when thev specifically worked to improve the Fishbein model.
They began by stating two assumptions about a comprehensive
theory of choice behavior: 1)such a theory must incorporate
the broadest possibie set of expectancies that may determine
behavior, evesn though all types of expectancies may not det-
ermine behavior in all situatioms; and 2) for theoretical and
operational reasons, these sxpectancies are best categorized
into a limited nuaber of subsets. These subsets should re-
flect theoretically meaningful clusters of expectancies that
correspond to the behavioral determimants or "motives" with
which social scientists are familiar.‘ This would allow gen-
eralizations from theory and research on motivation to that
concerning behavioral decision making.

Gabrenya and Biddle'11982) feel <that the Fishbein model
fails to meet both of these criteria. Their first criticisa
is that in its most recent form, the Fishbein model has om-
itted a set of expectancies that many social scientists deen
important in understanding human behavior:personal norms.
While present in the 1969 formulation, it is noticeably ab-
sent by 1973, Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) advocated removing
the personal norm elemeat from the model, +though they have
advanced little theory and less data supporting this recom-

mendation {Gabrenya and Biddle 1982).
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Their second criticism of the Fishbein model is that it
apparently confounds two subsets of expectancies that are
best treated separately. The commonly-used semantic differ-
ential responses to particular acts or outcomes do not allow
expression of {a)the intrinsic pleasantness of performing a
behavior and {(b)the later coansegqguences of having done so
that originate in characteristics of the behavior itself.
Gabrenya and Biddle {1982) coin the term Mattitude expectan-
cies" to refer to expectations about consequences that are
experienced during performance of the behavior. The expec-
tations about outcomes that follow the experience of behav-
ing are referred to as Yconsegquential or distant consequence
expectancies.

In a test of their assumptions Gabrenya and Biddle {1982)
found that subjects can and do discriminate between atti-
tude, distant consegquence, and social norm constructs of be-
havioral expectancies. Manipulation aimed at influencing
the attitude and distant conseguence expectancies succeeaded
in affecting the behavioral decisions of subjects in line
with the evaluative tone of the information supplied.

Korman, Greenhaus, and Badin (1977 p. 176) believe that
", ..studies testing expectancy theory predictions have gen-
erated inconsistant resalts.” They do not, however, take

the position that the expectancy model is invalid, but rath-
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er that the theory is useful under some conditioas and not
under others. The initial statements of expectancy theory
referred to a within-subject decision wmodel though the vast
majority of research studies have employed an across-sub-
jects design (Korman et al. 1977).

Finally, Troutman and Shanteau's {1976) work discredits,
to an extent, any decision theory which suggests that people
make decisions between alternative behaviors based upon a
sumpation of attribute information. In their studies, they
found that consumers' evalunations of pediatricians and of
nondurable and durable goods indicated that they averaged
attribute information. If this evidence is accepted, the
value of most operationalizations of expectancy x valence
theory is gqreatly diminished. According to Troutman and
Shanteau, any time a theorist sums the expectancy x valence
products for several outcomes of a particular behavior (or
attribates of a particular prodact) he is providing an in-

adeguate description of a consumer's psychological process.

Expectarcy Theory In Dispersed Recreation.
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Applications of expectancy theory in dispersed recreation
hawve been justified om the basis of the clarity of the vari-
ables, expectancy theory®?s ahistorical approach to predic-
tion, and its specific characterization of arousal states
{Schomaker and Cockrell 1%981). Driver and his colleagues
have said that the four levels of recreation demand and the
behavioral approach to recreation planning are founded in
the expectancy x valence framework {Driver no date, Driver
19797a, Driver 1977b, Driver 1579, Driver and Brown 1975,
Driver and Knopf 1977, Brown and Haas 1980, Haas 1979, Haas,
Driver and Brown 1980). ¥ithin expectancy x valence theory
they refer to Atkinson primarily and to applications by
Ajzen and Fishbein. They cite ILawler's formulation as a
goal for uhich they might strive in future research (Haas,
Driver, and Brown 1980). That would be to actually predict
motivation force. For the present, however, they appear to
concentrate on determination of the relevant outcomes (in
the past sonetimes called preferred satisfying experierces
or desired conseguences) and the relative valence attached
to these outcomes by various identifiable user groups {Dri-
ver 1977b, Brown and Haas 1980). Driver believes that these
outcomes and their relative importance to various groups can
be related to physical resources and activity opportunities

preferred by these groups. This information could help es-
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tablish objectives that call for the provision of these pre-
fEerred opportunities and settings. This would substantially
aid the overall planning and resource allocation process.

Cockrell {1981) used the Fishbein model in a study of
wild river recreationists?! choice among <river alternatives
in the West. He characterized the Fishbein model of beha-
vioral prediction as using an expectancy theory of attitude
formation as a fundamental element in the prediction of be-
havior. He found that a river runner's intentions to parti-
cipate in a river trip were not determined by the person's
attitude toward the +trip and his social norms about the
trip. Once a persom had decided upon going om a river trip
there was only a "...low level of intention prediction among
those.a.? chosing one river from a qroup of two or more for
their river experience. Cockrell concluded that "...a non-
compensatory model miqht have provided better prediction for
these subjectSes."

On the other hand, Manfredo (1979) conducted an empirical
test of Pishbein?s model in the recreation context and found
the resultant formulations to be significantly predictive of
measures of support for related management actions. Cock~-
rell's {(1981) critique of Manfredb's application, however,
questions Manfredo's averaging over the products of beliefs

and evaluations. Additionally, Manfredo elected not to test
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the normative componeni of Fishbein's ﬁodel. and, finally,
Cockrell guestioned Manfredo's equating of behavioral inten-
tions and a person’?s support for management actions.

The fact remains that Manfredo?s application of this ex-
pectancy formulation demonstrated some success. Cockrell?'s
work, which included all components of the model and there-
fore appears to have been a more rigorous empirical exzamina-
tion of the modeil, demonstrated less predictive abilitvy.
The possibility apparently exists that the model is not a
fauitv one, but that it is wery difficult to test in its

full form in the backcountry recreatior context.

The noncompensatory models of choice look for aiterna-
tives in a decision situation that are satisfactory on all
attribuates or a particular set of attributes. Alternatives
are usually compared on an attribute by attribute basis,
rather than by comparing ar overall evaluative score as in
the compensatory models. One attribute may not compensate

for the 1lack of another in this type of decision model.
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kather, if the attribute is not present in sufficient guan-
tity, the alternative is excluded from further cossidera-

tiona

ipple Noncompensatory Models.

Several simple noncompensatory choice models exist which
do not always lead to a fimal choice {Hansen 1976). Includ-
ed in these are the conjunctive model and the disjunctive
model. In both of these models it is assumed that a deci-
sion maker responds positively to an alternative if and only
if it meets his needs on an established set of attributes.
The conijunctive and disjunctive models differ only ir the
specification of the attributes to be comsidered in the pro-
cess {Coombs 1964; Dawes 1963). The conjunctive model is
based on the conteniion that the chosen alternative mnust
meet the requirements for all attributes that could be used
for comparison purposes, while the disjunctive model advo-
cates the existence of a selected set of attributes which
have been designated important by the decision maker. With
both of these models it is feasible that all or several al-

ternatives could be acceptable on the set of attributes con-
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siderede. In this case there 1is no provision for fimnal

choice selection.

A lexicographic mod