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1.0 Introduction 

This study examines the public's views of their access rights to the New Zealand 

countryside for outdoor recreation. A questionnaire survey of 300 Christchurch 

residents was conducted in December 2000/ January 2001 to investigate 

people's knowledge of their access rights, perceptions of access mechanisms, the 

availability of access information and their experiences with gaining access to 

land. Public access to both private and public lands is examined, within this 

study, with a focus on areas outside of urban areas. In order for respondents to 

identify different land areas, five easily recognisable categories of land were 

used: national parks, forest parks and reserves (parks/reserves), rural farm land 

(farmland), urban fringe, riversllakes and coastlbeaches. 

Little previous research has addressed rights of access within New Zealand. The 

emphasis on research into access rights has focused on more active users and has 

primarily been concerned with opportunities available from a supply 

perspective. Access is not just an issue for active outdoor recreation. People 

going for a drive in the country, picnicking or taking short walks are also 

affected by where they can, or think they can, go. The authors believe this is the 

first study to specifically focus on access 'demand' or knowledge of access 

rights. It is hoped that further research will follow. 

This report presents the findings of a research project undertaken under the 

auspices of a Summer Research Scholarship offered by the Human Sciences 

Division of Lincoln University. In the next section, a literature review is 

followed by an outline of the methodology used for the project. After 

presentation of the results, a discussion section explores some of the key 

findings before conclusions are drawn from the research. 
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2.0 Literature Review 

Outdoor recreation is based on the interactions between natural resources and the 

people who are using those resources. A wide range of land, and water, 

resources is used for outdoor recreation and rural tourism. These include coastal 

areas and beaches, rivers and lakes, public and private rural land and protected 

natural areas. These resources cover a range of physical features and come with 

different legislation controlling access, activities and ownership. 

The model depicted in Figure 1 illustrates the relationship between the resource, 

use of that resource and access rights. While access to the resource is a 

prerequisite for outdoor recreation, little is known in New Zealand about 

participants' knowledge of those access rights and how important that 

knowledge is in determining amounts of recreational use that a particular 

resource attracts. 

THE RESOURCE 

THE AVAILABLE 
ACCESS RESOURCE 

THE KNOWN 
ABOUT 

ACCESS RESOURCE 

THE USED ACCESS 
RESOURCE 

Figure 1: A Conceptual Framework for Access to Recreation Resources 
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Different types of people, and types of users, can hold different attitudes about 

the countryside. As Curry & Ravenscroft (2000) suggest even asking questions 

such as "would you like to see more of (a certain type of access)?" presupposes 

that people already know what exists. 

While this model provides a framework for exploration of relevant literature, the 

positions of knowledge and use may be interchangeable as they directly 

influence each other. The question remains as to how important is this 

knowledge of access rights in determining outdoor recreation participation? 

While this question is not addressed directly by this study, the information 

provided by it improves our understanding of this relationship. 

The Resource 

New Zealand public conservation lands cover 30% of the country and by 

European standards New Zealand is well provided for in terms of access to the 

countryside. But much of this land is remote and little used for outdoor 

recreation. As Booth and Peebles (1995) point out, it is widely recognised that a 

large proportion of outdoor recreation takes place in the peri-urban and rural 

areas. A review of studies on outdoor recreation participation shows that 

Murphy, in 1981, found the most popular recreation settings for outdoor 

recreation to be beaches and oceans (79%), lakes and rivers (50%), farmland 

(46%), forests (38%) and mountains (26%). An update of this information in 

1991 by Smith for Christchurch and Rotorua showed similar results (Booth & 

Peebles, 1995). The 1991 Life in New Zealand (LINZ) study also looked at use 

of different leisure facilities in terms of recreation settings and found that 

beaches/riversllakes accounted for 50% of use, national and forest parks 17% 

and walking tracks 23%. However differing methods used for these studies make 

both comparisons between each study, and trend identification, difficult. 

Along with some of these general studies of participation patterns there have 

also been attempts to investigate peoples awareness of the different park systems 

(Booth & Peebles, 1995). Of great concern to the reliability of any data collected 

by these studies is the potential problems caused by respondent confusion over 
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what exactly was being referred to. Indeed Booth (1986) found, when testing for 

awareness of national parks, that many people did not have a clear idea of what a 

national park was. If access is directly related to the type of recreation resource 

in question then clearly a lack of informed knowledge on the resource itself is a 

problem. 

Resource Access 

Access is an important component of the recreation experience as it controls not 

only where people can recreate but also what they can do. The outdoor 

recreation literature in New Zealand has ignored access as a specific area of 

investigation. Much of the reason for this is the focus on on-site studies where 

access has already occurred. Also much of the New Zealand research has 

focused on protected natural areas, particularly national parks, where access is 

not an issue (Booth, 2000). In the past there has been some research into the 

wider picture of public access rights in New Zealand, in particular on what 

opportunities are available. These have been quite recreation activity specific; 

for example, angling studies that have included information on access issues 

(Allan & Booth, 1992). Mason (1992) provides a clear outline of the access 

regime in New Zealand, for both public and private land areas. Further 

examination of the access regime within New Zealand for outdoor recreation is 

being undertaken by Booth (in prep.) and Curry (2001). 

The nature of resource access in New Zealand is complex. It is strongly 

influenced by land ownership but not predictable on this basis owing to complex 

legal access requirements and many exceptions to legal rights by 

landowner/occupier consent. 

Knowledge of Access Rights 

To what degree do access awareness and knowledge affect participation in 

outdoor recreation? If a lack of knowledge can be identified, is this then a 

constraint to participation? Would increased awareness and knowledge actually 

lead to increased participation? 
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To understand and predict recreation behaviour it is necessary to understand the 

recreationists themselves. Moore (1995) suggests this requires some 

understanding of why recreation does not occur and suggests that research into 

constraints on outdoor recreation behaviour in New Zealand is lacking. Jackson 

and Searle (1985) suggest three types of constraints to leisure participation: 

physical, social and psychological. In this categorisation access and knowledge 

of access rights is one of the physical constraints to access. A report in the UK 

on access to the countryside by the Countryside Commission (1986) suggests 

that access issues reflect much broader social, economic and ideological factors 

than this would suggest. There has been work done on modelling these 

constraints (Raymore et ai, 1993; Jackson et ai, 1993) but Curry & Ravenscroft 

(2000) points out that little work has been done examining the relative strengths 

of these constraints, or their relative importance to a preference not to 

participate. 

Booth illustrates the place of awareness and attitudes, in the recreationists 

decision making process with Niepoth's, use/non-use model (1971, cited in 

Booth, 1986). This model suggests the factors involved which take potential 

participants to participation in recreation activity. This simple model as it 

progresses from awareness to motivation, opportunity and ultimately 

participation, is useful in demonstrating that while awareness (and knowledge 

associated) and opportunity playa part, so too does motivation (or individual 

choice). As Pigram & Jenkins (1999) point out, even with the removal of most 

or all of the constraints to leisure some would still not choose to recreate in the 

outdoors. 

A more complete picture of the influence of knowledge and awareness of a 

subject can be gained from some understanding of how knowledge and 

awareness develop and especially of the processes by which this leads to 

subsequent visits. Much work has been done on this with respect to marketing 

and image development, especially for selling tourist locations. Gunn ' s (1988) 

work on image formation of tourist destinations found that the beginning stage 

of image formation must be based on some cognitive knowledge. This has been 

labelled "pre-image" and is made up of a primary image (linked to non-
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commercial sources and word of mouth) and an "induced" image that is 

modified by further information, often coming from more commercial sources. 

Applying these theories to studies of outdoor recreation can add valuable 

information on recreationists. It has long been recognised that knowing who the 

recreationists are is an important first step in identifying what those 

recreationists want. 

Use 

The prevalent approach in New Zealand research of use and users has been on

site studies rather than population-based surveys of recreation participation 

(Booth & Peebles, 1995). While population based studies are more likely to be 

representative of the recreation participation patterns of the general population, 

they can still ignore latent demand for recreation (Manning, 1999). These studies 

of leisure participation, such as the LINZ survey, are based on participation 

levels for existing recreation opportunities. Treating these data as demand ends 

up reproducing more of the same. As Pigram & Jenkins (1999, p20) put it "It is 

not enough simply to look at what people do and interpret this as what they want 

to do; it also reflects what they are able to do". 

From a resource perspective it is not just a question of supplying ever more 

resources but to properly manage those that exist. To do so requires knowing 

what levels of knowledge are held on existing areas. To manage any areas for 

outdoor recreation it is a priority to first understand the needs of the users and 

how to best match the resource with the people. 
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3.0 Methods 

A questionnaire survey was used to gain an understanding of what the 

Christchurch sample population knew of their access rights. Surveys are 

particularly suited to the study of mass public opinion. A survey collects data 

from a selected sample which can then describe the wider population from 

which the sample is drawn (Babbie, 1998). There is a choice in how a survey is 

administered: self-administered questionnaires (filled in by the respondent) or 

interview surveys, conducted either in person or by telephone. While each 

method has advantages, the final choice is based on the research needs and on 

the resources available to the researcher. 

For the purposes of this research, a personally-conducted questionnaire survey 

was considered the best method as this approach has a high response rate and the 

presence of the interviewer reduces the number of 'don't know' and missed 

responses . This was particularly important for the open-ended responses that 

could be probed and more accurately interpreted in a face to face situation. 

3.1. Questionnaire Design 
The questionnaire consisted of 15 questions in both open-ended and closed 

response formats. A copy of the questionnaire is in Appendix 1. Four areas of 

interest for questioning were identified. 

1). Recreation participation 

2). Knowledge of access rights 

3). Opinions and personal experience of access rights 

4). Socio-economic and demographic characteristics. 

As stated earlier the overall purpose of the survey was to gain an understanding 

of what respondents knew of their access rights. However it was considered 

important to put this information within the context of respondent's recreational 

experiences and activities. Therefore the section on recreation participation 

included questions on the types of outdoor recreation activity undertaken by the 

respondent, of recent recreation participation and the recreation settings visited. 
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The activity categories used for these questions (Ql& Q2) were based on those 

in the Life in New Zealand Survey (Cushman et. ai., 1991) as was the activity 

undertaken in the previous four weeks (Q3). The settings used for recreation 

were recognisable as different types of land and covered all areas of New 

Zealand except urban areas (Q4). 

The second group of questions focused specifically on respondents' knowledge 

of their access rights and was designed to find out: 

• how confident people were of places they could go (Q5) 

• what they knew of their access rights (Q6) 

• knowledge of types of access mechanisms that apply in New 

Zealand (Q7). 

These questions were fixed response but allowed for open-ended comments to 

be recorded. In particular if the respondent indicated they had heard of the 

Queen's Chain (Q7) an explanation was sought via the probing technique. 

A third section then asked respondents their opinions about access rights. This 

included questions about trespass (Q8), information sources for access 

information (Q9), if there was a perceived need for more information (QlO), and 

if the respondent had ever personally had trouble gaining access for recreation in 

New Zealand (Q 11). A final question in this section asked if the respondent 

would be willing to pay for access (QI2). This set of questions relied more on 

open-ended responses although key information was collected via closed format 

questions. 

The fourth and final section was demographic and socio-economic 

characteristics - respondents' gender (Q13), age (QI4) and employment status 

(QI5) was recorded. If the respondent was employed a further question was 

asked about their job. As the sample areas were based on household income 

criteria it was not necessary to include a specific income question for each 

respondent. 
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3.2. Sample Design 
The sample selected was from the general population within the Christchurch 

Urban Area. Therefore respondents encompassed active recreationists through to 

non-recreationists. To obtain a range of respondents in both upper and lower 

socio-economic areas, two sample sites were selected based on Median 

Household Income figures from the 1996 Census (Statistics New Zealand, 

1997). The New Zealand census divides urban areas into area units (area units 

contain populations of 3000-5000 people, however the number of households in 

each area is unknown). One site was selected from the top 25% and one from the 

bottom 25% of these area units based on Median Household income. Two 

census area units were selected for each income bracket to ensure an adequate 

number of households. The two sites selected were area units 30/41 

RutlandiStrowan and 61162 AvonsidelNorth Linwood. See Appendix 2 for a 

map of the survey areas. 

3.3. Respondent Selection 
Within the two sample areas, households were systematically selected by calling 

at every third house. Flats and apartments were treated as separate households. 

Occasionally unfriendly dogs disrupted this pattern. The researcher avoided 

these households for her own personal safety. To ensure the random selection of 

a respondent within each household, an individual within the household was 

chosen using the 'next birthday' rule. Those under the age of 15 were excluded. 

If the selected respondent was not at home, mention was made of calling back at 

a more appropriate time. It proved too difficult to arrange fixed appointment 

times, as most people could not guarantee at time when the selected respondent 

would be at home. The researcher therefore had to rely on calling back by 

chance. 

If there was no-one home at a selected household, a record was kept for calling 

back at another time. Three call-backs per household were undertaken. Effort 

was made to vary the call times as much as possible. The purpose was to 

minimise sample bias. It was hypothesised that people not at home may be 
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recreating and potentially therefore more aware of their access rights. Therefore 

care was taken with call-backs. The survey was administered from 9th December 

2000 to 16th January 2001. Survey times were generally from 11 am to 9pm. For 

each of the sample sites a mix of morning, afternoon and evening was used. 

The response rate of five completed questionnaires per hour remained constant 

throughout the survey period. Because the survey was administered during a 

holiday period, many people were found at home relaxing. Avoiding mealtimes 

was difficult as these times varied so much, but people were generally willing to 

give their time to complete the survey. No surveys were undertaken on statutory 

public holidays (Christmas Day, Boxing Day and New Year). 

3.4. Sample Size 
A total of 300 questionnaires were completed, 150 in each of the two areas. The 

sample was not designed to be representative of Christchurch residents. This was 

primarily because of time constraints and the size of this study. 

3.5. Survey Administration 
The questionnaire was interviewer administered. Questions were read out to the 

respondents and answers marked on the questionnaire by the researcher. A series 

of show cards was used to show answer categories for the closed questions. For 

open-ended questions the respondent's answers were recorded verbatim. 

Upon finding someone at home the project was explained to the person 

answering the door and the researcher asked to speak to the person, over the age 

of 15, with the next birthday. The researcher wore a nametag identifying Lincoln 

University and herself. She carried a letter explaining the project (see Appendix 

3). Individuals were advised that participation was voluntary and that they could 

withdraw at any time. Their willingness to answer the questionnaire indicated 

consent and no consent in writing was taken. No names or street addresses were 

recorded on the completed questionnaires. Reasons for refusals to participate 

were noted. The biggest difficulty was convincing people that the questionnaire 
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was not market research and that it would not take longer than five minutes. For 

personal safety the researcher informed friends of the areas she was surveying 

and the time she expected to return home. She also carried a mobile phone. 

3.6. Pilot Test 
A pilot survey was undertaken and 25 questionnaires were completed on the 

9/10 December. Several minor changes were made to the questionnaire as a 

result. The pilot survey questionnaires were retained in the final results, as the 

changes were in the layout of the questionnaire rather than question content. The 

pilot survey indicated that the questions were well understood by the majority of 

the respondents. The pilot also showed that each individual questionnaire took 

five minutes to complete and that a response rate of five per hour was 

achievable. 

3.7. Response Rate 
The table below shows the response rate for the survey. 

Houses called at: 

Completed survey 300 

No one home 282 

Refusal 141 

TOTAL 723 

The total number of households included in the survey was 723, of which 282 

had either no one at home at any call times or the selected respondent was not 

available at any call times. This number was high because of the holiday period 

during which the survey was conducted and the difficulty in arranging specific 

call-back times with the selected respondents. 

From a total of 441 households where respondents were contacted there were 

300 questionnaires completed and 141 refusals received. This gives a response 
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rate of 68%. From those who refused participation, the main reasons given were, 

'too busy/no time' (61 people) and 'not interested' (53 people). Other reasons 

were 'not feeling well' (6), 'too old' (5), 'on way out' (5), 'don't speak English' 

(5), 'moving house' (3), 'have visitors' (2) and one person who was deaf. These 

refusals were in part due to the time of year (Christmas) and in part to people 

feeling that the subject of the research was not relevant to them personally. 

Reassurance by the researcher that she was interested in what they thought about 

their access rights generally worked to convince people of the validity of their 

opinions and reduced the numbers refusing through lack of interest. 

The error margin associated with all data is ± 5.7%. 

3.8. Analysis of Data 
The closed-response questions were analysed using the SPSS computer program 

(Statistical Package for Social Sciences). The open-ended responses were 

manually categorised, coded and entered into SPSS or into a spreadsheet. 
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4.0 Results 

The results of the survey are presented in this section. Frequency analysis was 

undertaken for each question and chi-squared analysis undertaken where 

relevant. All results include raw data as well as percentages. All respondents are 

represented in the tables and graphs in this section, unless otherwise indicated 

for questions where only part of the sample were expected to reply. The 

questions on demographic and socio-economic characteristics are presented first 

followed by the questions in sequential order from the questionnaire. 

Question 13: Gender 

A total of 156 males (52%) and 144 females (48%) were surveyed. The data 

from the census for these sample locations (Statistics NZ, 1996) is 46% male 

and 54% female. Males are therefore slightly over represented in this sample. 

Question 14: Age 

. 15-19 

8 . 20-29 
~ Cl30-39 II 
5 Cl40-49 
E 
dJ . 50-59 
~ 
8- 1 . 60-69 

. 70-79 

liIao+ 

StrowanlRutland North Linwood! A vonside 

Figure 2: Age Distribution/Sample Sites 

Figure 2 shows the age distribution for both sample sites (StrowanlRutland and 

North Linwood!Avonside). A high proportion of people surveyed in 

StrowanlRutland were in the 15-19 years age group (n=13, 9%) and in the 40-49 

years age group (n=44, 29%) compared to those age groups for North 

Linwood! A vonside. However the census indicates high percentages of residents 
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in this area within the 15-19 and 40-49 years age group. The North 

Linwood! A vonside sample was more evenly distributed across age groups. The 

sample age distribution is similar to that recorded for the area by the census 

indicating the sample is representative by age group. 

Question 15: Employment Status 

Overall, 183 (61 %) of the sample were employed, 16 (5%) unemployed, 46 

(15%) retired, 24 (8%) house-persons, 25 (8%) students and 6 (2%) classed as 

others. Those respondents in the category of others were either on invalid benefit 

or voluntary workers. The distribution of respondents from the two sample sites 

across employment categories was remarkably similar. The employment status 

in the two sample sites is represented in Figure 3. 

70 
• StrowanlRutland 

60 
• North Linwoodl A vonside 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0 
Employed Unemployed Retired Houseperson Student Other 

Figure 3: Employment Status/Sample Sites 

The most important differences between each of the sample sites can be 

explained by the age distribution in each site, for example, StrowanlRutland with 

both a higher percentage of those 15-19 years age group (9% compared to 4%) 

and numbers of students (11 % compared to 5%). A higher percentage of retired 

people in North Linwood!Avonside (18% compared to 13%) can be accounted 

for by a higher percentage in both the oldest age groups (14% compared to 

10%). Also as might be expected there was a greater percentage unemployed in 
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the lower income areas (8% in North Linwood!Avonside compared to 3% in 

StrowanlRutland). 

Those respondents who were employed were asked their occupation and these 

were classified according to the New Zealand Standard Classification of 

Occupations 1995 (Statistics New Zealand, 1996). Figure 4 shows the 

occupation range for each sample site. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

I.Legislators. Administrators & Managers 
2.Professionals 
3.Technicans & Associate Professionals 
4.Clerks 
5.Service & Sales Workers 
6.Agriculture & Fisheries Workers 
7.Trades Workers 
8.Plant & Machine Operators & Assemblers 
9.Elementary Occupations 

Figure 4: Occupation/Sample Sites 

8 

As would be expected, based on income figures, the richer socio-economic area 

of StrowanlRutland has a greater percentage of the Legislator, Administrator & 

Managerial (23% compared to 18%) and Professional groups (40% compared to 

14%). The Plant & Machine Operators & Assemblers are more strongly 

represented in North Linwood! A vonside (17% compared to 3%in 

StrowanlRutland). 

17 
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Question 1 & 2: Do you ever do any of these activities outside the city? 

Questions 1 and 2 were treated as separate questions on the questionnaire in 

order to avoid 'frightening off' the respondents with a long list of activities for 

their first question. However questions 1 and 2 collect the same data and are 

therefore treated as one question in this analysis. Multiple responses were 

possible and the numbers indicating they had undertaken each activity are 

presented in Table 1. 

Table 1: Recreation Activities Undertaken 

Numbers % of 
Activity 

participating respondents 
% of responses 

Visiting the beach 243 81 16 

Walking 215 72 14 

Picnickinglbarbecuing 175 58 11 

River/lake/sea swimming 152 51 10 

Driving for pleasure 142 47 9 

Camping 121 40 8 

Fishing 98 33 6 

Tramping/climbing 85 28 5 

Boating/canoeing 76 25 5 

Cycling/mountain biking 71 24 5 

Skiing 73 24 5 

4Wdriving 29 10 2 

Hunting/shooting 26 9 2 

None of these 21 7 1 

Horse-riding 19 6 1 

Other activities 18 6 1 

TOTAL RESPONSES 1564 100 

As Table 1 shows the most popular activities were of a more passive nature. 

Walking, visiting the beach, river, lake and sea swimming, and picnics and 

barbecues together make up 51 % of the responses. Individual responses were 

high for these activities with 215 (72%) of respondents going walking, 243 

(81 %) visiting the beach and 175 (58%) going on picnics and barbecues. 

Under the category 'other activities', pursuits mentioned were diving, water 

skiing and hot air ballooning. 
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Of the sample of 300 there were 21 people (7%) who did not participate in any 

recreation activities outside the city. These respondents were not asked questions 

3 and 4 (which asked about recent participation and recreation settings used). A 

two-way chi-square analysis shows a statistically significant relationship 

between those who did none of the activities and increasing age [X2(7, 

300)=61.87, p=<.OO 1]. There was also a noticeable difference between sample 

sites for those who did not participate in any recreation activities. Of the 21 

respondents (7%) who did not participate at all, 29% came from 

StrowanlRutland and 71 % from North LinwoodlAvonside. While this gives a 

statistically significant result [X2(l, 300)=4.147, p=.042] it is not strong which 

could be because of the small numbers not participating. 

Table 2: Recreation Participation by Gender 

Activity Participation % 

Male Female 

Walking 48 52 

Visiting the beach 52 48 

River/lake/sea swimming 51 49 

Driving for pleasure 55 45 

Picnicking/barbecuing 48 52 

~amping 50 50 

iHunting/shooting 85 15 

Fishing 63 37 

Tramping/climbing 59 41 

Boating/canoeing 59 41 

4Wdriving 59 41 

Cycling/mountain biking 63 37 

Horse-riding 21 79 

Skiing 56 44 

Other activities 67 33 

None of these 57 43 

Table 2 shows the participation in recreation activities by gender. The more 

passive activities have similar participation for males and females while males 

dominate 'active pursuits'. Hunting/shooting and fishing show strong male 

dominance, consistent with the literature (Booth & Peebles, 1995). The activities 
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with a higher participation rate for females were walking, picnicking/barbecuing 

and particularly horse riding. 

There was no significant difference between activity participation and sample 

site with the exception of the more expensive pursuits of boating, skiing and 

'other activities' (all had higher participation in the StrowanlRutland sample 

area) . However numbers participating in these activities were small and this 

should therefore be interpreted with caution. 

Question 3: Which, if any, of these activities have you done outside the city in 

the last 4 weeks? 

The 279 respondents (93% of the total sample) who participated in a recreation 

activity outside the city (as indicated by responses to questions 1 and 2) were 

asked about their recent participation. 

Table 3: Recent Recreation Participation 

Activity Numbers % of respondents % of responses 
participating 

(n=279) 
Visiting the beach 158 57 21 

Walking 155 56 21 

Driving for pleasure 93 33 12 

Picnicki ng/barbecuing 82 29 11 

Riverllake/sea swimming 64 23 9 

No participation 47 17 6 

Cycling/mountain biking 35 13 5 

Fishing 25 9 3 

Boating/canoeing 26 9 3 

Camping 21 8 3 

Tramping/climbing 19 7 3 

4Wdriving 8 3 I 

Other activities 9 3 I 

Horse-riding 5 2 1 

Hunting/shooting 3 1 0 

Skiing 0 0 0 

TOTAL RESPONSES 750 100 

20 



Table 3 shows that the same activities that were frequently mentioned in 

response to questions 1 and 2 also received a high level of response in question 

3. These responses are likely to be influenced by the time of year the survey was 

conducted (summer). This study found significantly higher participation rates 

after the Christmas holidays. If the activities undertaken are cross-tabulated with 

the survey collection dates (broadly categorised as 'pre-Christmas' and 'post

Christmas') there is a strong relationship between those completing the survey 

after the Christmas holiday period and those with higher participation rates in 

visiting the beach [X2 (2, 279)=7.52, p=.003], river/lake/sea swimming [X2 

(2,279)=35.09, p<.001], picnicking [X2 (2, 279)=16.56,p<.001], camping [X2 (2, 

279)=56.74, p<.001], boating [X2 (2,279)=26.20, p<.001], 4Wdriving [X2 (2, 

279)=10.75, p=.005], and 'other activities' [X2 (2,279)=7.52, p=.023]. 

Question 4(a): Which of these areas do you ever visitfor your recreation 

activities? 

Table 4: Recreation Settings Visited 

Recreation Settings Numbers % of 
Visiting respondents 
(n=279) 

Coast/beaches 264 95 
Urban fringe 216 77 
Riversnakes 197 71 
Parks/reserves 165 59 
Farmland 121 43 

Respondents used each category of land for outdoor recreation. The most often 

used type of land was coastlbeaches followed by urban fringe, rivers/lakes, 

parks/reserves and farmland, in that order. The close proximity of beach 

locations to the sample areas in Christchurch is a likely influence on the 

responses. Also there is some overlap in the categories - some urban fringe areas 

could be regarded as coastallbeaches, which may have the effect of decreasing 

the number of responses to urban fringe. 
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Question 4(b): Which a/these areas have you visited most often in the last year? 

When asked to choose only that area visited the most often in the previous year, 

the coastlbeach recorded the most responses, selected by almost half (n=133, 

48%) of respondents (Figure 5). Following the coastlbeach the next two highest 

responses were given for urban fringe (n=64, 23%) and rivers/lakes (n=36, 

13%). While parks/reserves (n=21, 7%) was ranked above rural land for question 

4(a), as any recreation setting visited, when ranked according to frequency of 

visits it comes after farm land (n=25, 9%). This suggests that while 

parks/reserves are visited by 165 (59%) of respondents overall they are not as 

frequently visited as farmland. A two-way chi-square analysis was performed 

and showed a statistically significant result for sample site and visitation of 

parks/reserves [X2 (1, 279)=16.84, p< .001]. More respondents from 

StrowanlRutland had visited parks/reserves than North Linwood! A vonside 

respondents. There were no other significant relationships between visitation to 

types of area and respondent characteristics. 

Parks/reserves Fannland Urban fringe Rivers/lakes Coastlbeaches 

Figure 5: Most Popular Recreation Setting 
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Question 5: For each of these land areas how confident are you about where 

you are allowed to go? 

60 Parks/reserves 

• Farmland 
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Figure 6: Confidence Levels for Recreation Settings 

Figure 6 shows the level of confidence respondents felt in knowing where they 

could legally go in each of the recreation settings. Overall it can be seen that 

respondents were confident for all the land areas except farmland. Confidence 

was generally higher for those areas more frequently visited, particularly 

coastlbeaches and parks/reserves. 

The levels of confidence can also be expressed as a ratio of confidence to lack of 

confidence. Table 5 shows the number of respondents who felt confident 

(combined from very confident and confident) compared to those who did not 

feel confident (a combined total from not at all confident and not confident). 

Those who were neutral were left out. These can be compared to give a ratio 

figure for the level of confidence felt for each of the recreation settings. 
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Table 5: Ratio of Confidence 

Recreation settings Confident Not Confident Ratio 

Coastlbeaches 274 7 27417=39.14 

Riversllakes 241 16 241116=15.06 

Urban fringe 235 25 235/25=9.40 

Parks/reserves 219 29 219/29=7.55 

Farmland 133 94 133/94=1.41 

A two-way chi-square analysis was performed to test the relationship between 

visitation and levels of confidence about access rights. Reliable results were 

indicated for parks/reserves [X2 (4,279) =35.36, p<.OOI], farmland [X2 (4, 

279)=38.09, p<.OOI] and urban fringe [X2 (4, 279)=21.88, p<.OOl]. In all these 

cases, the respondents felt more confident about their access rights for those 

areas that they visited. The relationship between visitation and confidence was 

not significant for either rivers/lakes [X2 (4, 279)=5.97, n.s.] or coastlbeaches [X2 

(3,279)=1.42, n.s.]. 

Question 6: Do you believe you have a legal right to walk in each of these 

areas? 

Table 6: Legal Right to Walk 

Recreation Yes No Conditional Don't know 
Settings n % n % n % n % 
Parks/reserves 254 85 6 2 28 9 12 4 
Farmland 19 6 136 45 132 44 13 4 
Urban fringe 202 67 7 2 81 27 10 3 
Riversllakes 233 78 5 2 58 19 4 1 
Coastlbeaches 245 82 4 1 49 16 2 1 

Table 6 shows that the numbers of respondents who thought they had a legal 

right to walk in specific areas was very high for all areas except farmland. For 

farmland, 136 respondents (45%) said that had no right to walk whereas a 

similar number, 132 (44%) said that they could do so conditionally. Although 

there was a high percentage (n=202, 67%) who said they could walk in urban 

fringe areas there were also more conditional answers given for this area (n=81, 
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27%) than for riversllakes (n=58, 19%), coastlbeaches (n=49, 16%) or 

parks/reserves (n=28, 9%). 

The majority of those who said that legal access was conditional provided some 

response as to what those conditions were. For some of these respondents it was 

necessary to probe for conditions and some could not offer what those 

conditions were. These were recorded, grouped into common themes and are 

presented in Table 7 for each of the recreation settings. 

Many people commented that walking on farmland required permission from the 

landowner, with 85 respondents saying that permission was needed. Permission 

was also mentioned for urban fringe, rivers/lakes and parks/reserves. This relates 

to the trespass laws (going onto land without permission). There were also 

respondents who said that it was necessary to know landowners. 

There was a reliance on signs, both for denying and specifying access. Across all 

the recreation settings there were 32 people who said that signs were necessary 

to ensure access. Many respondents linked signage directly with the provision of 

tracks and 'walkways' was specifically mentioned showing that these are 

recognised as a public access mechanism. 

Twenty-five respondents said that the urban fringe was made up of both private 

and public land areas and a total of 24 respondents thought that some 

riversllakes were private and 25 respondents thought that some coast/beaches 

were. A further 15 said that the land either should be, or is, private and that 

issues of respect for landowners were involved. 

One respondent thought that the legal right to walk was no longer available for 

all the categories of recreation settings. 
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Table 7: Conditional Walking Rights 

Question 6: Legal right to walk is conditional: comments given 

(figures are numbers of respondents) 

Parks/reserves Riversllakes 

Depends where 6 Not if private land 24 

Only on tracks 6 Depends where 5 

Only if it says access is allowed 5 Access stopped sometimes 5 

Some restricted areas 5 Certain distance only 4 

Permit needed 2 Only sometimes 4 

Some activity restrictions Unless signs saying no 4 

Not now Need permission 1 

If not trespassing 1 

Mostly 1 

Farmland Not anymore 1 

Permission needed 85 

Should be/or is private 15 

Signs needed saying access 10 Coastlbeaches 

Issues of respect of land involved 6 Not if private land 25 

Need to know owner 6 Mostly 7 

Only on walkways 5 Unless closed off 5 

Seasonal access allowed 4 Some Maori land 4 

Only where there's Queen's Chain 4 Unless signs saying no 3 

Need to be careful 1 If not trespassing 

Not now 1 Some protected land 1 

If public land only 1 

Not anymore 

Urban fringe 

Only on tracks 28 

If public land (some private) 25 

Only some places 9 

Signposted places only 7 

Need permission if private land 3 

If walkway 2 

Most places 2 

Not anymore 
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Question 7(a): Have you heard of these types of access way that apply in New 

Zealand? 

Table 8: Access Mechanisms 

Type of Access Yes No Not Sure 

Mechanism n % n % n % 

Paper Roads 139 46 156 52 5 2 

Queens Chain 208 69 91 30 1 0 

Walkways 280 93 20 7 0 0 

Gateway Paths 69 23 223 74 8 3 

Esplanade Reserves 107 36 170 57 23 8 

Marginal Strips 67 22 216 72 17 6 

High numbers of respondents had heard of Paper Roads (n= 139, 46%), the 

Queen's Chain (n=208, 69%) and Walkways (n=280, 93%). While Esplanade 

Reserves seemed reasonably well known by respondents (n=107, 36%), it is 

suspected that this is due to respondents hearing and understanding the words 

'esplanade' and 'reserve' rather than any knowledge of what was specifically 

meant. Gateway Paths was included in the question even though such a 

designation does not exist. The reason was to obtain an indication of the amount 

participants answered yes when they had not heard of the access way. This is 

similar to the effect known as 'demand characteristics' which has been found to 

occur in psychology experiments, where subjects try to be 'good' subjects and 

agree with the researcher (Michener & DeLamater, 1994). In this case this could 

be a possible explanation for the high positive response to Gateway Paths. 

Gateway Paths was mentioned by 69 respondents (23%) suggesting an 

inflationary effect does exist within the data. Marginal Strips were not at all well 

known (n=67, 22%). 

To test for relationships between knowledge of access mechanisms and 

characteristics of respondents, a two-way chi-square analysis was performed. 

This showed a significant relationship between sample site and the responses to 

Paper Roads [X2 (2,300)=15.4, p<.OOI], the Queen's Chain [X2 (2,300)=6.89, 
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p=.032] and Walkways [X2 (1,300)=5.36, p=.021]. All three were better known 

by Strowan/Rutland respondents. 

Both Paper Roads [X2 (14,300)=41.29, p=<.001] and the Queen's Chain [X2 

(14,300)=50.04, p=<.001] were also better known by older age groups. A 

reliable result was also found by gender for knowledge of both Paper Roads [X2 

(2,300)=7.81, p=.020] and the Queen's Chain [X2 (2,300)=10.31, p=.006]. Males 

had a greater knowledge of both mechanisms. 

As mentioned above there was a strong relationship between sample site and 

awareness of Paper Roads, Queen's Chain and Walkways with respondents in 

Strowan/Rutland having heard of them more than those respondents in the North 

Linwood! A vonside sample site. Esplanade Reserves and Marginal Strips were 

also better heard of in StrowanlRutIand and of all the access mechanisms asked 

the only one that was better heard of in the North Linwood! Avonside site was 

Gateway Paths. 

Question 7(b): What is the Queen's Chain? 

If respondents said they had heard of the Queen's Chain, they were asked to 

explain what the Queen's Chain was. Responses to the question generated many 

different answers, most of which only partly explained the Queen's Chain. The 

answers given can be broadly categorised as: 

• where the Queen's Chain is located 

• the meaning of Queen's Chain (what it actually is) 

• the distance that it covers. 

These responses are presented in Table 9. 
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Table 9: The Queen's Chain 

Queen's Chain Explanation (if yes to Question 7, n=208) 

Number of times 

mentioned 

Don't know 

Where is it? 

What is it? 

Only on coast 

Only on rivers 

All waters* 

Coast/rivers 

Riversllakes 

Not all rivers 

Don't know 

Not all coast 

Lakes/coast 

Only lakes 

total 

Public access* 

Public land/property* 

No longer exists 

Queen Victoria 

Can't build on it 

total 

Measurement of it? 

Distance mentioned* 

Correct distance* 

From high tide 

Wrong distance 

From centre river 

Don't know 

total 

* Reality test factor 

20 

55 

31 

27 

26 

13 

8 

5 

2 

169 

80 

52 

19 

6 

5 

162 

66 

25 

20 

16 

4 

1 

132 
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Of those 208 (69%) respondents who had heard of the Queen's Chain, 20 could 

not give any definition of it. Where the respondents mentioned that it was a 

particular distance (66), some said it was a 'chain' (which is indicated in the 

name), and some knew that it is a set distance, but none of the 66 gave the 

correct distance (20 metres). It was generally well known that it was an area of 

land that was either publicly owned (80), or that the public has access to (52), 

however, 19 respondents thought that it no longer exists. The actual location 

given varied, with a large number thinking that it was either only on coasts (55) 

or only on river edges (31) and not both. Only 27 respondents said that it was on 

all waterways (coast, rivers and lakes). 

Respondents' explanations of the Queen's Chain were checked against reality by 

measuring how many people encapsulated the concept correctly by mentioning 

its location correctly (all waters), the fact that it is public land/public access and 

that it is 20 metres122 yards in distance. Only four respondents gave what could 

be taken as an 'accurate' answer. When the third factor in the 'reality test' was 

broadened to include people who mentioned the Queen's Chain was a particular 

distance (without specifying that distance) then 14 people accurately described 

the Queen's Chain (7% of people who said they had heard of the Queen's 

Chain). 

Question 8: Do you have an understanding of what trespass is? 

The majority of respondents (n=289, 96%) said that they understood what 

trespass was. Only 4 (1 %) did not know and 7 (2%) were unsure. When asked to 

explain trespass, however, a range of responses was given. Respondents 

sometimes expressed more than one comment. These responses have been 

grouped into common themes in Table 10. 
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Table 10: What Is Trespass? 

Question: What is trespass? 

Explanations given: Number of times mentioned 

Permission must be obtained 

General comment on not being allowed somewhere 

Mention of land being private 

Use of the words 'illegal' and/or 'unlawful' 

Need to be asked to leave/need a warning 

Rights of landowners mentioned 

Need to have a sign or notice on land 

Issues of manners and/or respect involved 

Damage to land involved 

122 

67 

57 

22 

19 

18 

12 

5 

3 

Question 9: Where would you go to find information on where you are allowed 

to go for outdoor recreation? 

The responses to this question were coded into categories by the researcher. 

Many people gave more than one response. The answers given and their 

frequencies are presented in Table 11. 

The most common information source suggested was the council (this category 

included city council, local council and regional council as well as local 

authority). A similar number of respondents mentioned the Department of 

Conservation with information centres only slightly behind. These three replies 

stood out. 

The high number or respondents who named the Department of Conservation as 

an information source is interesting considering that the recreation settings they 

have jurisdiction over are those least used by those surveyed. There is also the 

possibility that numbers giving this response was actually higher as the category 

of Government departments included all those that were not Department of 

Conservation. Although some of these may well have meant this as answers 
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given were often vague (Lands Dept, Deeds of Land) or no longer in existence 

(Lands & Survey). 

Table 11: Information Sources 

Information Source No. of responses % of % of responses 

respondents 

Council 99 33 20 

Department of Conservation 97 32 20 

Information centre 90 30 19 

Library 26 9 5 

Don't know 23 8 5 

Books 23 8 5 

Word of mouth 22 7 5 

Government department 17 6 4 

Internet 16 5 3 

Citizens advice 14 5 3 

Onsite 13 4 3 

Maps . 12 4 2 

Others 11 4 2 

AA 10 3 2 

Landowners 8 3 2 

Fish & Game 4 1 1 

TOTAL RESPONSES 485 100 

Less frequently mentioned information sources can be further explained. Books 

included booklets on walkways, newspapers and publications on specific 

locations. Word of mouth included friends, associates, family members, locals 

and 'common knowledge'. On site information was primarily that on signs 

although this also included visitor centres if 'onsite visitor centre' was 

specifically mentioned. 

There were 23 respondents who did not know where to find information from 

and the "others" category covered those replies that were given only once and 

included those who said they wouldn't bother looking, recreation centres, police 

station, harbourmaster, and sports and tramping clubs. 
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Two-way chi-square analysis was performed to test the relationships between 

information sources given and respondents' ages, locations, and settings visited 

for recreation. There were only two reliable results. A larger percentage of 

StrowanlRutland residents named the council as an information source [X2 

(1,300)=5.44, p=.020], and those who visit farm land are more likely to ask 

landowners for access information [X2 (1,279)=6.53, p=.OII]. 

Question 1 O( a): Do you feel that you need more information on your access 

rights? 

When asked if they felt they needed more information on their access rights, 104 

(35%) of respondents said that they would, 189 (63%) said they did not and 7 

(2%) were unsure. 

A two-way chi-square analysis was performed to test for relationships between a 

need for more information on access rights and respondents' ages and gender. 

The only factor that showed a reliable result was gender, [X2 (2, 300)=8.55, 

p=.014] where a higher percentage of males (56.7%), than females (43.3%) 

expressed a need for more information. This may be related to the higher 

proportion of males who engage in active pursuits. 

A possible relationship between recreation activities undertaken and a need for 

more information was also tested. It is interesting to note that there is a strong 

inverse relationship between needing more information and participation in 

walking [X2 (2,300)=6.40, p=.041]; tramping [X2 (2,300)=8.86, p=.012]; and 

horseriding [X2 (2,300)=6.21,p=.045]. A two-way chi-square analysis shows a 

reliable result for all three of these groups although the significance should be 

interpreted with caution as the numbers participating are small, especially with 

horseriding (only 19 participants). 
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Question 11 (a): Have you personally had trouble gaining access to places for 

outdoor recreation in New Zealand? 

Only 41 (14%) respondents said that they had personally had trouble gaining 

access to places for outdoor recreation. A two-way chi-square analysis of those 

who had experienced trouble and respondents' characteristics (age, gender, 

employment status and sample site) showed a reliable result for gender [X2 (1, 

300)=6.67, p=.OI], with more males than females having trouble gaining access. 

This could be a reflection of the type of activities males tend to pursue (more 

active). 

Question II(b): What was the trouble you had? 

Respondents answering 'yes' to Question l1(a) (n=41) were then asked about 

the nature of that trouble. Although the individual cases given were quite 

specific, some common themes can be identified. The most frequent problem 

encountered was of accessing public land through private land. This was the 

experience of six respondents trying to access rivers, five accessing other land 

known to be public and four having their way to the beach stopped. 

There were also problems with identification of whether land is public or 

private. Several respondents had trouble finding the appropriate landowner. 

There were problems of accessing areas that had been open previously, often by 

way of being physically barred by locked gates. Also there were several cases of 

land that had previously been open to all, having signs specifying Maori access 

only. 

Another common issue was related to the type of recreation activity undertaken, 

with three respondents reporting trouble with other recreationists (with conflict 

over the activities being pursued at specific locations) and three with 

landowners. While these numbers are small they do highlight tensions that exist. 
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Question 12: Would you be prepared to pay a small entrance fee for the 

certainty of being able to walk over land? 

A total of 181 (60%) respondents reported that they would be prepared to pay, 

however 110 (37%) would not and 9 (3%) were not sure. A two-way chi-square 

analysis was performed to establish which respondents (tested by age, gender 

and sample site) were most prepared to pay. The only factor that showed any 

significance was gender, with larger percentage of females (55%), than males 

(45%), prepared to pay for access [X2 (2, 300)=11.44, p=.003]. 

Table 13: Paying For Access 

Question 12: Are you prepared to pay for access? 

Comments given 

Land tenure/ownership dependent 

Depends where land was 

On private land only 

Not for private land 

Not for public land 

Would pay for public land 

Payment for maintenance or attraction 

If it was for upkeep 

If it paid for facilities 

If attraction there 

Moral/philosophical concern with paying 

Shouldn't have to pay 

Beginning of exploitation 

Not if free before 

Would only go to free places 

Financial/general 

Depends on amount 

If really desperate to go there 

Only in some cases 

Only if had to pay 

We pay now anyway 

18 

33 

6 

17 

8 

27 

19 

16 

8 

5 

3 

3 

40 

21 

8 

8 

6 
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was undertaken (summer). This study found significantly higher participation 

rates after the Christmas holidays. 

People of all ages, both genders and diverse income levels (as indicated by the 

study site) participate in outdoor recreation outside the city (83% reported 

undertaking a recreation activity outside the city in the past four weeks). 

However males in this study dominated the more active pursuits. This finding 

mirrors the patterns of recreation participation found in many other New Zealand 

outdoor recreation studies (Booth & Peebles, 1995). 

The settings most visited for recreation were those close to home and, similar to 

the findings of the LINZ survey, the most popular recreation setting was 

coast/beaches. Another finding of note was a higher incidence of 

Strowan/Rutland residents visiting visit national parks. This could be related to 

the higher income levels, higher occupation status and higher education levels of 

those who visit national parks, as found by studies of national park use and users 

(Devlin, 1993; Booth, 1987). 

The recreational profile of the 300 Christchurch residents surveyed in this study 

fits the pattern of outdoor recreation participation identified from previous New 

Zealand studies. This suggests the sample is characteristic of the general 

population with respect to their recreational habits. Recreational participation is 

likely to influence knowledge of access rights. Therefore some confidence can 

be attached to the information presented in the following sections about the 

public's perceptions of their access rights. 

5.2. Knowledge of access rights 
The primary focus of this research was to examine the public's knowledge of 

their access rights and questions 5- 8 addressed this topic specifically. 

Confidence about knowledge of access rights 

Generally people felt confident about where they were allowed to go for outdoor 

recreation outside the city. However confidence levels differed across types of 
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land. Respondents were markedly less confident about their rights with respect 

to farmland. Analysis of levels of confidence of access rights and types of land 

visited shows that people visit the areas they feel most confident about. This 

supports the model depicted in section 2, in that knowledge of access rights 

appears to influence use. Also in support of this was comments made by 

respondents about not having personal experience of access trouble, or not 

needing more access information, as they only visited places they knew about. 

Knowledge of access rights 

Questions 6-8 asked respondents about their knowledge of legal rights of access 

in New Zealand: 

• Q 6 - legal right to walk on different types of land 

• Q 7 - selected access mechanisms 

• Q 8 - trespass 

It proved difficult to 'test' knowledge of access rights against reality given the 

complexity of legal rights of access in New Zealand. None the less an attempt 

was made to do so and this is reported in this section. First, however, the 

public's level of knowledge is discussed generally. 

Most respondents believe they have a legal right to walk across the different 

types of land specified in this study, with the exception of farmland. Farmland 

stands out in that just under half of respondents felt you could not walk there and 

just under half felt you could only walk there subject to certain conditions. These 

conditions primarily relate to seeking permission of the landowner/occupier. 

Urban fringe areas also recorded a high number of conditional responses. These 

conditions primarily related to keeping to tracks and only walking on publicly 

owned land. Thus respondents seemed to ide~tify urban fringe areas as a mix of 

public and private land and differentiated their answers on this basis. It may be 

speculated that the response to where you can legally walk across all land types 

was dictated, in part, by the respondents' view of whether the land was publicly

owned or privately-owned. This is not able to be checked via the data collected 

for all land types. The importance of on-site signs was evident in conditional 

responses given across all types of land. 
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There was also an awareness of the complexity of access rights within the 

responses to Q. 6. Many people commented that "it depends where", "only some 

places", or that there were "some restricted areas" - recognising perhaps that 

legal access rights are different by land tenure and the presence of access 

mechanisms such as walkways. 

Question 7 asked whether respondents had heard about selected access 

mechanisms in New Zealand, including a fictitious mechanism that we named 

Gateway Paths. Given that about one quarter of respondents said they had heard 

of Gateway Paths, this suggests an inflationary pressure on the data. As 

discussed in section 4, results may therefore be over-stated owing to this demand 

characteristic effect. However the question asked was whether respondents had 

heard of the access mechanisms and the only one that was further tested (by 

asking for an explanation of it) was the Queen's Chain. For the other access 

mechanisms mentioned, it is possible that respondents did not interpret the terms 

correctly either. 

Walkways and the Queen's Chain both had high recognition levels. 'Walkways' 

has a specific legal meaning under the Walkways Act, as a mechanism to protect 

access routes across public and private land. It is likely that respondents 

considered the term in a more general sense, as it is in common usage, to mean 

any form of path used primarily for walking. 

The Queen's Chain is also in common usage, appearing for example, in 

newspaper articles from time to time. Respondents were probed about their 

understanding of this term and these results are presented shortly. 

Paper Roads and Esplanade Reserves had a lower level of recognition. For the 

latter, as suggested in section 4, the researchers impression during survey 

administration was of recognition of 'esplanade' and 'reserve' rather than an 

understanding of 'Esplanade Reserves' specifically. 

Marginal Strips and Gateway Paths were the least known of the access 

mechanisms in Q 7. 
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Queen's Chain 

Focusing on the Queen's Chain, few respondents passed the 'reality test', as 

reported in section 4. In other words, few people mentioned correctly all three 

dimensions, which the authors decided, were key aspects of the Queen's Chain : 

location, nature, and measurement strip. 

When responses are taken across the complete data set, key perceptions about 

the Queen's Chain are evident. These include: 

1) Identification of the Queen's Chain with waterways. However 

responses show a lack of understanding that the Queen's Chain encompasses 

rivers, lakes and the coast. Most commonly, people thought the Queen's Chain 

was on the coast only. 

2) Some respondents «10) noted that the Queen's chain does not 

apply across all waterways ("not all rivers", "not all coast"). This is true, 

although the comments again did not encompass all waterways. 

3) Recognition of the Queen's Chain as a public access mechanism. 

Given this was evident from the question asked of them, this result may be 

spurious, but we suspect not. 

4) The Queen's Chain is public land. This is correct. 

5) Nineteen of the 208 people thought the Queen's Chain no longer 

exists. The reason for this is not known, but may relate to media attention of 

incursions to legal measures that protect the Queen's Chain in recent years. 

6) Association of the Queen's Chain with a strip of land, or a 

specified distance from the water's edge. This is correct, however most people 

did not know the correct distance. Some older people (who knew what a 'chain' 

is) may have guessed the distance from the name. 
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Trespass 

Trespass has been defined as "simply being on land without the permission of 

the occupier" (Mason, 1992, p 128). The offence of trespass takes place when 

three conditions occur: 

1) A person is trespassing 

2) The lawful owner/occupier of the land asks them to leave 

3) They do not do so. 

(Justice Anderson, High Court Auckland: Kelderman v Police 9/9/88). 

A good understanding was evident of trespass by respondents but there was wide 

variation in the explanations given. Most responses covered general comments 

on not being allowed somewhere, or that some land was private and permission 

was needed. Some respondents used the terms "illegal" or "unlawful" and a few 

mentioned warning signs, or having to be asked to leave for the offence of 

trespass to actually take place. A third general category could be taken as those 

who mentioned the "rights of landowners" and that manners and respect for both 

landowners, and the land, were a requirement. 

Knowledge of access rights differed across the sample. Respondents from the 

StrowanlRutland sample site had a higher median household income and 

correspondingly higher percentages employed in managerial/professional 

occupations which could be assumed to be related to higher levels of education. 

As may be expected from this there was a higher knowledge of all the access 

mechanisms exhibited by the StrowanlRutland respondents. The only exception 

to this was Gateway Paths (the fictitious one). Also in general there was a 

correlation between age and knowledge, with males displaying a greater 

knowledge. This could be because males are more likely to participate in active 

outdoor recreation than females. 
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Current sources of information 

People mainly think of public agencies and information centres when asked 

where they would seek outdoor recreation access information. It is assumed that 

most people meant tourist information centres (such as Visitor Information 

Network offices) rather than Department of Conservation information centres. 

Local authorities (various forms of councils) and the Department of 

Conservation were mentioned frequently. The only significant relationship found 

between recreation settings visited and information source was that those who 

visited farm land and would ask landowners for information. 

While these are the chief sources given for information, the wide range of other 

information sources suggested illustrates the variety of sources available and 

also a reasonable awareness by many people of at least some of those sources. 

Only twenty-three of the 300 respondents (8%) did not know where to seek 

access information for outdoor recreation. 

Is there a needfor more information? 

Most people (63%) were happy with the level of information available to them 

and of those that did want more information, males were over-represented. This 

may be a result of a higher proportion of males pursuing active pursuits. When 

these data are matched with activities, the fact that walkers and trampers were 

under represented in requesting more information could possibly be because 

those activities they are well provided for already via information books and 

onsite signs. Alternatively it may be that these activities are less reliant on access 

information as these activities are commonly accepted on most land areas. 

Horseriding, in particular, is more likely to be undertaken in riding 

establishments where separate access information is not a requirement. 

The type of information that would be most useful covered a wide range of types 

of information. The most common request was for general information on both 

places to go and on what the legal rights of access are. Mention was also made 

of the format and distribution of information. A number of respondents 

commented that if they needed information they would know where to find it. 
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6.0 Conclusions 

The research reported in this text is an initial probe into what the public know 

and think about their access rights. Given the dearth of previous research in this 

area within New Zealand, this study is somewhat exploratory in nature, none the 

less it has provided an overview of the public's knowledge of access rights. 

It appears that the public has a mixed knowledge of their rights of access, as may 

be expected. Overall individuals appear to be aware of various rights in a general 

sense (types of land over which they may walk, different access mechanisms, 

trespass) although their depth of knowledge appears shallow. When questioned 

about details, respondents quickly floundered. The Queen's Chain is an 

interesting illustration in that it recorded a high awareness rating, however few 

individuals understood what the concept meant in the sense of what rights it 

afforded them. 

Respondents in this study were confident that they did know about their rights of 

access for outdoor recreation outside the city. Despite this, many sought more 

information about where they could go for their recreation. Rural farmland 

stands out as the category of land about which many people are unsure of their 

rights. The survey data suggest that respondents appreciate the complexity of 

access rights, although this study was only able to examine this knowledge in a 

general way. 

People visit the areas they feel most confident about. This supports the model 

depicted in section 2, in that knowledge of access rights appears to influence use. 

This relationship warrants closer examination. 

The respondents surveyed for this study shown remarkable similarity in terms of 

their recreational profile with previous studies of recreational participation, 

confirming the pattern of outdoor recreation participation already established in 

the outdoor recreation literature. Furthermore, this similarity suggests that the 

study sample is a cross-section of the public and appropriately encompasses all 

types of recreational participant/non-participant. 
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Research Prospects 

This research provides a platform for further research into the public's 

understanding and knowledge of their access rights. Responses to almost every 

question asked in this study suggest a need for further exploration. Of particular 

interest is the challenge of establishing whether or not knowledge of access 

rights is a constraint to outdoor recreation. The other side of this coin is dealing 

with the questions of information sources and supply acting as a facilitator or 

constraint to outdoor recreation. 

Problems are encountered in asking the sorts of questions investigated in this 

study given the complexity of rights of access in this country. The typology of 

land used in this study (based on five broad categories) made the questionnaire 

approach feasible for this small study but clouded the understanding of 

responses in that there are many different types of land tenure within each of 

these five categories. It would be useful to examine knowledge of rights in more 

detail against specific land tenures. Similarly it would be useful to examine 

specific types of recreational users with respect to their knowledge and 

expectations of access rights (such as anglers and hunters). Such an approach 

would allow greater examination of access issues and problems, which is limited 

when addressing a general population survey. 
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Appendix 1: Survey Questionnaire 

Research Project: Public Access and Outdoor Recreation 

Hi, my name is Jude Wilson. I am a post-graduate student at Lincoln University. I'm doing a 
research project on some issues to do with outdoor recreation. Do you have time to answer a 
few questions for me? There are 15 questions altogether and it will take 5-10 minutes to 
complete. My questions are about your recreation activities outside the city area and are to 
find out what people know, and think, about their rights of public access. I have a letter of 
introduction from the university which explains my project (SHOW LETTER). 

I need to talk to the person, over the age of 15 in this household who has the next birthday. Is 
that person available now or could I arrange a time to come back and talk them? 

Your participation in this is voluntary and you may withdraw at any time. All the information 
collected will remain confidential and you will not able to be identified in any way from this 
survey. 

Activities 

First I need to ask you some questions about the recreation activities that you do. I'm only 
interested in activities done outside the city. 

1). For recreation do you ever do any of these activities outside the city? SHOW CARD A 
1. 0 walking 5. 0 picnickinglbarbecuing 
2. 0 visiting the beach 6. 0 camping 
3.0 riverllake/sea swimming 
4. 0 driving for pleasure 

2). What about these ones? SHOW CARD B 
7. 0 hunting/shooting 
8. 0 fishing 
9. 0 tramping/climbing 

10. 0 boating/canoeing 
11. 0 4WDriving 

12.0 cycling/mt biking 
13.0 horse-riding 
14.0 skiing 
15.0 other activities _ ____ _ 
16. 0 none of these (go to Q 5) 

3). Which, if any, of these activities have you done outside the city in the last 4 weeks? 
SHOW CARD C 
1.0 walking 
2. 0 visiting the beach 
3.0 riverllake/sea swimming 
4. 0 driving for pleasure 
5.0 picnickinglbarbecuing 
6.0 camping 
7. 0 hunting/shooting 

9.0 tramping/climbing 
10.0 boating/canoeing 
11.04WDriving 
12.0 cycling/mt biking 
13.0 horseriding 
14.0 skiing 
15.0 other activities ----- --
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4). Here is a list of different types of land commonly used for recreation in New Zealand. 
SHOWCARDD 
(a) Which of these areas do you ever visit for your recreation activities? (multiple 

ticks possible) 
(b) Which one of these areas have you visited most often in the last year? (one tick 

only) 

Knowledge 

(a) Ever 
1.0 
2.0 
3.0 
4.0 
5.0 

(b) Most 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

National park, forest park or reserve 
Rural farm land 
Urban fringe areas ego Port Hills, Bottle Lake 
Riversllakes 
Coastlbeaches 

5). I'm interested in legal rights of public access. For each of these areas how confident are 
you about where you are allowed to go? SHOW CARD E 

5 4 3 2 1 
Very confident confident neither not confident not at 

confident nor all 
not confident confident 

1). National park, 
forest park or reserve 0 0 0 0 0 

2). Rural farm land 0 0 0 0 0 
3). Urban fringe 0 0 0 0 0 
4). Riversllakes 0 0 0 0 0 
5). Coastlbeaches 0 0 0 0 0 

Unprompted Comments: 

6). Do you believe that you have a legal right to walk in each of the areas? 
1 2 3 4 
Yes No Conditional Don't 

1). National park, Know 
forest park or reserve 0 0 0 0 

conditions: 
2). Rural farm land 0 0 0 0 

conditions: 
3). Urban fringe 0 0 0 0 

conditions: 
4). Rivers/lakes 0 0 0 0 

conditions: 
5). Coastlbeaches 0 0 0 0 

conditions: 
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7). (a) These are some of the names of types of access ways that apply in New Zealand. 
Which ones have you heard of? SHOW CARD F 

123 
Yes No Not sure 

1). Paper Roads 0 0 0 
2). Queens Chain 0 0 0 
3). Walkways 0 0 0 
4). Gateway Paths 0 0 0 
5). Esplanade Reserves 0 0 0 
6). Marginal Strips 0 0 0 

(b) You said that you've heard of the Queens Chain. What is it? 

Opinions 

8). (a) Now I am interested in your opinion about the right of any landowner to restrict your 
access on to their land. Do you have an understanding of what 'trespass' is? 

1. 0 Yes 
2. ONo 
3. 0 Not sure 

(b) If Yes: Please explain what you think trespass is: _____________ _ 

9). If you were seeking information about where you are allowed to go for outdoor recreation 
where would you find this information? 

10). (a) Do you feel you need more information on your access rights? 
1. 0 Yes 
2. D No 
3. D Not sure 

(b) If Yes: What type of information would be most useful? 

11). (a) Have you personally had trouble gaining access to places for outdoor recreation in 
New Zealand? 

1. DYes 
2. D No 
3. 0 Not sure 
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(b) If Yes: What type of trouble? 

12). Would you be prepared to pay a small entrance fee for the certainty of being able to walk 
over land? 

1. 0 Yes 
2. 0 No 
3. 0 Not sure 

Unprompted Comments: _____________________ _ 

Demographic and Socio-Economic Characteristics 

I need to ask a couple of questions about you for statistical purposes. You will not be able to 
be identified in any way from this information. 

13). 1. 0 Male 
2. 0 Female 

14). What age category do you fit? SHOW CARD G 

1. 0 15-19 5. o 50-59 
2. 0 20-29 6. o 60-69 
3. o 30-39 7. o 70-79 
4 . o 40-49 8. o 80+ 

15). How are you employed? SHOW CARD H 

1. 0 employed: What is your job? _________ _ 
2. 0 unemployed 
3. 0 retired 
4 . 0 houseperson 
5. 0 student 
6. 0 other 

Thank you very much for your time and help. 
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Appendix 2: Map of Survey Areas 

Survey Areas 

30 - Rutland 
41 - Strowan 

61 - Avonside 
62 - North Linwood 

CHRISTCHURCH 
URBAN ZONE 
Territorial Authority boundary .. ..... ___ _ 

Urban area boundary ...... ............. _,,_ 

Area unit boundary ............ ........... ___ _ 
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Scale 1 :50 000 
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Appendix 3: Introduction Letter 

07 December 2000 

Study on Outdoor Recreation and Access Rights 

Human Sciences 
Dillision 
POBox84 

Uncoln University 
Canterbury 
New Zealand 

Telephone: 
(64) (3) 325 2811 

Fax: 
(64) (3) 325 3857 

This letter introduces Jude Wilson who is conducting a questionnaire survey of 

Christchurch residents for her research into outdoor recreation and access rights in 

New Zealand. Jude is undertaking this research as the recipient of the Human 

Sciences Division Summer Research Scholarship for 2000/01. 

For this project, she is interested in talking with a wide range of people - those who are 

active in recreation and those who are not. Everyone's opinion is important and we 

would appreciate your time to complete the questionnaire. 

I am her supervisor for this research. Please contact me, or Dr Jenny Ross (Divisional 

Director), if you have any questions relating to the conduct of this research. 

Thank you for participating in the survey. We appreciate your time. 

Yours faithfully, 

Kay Booth 

Lecturer in Parks, Recreation and Tourism 

Human Sciences Division 
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