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Abstract
Interpreting the significance of protected areas: A case study of how
recreationists value the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas,
Canterbury, New Zealand

by
M. E. Grey

The Craigieburn and Castle Hill (Kura Tawhiti) conservation areas, located 100 kilometres
west of Christchurch, are situated in a region characterised by snow-capped mountains,
shingle slides, beech forest and limestone rock formations. These conservation areas are
protected by the Department of Conservation for their natural and cultural worth and as
popular destinations for a variety of outdoor recreation activities. These conservation sites are
subject to multiple and competing demands, some of which have the potential to undermine
the future integrity of the natural resource and quality of the recreation experience.
The overall aim of this research was to explore the recreational significance of these specific
protected areas through investigating the values reported by users of these settings. A
qualitative methods approach was employed, consisting of semi-structured interviews and
analysis of key Department of Conservation policy documents. In total, 23 past and present
recreational users were interviewed, and two Department of Conservation staff members
acted as ‘key informants’ regarding the management of these conservation areas.
Study participants emphasised the value of proximity of the conservation areas to
Christchurch, and the importance of variety in both scenery and recreational opportunity. The
majority of participants displayed a strong attachment to these places and perceived them as
more accommodating of recreational diversity than nearby Arthur’s Pass National Park.
Although many recreationists expressed an interest in the enhancement of specific
recreational opportunities within the Craigieburn area, a clear desire to minimise development
was apparent. In particular, concern was expressed by some regarding the expansion of the
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Porter Heights ski area and its possible impacts. This research highlights the importance of
understanding how stakeholder groups use and value protected areas, and how this
information could be used to inform future management of such areas.

Keywords: Recreational values, people-park relationship, parks, protected areas, outdoor
recreation, place attachment, sense of place, place meanings, Craigieburn, New Zealand.

iii

Acknowledgements
I would like to extend my thanks and appreciation to a number of people who have supported
and assisted me on my journey to completing this thesis.
First, I would like to express my sincerest gratitude to my supervisors, Dr. Stephen Espiner
and Dr. Emma Stewart, whose expertise, advice, support and encouragement have been an
important part of my postgraduate experience and the development of this thesis.
To my fellow postgraduate students on Forbes Level 5, thank you for your support,
friendship, and all the lunchtime laughs. Thank you also to all Lincoln University staff who
took time to discuss my research ideas with me.
To everyone at IT services who helped me with my formatting, particuarly Brenda Lord,
thank you so much for your time.
To Poma Palmer, Chris Stewart, and Jim Henderson, Peter Brady and Bruce Webster of the
Department of Conservation, this thesis would not have taken shape without your help. Thank
you so much for taking the time to share your expertise and knowledge, and helping me
establish backgound context for my research. Sincere thanks are due also to the convenors of
the L.W. McCaskill Scholarship, who granted me funding for my research. This financial
assistance is much appreciated.
I wish also to express my most profound thanks to my friends for their support and
encouragement, and to my devoted family, who have believed in my abilities from day one.
You have helped me through one of the most challenging, yet rewarding times of my life.
Finally, a vote of sincere thanks to all who gave up time from their personal lives and allowed
me to interview them for my research. Without them sharing their views and experiences, this
thesis would not have been possible. I hope my interpreation of your words has done them
justice.

iv

Table of Contents
Abstract ..................................................................................................................................... ii
Acknowledge ments .................................................................................................................. iv
Table of Contents ...................................................................................................................... v
List of Tables .......................................................................................................................... viii
List of Figures .......................................................................................................................... ix
Chapter 1 Introduction ............................................................................................................ 1
1.1 Values for protected areas ................................................................................................. 1
1.1.1 Historical protection of landscapes ....................................................................... 2
1.1.2 The contemporary significance of protected areas ................................................ 3
1.2

Protected areas in New Zealand ........................................................................................ 4
1.2.1 Outdoor recreation: People in protected areas....................................................... 4
1.2.2 Endangered wildlife and resource development.................................................... 4

1.3
1.4
1.5

Study context ..................................................................................................................... 5
Terminology ...................................................................................................................... 6
Thesis structure ................................................................................................................. 6

Chapter 2 Lite rature Review ................................................................................................... 8
2.1 Values ................................................................................................................................ 8
2.2 Exploring stakeholder values for protected areas ........................................................... 11
2.2.1 People-park relationships .................................................................................... 11
2.2.2 The influence of the ‘place attachment’ concept................................................. 14
2.2.3 Environmental concern........................................................................................ 17
2.2.4 Environmental concern and outdoor recreationists ............................................. 18
2.2.5 Recreational motivation....................................................................................... 19
2.3

Chapter summary ............................................................................................................ 22

Chapter 3 Study Setting ......................................................................................................... 24
3.1 Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 24
3.2 Protected areas in New Zealand: Past and present .......................................................... 24
3.2.1 Early conservation in “God’s Own Country”...................................................... 24
3.2.2 Structural changes in conservation land manageme nt......................................... 25
3.2.3 The New Zealand public conservation land system ............................................ 26
3.3
3.4

Study location.................................................................................................................. 28
Physical environment ...................................................................................................... 29
3.4.1 Geology ............................................................................................................... 29
3.4.2 Climate ................................................................................................................ 30
3.4.3 Flora and fauna .................................................................................................... 31

3.5

A neighbouring national park.......................................................................................... 32
v

3.6

Human relationships with the land.................................................................................. 33
3.6.1 Significance to Maori .......................................................................................... 34
3.6.2 Early European occupation: Runholding and exploration................................... 35

3.7
3.8

Establishment of the conservation areas ......................................................................... 36
Management of the conservation areas ........................................................................... 37
3.8.1 Modern uses of the Craigieburn area................................................................... 37
3.8.2 Tenure review ...................................................................................................... 39
3.8.3 Conservation issues ............................................................................................. 39
3.8.4 Management objectives ....................................................................................... 40

3.9

Chapter summary ............................................................................................................ 41

Chapter 4 Methodology.......................................................................................................... 43
4.1 The nature of qualitative research ................................................................................... 43
4.2 Types of participants ....................................................................................................... 44
4.2.1 Recreational users................................................................................................ 45
4.2.2 Key informants .................................................................................................... 46
4.3

Recruitment of participants ............................................................................................. 46
4.3.1 Scoping ................................................................................................................ 46
4.3.2 ‘Snowballing’ and networking ............................................................................ 47

4.4

Interviewing techniques .................................................................................................. 47
4.4.1 Semi-structured in-depth interviews.................................................................... 47
4.4.2 Interview structure and content ........................................................................... 48

4.5

Data collection and analysis ............................................................................................ 48
4.5.1 Conducting the interviews ................................................................................... 48
4.5.2 Transcripts and interview log .............................................................................. 49
4.5.3 Coding and identification of ‘themes’ ................................................................. 49
4.5.4 Analysis of official policy documents ................................................................. 50

4.6
4.7
4.8

Ethical considerations ..................................................................................................... 51
Limitations ...................................................................................................................... 52
Chapter summary ............................................................................................................ 53

Chapter 5 Recreational values for the Craigieburn area.................................................... 54
5.1 The recreational appeal ................................................................................................... 54
5.1.1 Getting back to nature ......................................................................................... 54
5.1.2 Proximity and access ........................................................................................... 56
5.1.3 Variety and versatility ......................................................................................... 59
5.2
5.3

Being ‘part of the place’ .................................................................................................. 62
The ‘little’ mountain area ................................................................................................ 65
5.3.1 Comparisons with ‘the park next door’ ............................................................... 65
5.3.2 Different areas for different activities ................................................................. 67
vi

5.4

Perceptions of protected area purpose............................................................................. 69
5.4.1 Conservation versus recreational use .................................................................. 70
5.4.2 Conservation and recreation combined ............................................................... 72

5.5

Chapter summary ............................................................................................................ 73

Chapter 6 The impacts of change – perceptions and prospects ......................................... 75
6.1 Perspectives on development .......................................................................................... 75
6.1.1 Opportunities for improvement ........................................................................... 75
6.1.2 The desire to limit development .......................................................................... 81
6.2
6.3

The Porter Heights expansion ......................................................................................... 84
Environmental concerns .................................................................................................. 87
6.3.1 Wilding pines ‘taking over’ ................................................................................. 88
6.3.2 Decrease in birdlife, increase in pests ................................................................. 89
6.3.3 Impacts on geological features ............................................................................ 91

6.4

Chapter summary ............................................................................................................ 92

Chapter 7 Concluding Discussion ......................................................................................... 94
7.1 Recreational values and perceived threats ...................................................................... 94
7.2 The Craigieburn-Arthur’s Pass relationship.................................................................... 98
7.3 Department of Conservation policies and recreationist values ....................................... 99
7.4 Research implications and future research directions ................................................... 100
References.............................................................................................................................. 104
Appendix A Consent forms and information sheet ........................................................... 117
A.1 Interview information sheet .......................................................................................... 117
A.2 Interview consent form.................................................................................................. 119
Appendix B Interview schedules ......................................................................................... 120
B.1 Schedule for recreationists ............................................................................................... 120
B.2 Schedule for key informants ............................................................................................ 122

vii

List of Tables
Table 4.1

Participants’ primary outdoor recreational activities and other activities
participated in ........................................................................................................ 46

Table 4.2

Phrases used in Department of Conservation documents and similar
recreationist values ................................................................................................ 51

Table 7.1

Value types based on values spectrum by Schwartz (1994) and comparisons to
values identified among recreationists................................................................... 95

viii

List of Figures
Figure 2.1 Culture-level value structure based on 86 samples from 38 cultures. After
Schwartz, 1994 ........................................................................................................ 9
Figure 3.1 Indication of conservation sites and proportion of land area administered by the
Department of Conservation. Retrieved from http://www.doc.govt.nz/aboutdoc/role/maps-and-statistics/map-of-conservation- land/....................................... 26
Figure 3.2 Statutory planning framework for New Zealand public land. Adapted from
Department of Conservation: Planning for and managing publicly owned land,
2006 ....................................................................................................................... 27
Figure 3.3 Location of Craigieburn Forest Park and Kura Tawhiti Conservation Area in
Canterbury, New Zealand. Map adapted from http://www.wises.co.nz;
Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy, 2000 ......................................... 28
Figure 3.4 State Highway 73 as seen from the entrance to Craigieburn Forest Park. Photo
credit: author .......................................................................................................... 29
Figure 3.5 The weathered grey limestone formations of Kura Tawhiti Conservation Area
(Castle Hill). Photo credit: author.......................................................................... 30
Figure 3.6 Mountain beech dominates in Craigieburn Forest Park. Photo credit: author ....... 31
Figure 3.7 The modern route through Arthur’s Pass chosen for a road by Arthur Dobson
in 1865. Photo credit: author ................................................................................. 33
Figure 3.8 Indication of Craigieburn Forest Park boundaries (shaded dark green). Adapted
from http://gis.doc.govt.nz/docgis/ ........................................................................ 36
Figure 3.9 Indication of ski fields located within and nearby Craigieburn Forest Park.
Adapted from Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy, 2000 ................. 37
Figure 3.10 Visitors enjoy the limestone formations at Kura Tawhiti Conservation Area.
Photo credit: author................................................................................................ 38

ix

Chapter 1
Introduction
Protected areas are portions of land and water deemed significant enough to put aside for
mandatory protection, and can now be found in virtually every part of the world, with global
protected area cover between 10-15 per cent (McDonald & Boucher, 2011; Wiens, Seavy, &
Jongsomjit, 2011). The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) divides
protected areas into seven categories: nature reserves, wilderness areas, national parks, natural
monuments or features, habitat/species management areas, protected landscapes, and
protected areas with sustainable use of natural resources (Dudley, Parrish, Redford, & Stolton,
2010). However, it is important not only to recognise that land and water resources are
protected, but to consider what, and who, they are protected for. In most countries, protected
areas serve more than one purpose. For instance, the areas provide habitats for endangered
species, lend their natural landscapes to tourism and outdoor recreation, and in some cases
provide resources for nearby communities. Such areas are valued in multiple ways, and
understanding these values is crucial in their management.
In New Zealand, protected areas are important for wildlife conservation, protection of cultural
features, tourism and recreation, with some landscapes viewed as being ‘iconic’ and
contributing to national identity. This exploratory study investigates the values held by
recreational users for the Craigieburn and Castle Hill Conservation Areas in Canterbury, New
Zealand. This chapter provides background context on the broader origins of protected areas,
how values have influenced their establishment and management, the factors underpinning
values for protected areas in New Zealand, and finally, where the current study is situated in
the wider context of protected area management.

1.1 Values for protected areas
The protected area concept is not unique to the modern world, as humans have set aside areas
of protected land and water for many centuries. However, regardless of historical periods,
these places have always been a reflection of human values of the given time. Therefore,
while nature exists independent of human values, formally protected areas are essentially a
‘social construction’ (Eagles & McCool, 2002). This section discusses the evolution of the
protected area concept, and how changing social, economic and environmental conditions
influence values for protected areas in the present day.
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1.1.1 Historical protection of landscapes
Throughout early human history, protected areas were often secured by inhabitants in order to
protect a resource, such as a fishery, and examples of these acts of preservation are
geographically widespread (Chape, Spalding, & Jenkins, 2008). Documented examples of the
practice of land protection date back to 300 BC when the Mauryan kings of northern India
established reserves to protect forests, elephants, fish, and wildlife (Chape, Spalding, &
Jenkins, 2008). In the Middle East, the Al Hema system of land management was used to
protect extensive tracts of land from overgrazing, while civilisations in Oceania placed
permanent or seasonal restrictions on resources such as lagoons and reefs (Chape, Spalding, &
Jenkins, 2008). The ancient Maori people of New Zealand also had a number of practices to
protect important natural resources or spiritually significant places. A ‘rahui’, or restriction,
was sometimes placed on a natural resource in order to protect it, while some natural areas of
spiritual significance were declared ‘tapu’, or sacred (Young, 2004).
It would appear that these historical protected areas were primarily established to conserve
resources essential to the prosperity of the respective cultures, suggesting an emphasis on use
values. However, since the late 19th century, protected areas have become more
‘institutionalised’ than was previously the case, with protected areas serving more varied
purposes, governed by multiple partners with long-term objectives, and to some extent,
becoming developed as part of wider protected area “networks” (Chape, Spalding, & Jenkins,
2008, p.10). The most prominent example of this development was the arrival of the ‘national
parks’ system in the United States of America, with the formation of Yellowstone National
Park in 1872 (Chape, Spalding, & Jenkins, 2008; Gillespie, 2007). Yellowstone’s
establishment was a formal statement about ‘values’- not only for natural resources, but for
scenery, tourism, recreation and science (Sheail, 2010).
In the New Zealand context, the establishment of protected areas can be viewed as having
followed a sequence of distinctive stages. Inherently, the focus of conservation in the late 19 th
century and early 20th century was almost entirely on the protection of natural areas for
tourism and scenery preservation, rather than the ecological and scientific purposes which
followed in later decades (Booth & Simmons, 2000). Between the 1890s and 1950s, the focus
of protected area establishment shifted towards the ‘acquisition’ and ‘maintenance’ of public
conservation lands, compared with subsequent decades which have entailed more planned use
and business negotiations (Booth & Simmons, 2000; Roche, 1984). The development of the
New Zealand protected area system is further discussed in Chapter 3.
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1.1.2 The contemporary significance of protected areas
While it seems likely that protected areas have existed in some form since early human
history, the importance of such areas appears to have grown in more recent times, with
substantial growth in protected area numbers over the past 50 years (Chape, Spalding, &
Jenkins, 2008). McDonald and Boucher (2011) reported that the proportion of protected areas
is likely to increase, possibly reaching 15-29 per cent by 2030. Furthermore, networks of
protected areas are increasingly viewed as valuable tools for nature protection (Leroux et al.,
2010; Tuvi, Vellak, Reier, Szava-Kovats, & Partel, 2011). It is important to consider what
factors have influenced this increase in the designation of protected areas. As well as
ecological preservation, protected areas are also seen to contribute to the social wellbeing of
their respective countries, including economic opportunities such as tourism, physical and
emotional health, the protection of cultural values, traditional uses, and important resources
such as fresh water (Eagles & McCool, 2002).
However, modern protected areas face multiple threats, pressures and demands. For instance,
climate change is claimed to be one of the biggest challenges to humanity in the twenty-first
century, affecting almost every aspect of civilisation, including the protection of natural areas
(Araujo, Algador, Cabeza, Nogues-Bravo, & Thuiller, 2011; IPCC, 2007; Lemieux, Beechey,
& Gray, 2011; Kharouba & Kerr, 2010; Prato, 2012; Wiens et al., 2011). The effects of
climate change on protected areas are of growing concern, and these impacts manifest in
various ways, such as habitat loss, the melting of ice sheets, and rising sea levels (Chape,
Spalding, & Jenkins, 2008; Eagles, 2007). While it is apparent that this threat is allencompassing, other significant issues for protected areas also exist.
Economic activity, such as logging in forests, continues to threaten wilderness, often leading
to habitat destruction, and consequently, loss of animal species (Lovejoy, 2006; Schmitt et al.,
2009). Invasive economic activity often threatens the values of local communities, with some
becoming concerned about species extinction (Robinson, Bennett, King, & Murray, 2012),
and others involved in land use conflicts (Johannesen, 2007; Scales, 2012). Demand for
tourism and outdoor recreation in protected areas also raises questions regarding sustainability
(Burger, 2000; Williams & Shaw, 2009; Zeppel, 2010). In New Zealand, these issues of
global magnitude are also of concern. The following section discusses how these issues
manifest in the New Zealand context.
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1.2 Protected areas in New Zealand
Protected area management in New Zealand currently centres on planned use and business
negotiations (see 1.1.1), with most public conservation lands supporting multiple uses such as
wildlife protection, recreation and tourism. More than 30 per cent of New Zealand’s total land
area is now reserved as conservation land (Craig et al., 2000). Despite the contribution of
New Zealand protected areas to wildlife protection, tourism and recreation, and influencing
national identity, values for these qualities are subject to on-going threats.
1.2.1 Outdoor recreation: People in protected areas
New Zealand’s public conservation lands attract a range of recreationists (Booth & Cullen,
2001; Curry, 2001). Growing numbers of visitors since the 1960s have put pressure on
tourism operators and protected area managers to take more effective measures to lessen
impacts, while not compromising the quality of visitor experiences (Cessford & Muhar, 2003;
Ward, Hughey, & Urlich, 2002). Recreational use can, in some cases, result in biophysical
and ecological impacts, such as the removal of plant cover, degradation of species diversity
and disturbance to wildlife (Booth & Cullen, 1995). In some cases, recreational activity may
also have impacts on traditional Maori values, such as spiritual and cultural beliefs related to
geological features (Booth & Cullen, 2001).
Nevertheless, people have long had access to protected areas in New Zealand, and outdoor
recreation remains a popular activity and important part of New Zealand identity (Kearsley,
Coughlan, Higham, Higham, & Thyne, 1998). Another important factor to consider in the
attractiveness of protected areas for outdoor recreation is the distance at which they are
located from urban areas. Pigram and Jenkins (2006) discussed the ‘distance-decay effect’,
where the greater the distance between areas of residence and recreation sites, the less the
desire to travel there due to perceptions of cost, time and effort. McDonald et al. (2009)
highlighted the increasing proximity between urban settings and protected areas. As the
multiple costs of long-distance travel increase, people may favour protected areas closer to
home for recreation, placing greater demand on these areas. Considering the long-standing
relationship between New Zealanders and public conservation lands, it is important to study
the values that are held among various interest groups for these lands (Thompson-Carr, 2012).
1.2.2

Endangered wildlife and resource development

Loss of forest has in many cases meant damage to wildlife habitats, with some unable to
recover sufficiently to support wildlife (Ewers et al., 2006). It has also been reported that
around 50 per cent of native bird species are now threatened (Craig et al., 2000). As well as
habitat loss, New Zealand native species, particularly birds, are continually threatened by
4

mammalian predators and pests (Dowding & Murphy, 2001). This decline of native birds has
raised concerns about the future of these rare, and in some views, iconic species.
Some protected areas have also recently been considered for resource development, such as
oil exploration and investigations for mineral potential (Ministry of Economic Development
& Department of Conservation, 2010). Recently, the New Zealand Government released a
proposal to explore possibilities for mining operations on conservation land. The Government
informed that this would require the removal of parts of Schedule 4 of the Resource
Management Act, which protect conservation land from exploitation (Espiner, 2010; Kiran,
2011; Resource Management Act, 1991). This proposition prompted some interest groups to
voice their disapproval, with one conservation group member declaring that protected areas
are ‘sacrosanct’ and fundamentally important in defining the identity of New Zealanders
(Kidson, 2010).
The example of the proposed mining of public conservation lands suggests that the New
Zealand Government underestimated the level of feeling for these areas. Understanding how
users of protected areas value these spaces is important in the development of knowledge
about the functions and roles the areas play in the societies within which they are located
(Eagles & McCool, 2002).

1.3 Study context
Craigieburn Forest Park and Kura Tawhiti Conservation Area (known also as Castle Hill) are
situated in close proximity to both Christchurch and to one another, in a landscape of
spectacular mountain scenery (see 3.2). This area also features other public conservation
lands, including the adjacent Arthur’s Pass National Park (see 3.4). The Craigieburn area is
frequented by a range of outdoor recreationists, such as trampers, skiers, mountain bikers and
rock climbers. Like other conservation areas close to urban settings, Craigieburn Forest Park
and Kura Tawhiti Conservation Area also face a number of pressures, including the
possibility of large-scale commercial development in the near future.

The following main research questions are addressed in this study:
1. Who are the key recreational user groups of the conservation areas?
2. In what ways do key recreational users value and interpret these conservation areas?
3. How do values vary between and within the recreational groups?
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4. With regard to values expressed by recreationists, what are the relative comparisons
made by users between the study sites and Arthur’s Pass National Park?
5. To what extent are the values of the recreationists consistent with the Department of
Conservation’s expressed objectives and policies specific to these sites?

1.4 Terminology
A ‘protected area’ is defined by the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) as
being “a clearly defined geographical space, recognised, dedicated and managed, through
legal or other effective means, to achieve the long-term conservation of nature with associated
ecosystem services and cultural values” (MPA News, 2008, p.1). In this thesis, ‘protected
area’ will be used almost synonymously with ‘conservation area’ or ‘public conservation
land’, which are terms especially relevant to the New Zealand context. The term ‘values’ is
also fundamental to the research and in this thesis, is taken to mean individually or
collectively held beliefs or morals. The terminology around values is further explained in
Chapter 2. It is also important to make clear the use of place names in this thesis. While the
proper name for the area protecting the limestone formations is ‘Kura Tawhiti Conservation
Area’, it is commonly referred to by recreationists as ‘Castle Hill’. These names will be used
interchangeably.

1.5 Thesis structure
This thesis comprises six chapters hereafter.
Chapter 2 reviews literature related to people’s environmental values, more specifically those
of recreationists in relation to protected areas. A discussion is given on the term ‘values’ and
its specific use in this thesis. Following this, research on people-park relationships, place
attachment, environmental concern and recreational motivation is explored and discussed.
Chapter 3 provides a discussion of the methodological approach for the study, including
justification for the approach and an outline of the research process.
Chapter 4 provides the contextual setting for the study areas, Craigieburn Forest Park and
Kura Tawhiti Conservation Area. A description is given of the geological facets of the
Craigieburn region, along with its flora and fauna. Both historical and contemporary human
interaction with the area is then discussed, followed by the contemporary issues facing the
sites and how the Department of Conservation manages such issues.
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Chapters 5 and 6 revolve around the key themes drawn from the findings of this study.
Chapter 5 interprets and discusses the various ways in which recreationists value the
conservation areas, while Chapter 6 focuses on how recreationists believe these values are
threatened by social, economic and environmental change in the wider region.
Chapter 7 revisits the objectives and findings of this research, and evaluates the implications
of the findings on the future management of the conservation areas, and how these local-scale
conservation issues fit into the wider global context.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
This chapter reviews the research literature on how people value, and assign meanings to,
protected areas. The chapter is divided into two sections, the first of which addresses the
complexity of the term ‘values’, a concept central to this research, and the differences in how
it has been applied across various disciplines. This section also clarifies how the term is used
in this study. The second section examines research of ‘people-park’ relationships, both in
New Zealand and overseas. The chapter will then explore research that has focused on
recreationists, centring on the concepts of place attachment, environmental concern and
recreational motivation.

2.1 Values
‘Values’ is a term commonly used by many disciplines, such as economics, psychology,
sociology, cultural anthropology, and the biophysical sciences. Despite widespread familiarity
with this term, its definitions tend to vary between disciplines. The purpose of this section is
to examine the extensive and complex use of the term and how it may be applied across
different disciplines.
In some cases, values are described as being a product of human psychology. Values have
previously been defined as motives, as well as beliefs and morals that are held either
individually or collectively, within a society. They have also been described as judgements of
what is believed to be ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ (Moore, 1995; Henning & Mangun, 1989). Reser and
Bentrupperbaumer (p.141, 2005) defined ‘values’ as “…individual and shared community or
societal beliefs about the significance, importance, and wellbeing of the natural environment,
and how the natural world should be viewed and treated by humans”.
Reser and Bentrupperbaumer (2005) argued that there was a need for a clearer definition of
what is meant by ‘environmental values’. For example, Gray (2004) identified five different
value types for the ‘geodiversity’ of the planet: intrinsic value; aesthetic value; economic
value; functional value; and research and education value. Reser and Bentrupperbaumer
(2005) argued that the model by Gray (2004) demonstrated how social science based and
biophysical science based value understandings sit side by side, as well as socio-economic
constructs.
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Some researchers have developed intricate models consisting of numerous components in an
attempt to express the complexity of human values, and how these influence people’s actions.
Schwartz (1994), who defined human values as ‘desirable goals’, constructed a values
spectrum based on 86 samples from a study of 38 cultures (see Figure 2.1). Values described
under conservatism and hierarchy are more closely related to one another, while mastery and
intellectual and affective autonomy values are more closely related. Harmony values relate
most closely to egalitarian commitment.
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Figure 2.1

Culture-level value structure based on 86 samples from 38
cultures. After Schwartz, 1994
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Values which are associated with human thoughts and feelings should not be confused with
those which are often used by economists to express the worth of resources or ‘goods’.
O’Neill, Holland, and Light (2008) divided such values into two distinct groups. The first,
‘use values’, refers to satisfactions that are experienced through the actual use of a good. The
second, ‘non-use values’ is argued to encompass three types of values, these being option
values, bequest values, and existence values (O’Neill, Holland, & Light, 2008). In the case of
these three value types, an individual may not actually currently use a given resource, but may
have an interest in it because of potential use opportunities, a desire to preserve, or the mere
presence of a resource.
One type of ‘value’ that has become increasingly prominent in the field of environmental
studies is ‘intrinsic value’. In its simplest sense, intrinsic value can be applied to something
that is defined as being ‘an end in itself’ (O’Neill, Holland, & Light, 2008, p.114). This is
contrasted with ‘instrumental value’, which implies the object is a means to some other end.
For example, many natural resources, such as lakes and rivers, are seen by some stakeholder
groups as having intrinsic values, that is, they have worth that is independent of human
opinion. However, it is unclear where the division lies between something that has intrinsic
value and something that does not. It could be argued that, since the term ‘intrinsic value’ has
been fabricated by humans, it is difficult to define how the object has worth that is not
assigned by humans. This discrepancy was addressed by Jamieson (2008, p.67), who
contested that:
“Valuing implies both a subject and an object. The idea that valuing
occurs without a subject doesn’t make any sense. Nor does it make any
sense to think of a subject engaging in an act of valuing that has no
object. To value is to value something”.
There have also been attempts over the past three decades to explain human values for the
environment through the use of ‘dominant social paradigm’ scales (DSPs), in particular the
‘NEP’ or ‘new environmental paradigm’ (Hawcroft & Milfont, 2010). Dunlap and Van Liere
(2008, p.19) defined a dominant social paradigm simply as a world view “through which
individuals or, collectively, a society interpret (sic) the meaning of the external world...
(and)...a mental image of social reality that guides expectations in a society”. The concept of
the ‘new environmental paradigm’, however, has emerged to challenge the ‘dominant social
paradigm’ model and suggests that there has been a shift in worldwide environmental
attitudes (EA) or values (Dunlap, 2008).
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The original ‘NEP’ scale, developed by Dunlap and Van Liere in 1975, comprises twelve
items which are responded to on a 4-point Likert scale. These items are designed to target
three main aspects of environmental attitudes: a belief in (1) humans’ ability to upset the
balance of nature, (2) the existence of limits to growth, and (3) humans’ right to rule over the
rest of nature (Hawcroft & Milfont, 2010, p.144). The ‘NEP’ scale was revised in 2000, when
five more aspects were added. These aspects are: (1) the reality of limits to growth, (2) antianthropocentrism, (3) the fragility of nature’s balance, (4) rejection of exemptionalism, and
(5) the possibility of an eco-crisis (Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig, & Jones, 2000; Hawcroft &
Milfont, 2010). These aspects suggest that those who hold this ‘new worldview’ tend to show
increased concern for nature and believe that human activity is becoming detrimental to
global environments (Rendall, 1995).
For the purposes of this study, the meaning of the term ‘values’ is more closely aligned with
the definitions given by Moore (1995) and Henning and Mangun (1989), whereby values are
both individually and collectively held beliefs or morals, or ideas of what is ‘right’ or
‘wrong’. The reason for this is because the research seeks to determine not how the worth of
the natural environment is quantified, but how and why people attach meanings to protected
areas, and what they believe is ‘good’ or ‘bad’, ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ about such places. The
following section examines how human values for protected areas manifest.

2.2 Exploring stakeholder values for protected areas
Over the past few decades, a body of literature has developed around the ways in which
various interest groups value, and assign meanings to, protected areas in both developed and
developing countries. The scope of this literature ranges from research on the values of
smaller stakeholder groups, such as residents who live near or within protected areas, to
larger-scale explorations of people-park relationships. This section explores a number of
examples of research conducted on the values of such stakeholder groups, as well as research
that has focused on the concepts of place attachment, environmental concern, and recreational
motivation.
2.2.1 People-park relationships
The concept of ‘people-park relationships’ has been used to encapsulate the interactions of
people, both in individual and collective contexts, with protected areas. People-park
relationships include the meanings that are ascribed to parks by local people, and their
attitudes towards area management and administration (McCleave, Espiner, & Booth, 2006).
The growing attention to the people-park concept is believed to have been prompted by the
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spread of the protected area concept across both developed and developing countries, the
exclusion of local uses of the parks, and the effects of the growth of tourism in such areas
(McCleave, Espiner, & Booth, 2006; Zube & Busch, 1990).
Many studies of people-park relationships have been carried out in developing countries
where people’s traditional uses of protected areas have been implicated by management
decisions and the presence of tourism. In these countries, there are often local communities
living within or near the borders of national parks who draw income and livelihoods from
these areas. There are a number of studies that have recognised these intricate people-park
relationships and attempted to determine what attitudes and concerns are held among
stakeholders.
In the African countries of Tanzania and South Africa, park management has been found to be
viewed either negatively or neutrally by stakeholders, but viewed more positively by those
who have a household member employed in park management (Anthony, 2007; Newmark,
Leonard, Sariko, & Gamassa, 1993). Despite fewer positive attitudes towards management,
however, the majority of stakeholders were against the abolishment of the protected areas
(Newmark et al., 1993). In their study of Machalilla National Park in Ecuador, Fiallo and
Jacobson (1995) found that factors such as lack of involvement in park establishment, lack of
park benefits and confrontations with park management staff had generated negative attitudes
among a nearby rural community.
In some cases, tourism and economic activity in national parks is viewed positively by local
people who perceive emergent benefits, such as aiding livelihoods and generating income
(Allendorf, 2007; Ezebilo & Mattsson, 2010; Nyaupane & Poudel, 2011). For example, some
national parks contain resources which are available for local people to extract for sustenance
and the generation of income (Allendorf, 2007). However, often where there are resources
and livelihoods concerned, conflict arises between communities or management authorities,
and relationships between these entities can become strained (Allendorf, Aung, & Songer,
2012; Badola, 1998; Nepal & Weber, 1995; Sharma, 1990; Vedeld, Jumane, Wapalila, &
Songorwa, 2012). Common causes for stakeholder-manager conflict in these countries are
divergent perspectives, problems with animal control, and damage to resources such as crops.
Findings of this nature underpin the importance of local communities and park management
authorities maintaining effective communication, and for communities to be included in park
management (Mbile et al., 2005).
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While people-park studies of developing countries tend to indicate dependent relationships of
locals on parks for resources and income, similar studies conducted in developed countries
suggest rather different priorities. A number of studies have explored the influence of
protected areas on local identity or the extent of ‘park affinity’ (Bonaiuto, Carrus, Martorella,
& Bonnes, 2002; Arnberger, Eder, Allex, Sterl, & Burns, 2012; Arnberger & Schoissengeier,
2012; Kappelle, 2001; McCleave, 2004). These studies found that the extent of identity or
park affinity tended to vary among stakeholders depending on certain factors, such as level of
involvement with parks and perspectives on management.
For instance, Bonaiuto et al. (2002) found that people residing more locally to a national park,
and being more committed to their regional culture and traditions, tended to have a stronger
sense of attachment and identity than did those who were identified as non-locals. This
tendency for local residents to feel a strong sense of attachment to parks resonates with the
concept of ‘place attachment’, to be discussed in the following section (see 2.2.2). However,
locals, especially those involved in economic activities, were found to be more critical of
management and hold more negative attitudes than non-locals (Bonaiuto et al., 2002).
Other people-park studies in the developed world have explored perceptions of the
importance of park management, and attitudes regarding how management is carried out
(Cihar & Stankova, 2006; Noe & Hammitt, 1992; Pavlikakis & Tsihrintzis, 2006). Consistent
with the results of Bonaiuto et al. (2002), results from the study by Cihar & Stankova (2006)
suggested that those living locally to a park were more likely to criticise the management
system or be dissatisfied with the level of communication with local communities.
Interestingly, these findings bear some resemblance to people-park studies conducted in
developing countries, where stakeholders feel parks, resources in themselves, are not fairly or
effectively managed. However, protected areas in developed countries are not often relied
upon for livelihoods and sustenance. For developed countries, the emphasis appears to be
placed on attachment and identity, tourism, and recreational use.
In New Zealand, people-park studies have also found that those living local to parks possess
strong feelings of attachment (Kappelle, 2001; McCleave, 2004; Rendall, 1995). Consistent
with other studies in developed countries, stakeholders indicated that the protected areas
played a role in their identity and lifestyle. There was also found to be a tendency for
stakeholders to view themselves as stewards of the areas (McCleave, 2004). Similar themes
were discovered in the study by Rendall (1995) based around the establishment of Paparoa
National Park. However, there was also an evident clash of values between those who were in
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favour of the Park’s establishment, and those who were not, believing valuable resources
would be locked up in conservation land. While people-park studies in New Zealand have
tended to have a place attachment and recreational use focus, the study by Rendall (1995)
demonstrates that, like developing countries, the use of natural resources is still considered by
some to be important, however contentious.
Other New Zealand people-park research has explored public perceptions of wilderness
(Higham, Kearsley, & Kliskey, 2000; Kliskey & Kearsley, 1993; Shultis, 1999; Wray, 2010).
Studies of this nature have revealed that a key perceived characteristic of wilderness is
remoteness, largely free of human occupation. It is consistent, then, that these studies have
also found stakeholders to expect an absence of commercial activity and motorised vehicles
(Higham, Kliskey, & Kearsley, 2000; Wray, 2010). However, it has also been revealed that
the popular public conception of wilderness in New Zealand differs significantly to that of the
definitions contained in policy (Shultis, 1999), suggesting there are potentially challenging
implications for wilderness management.
Despite variability of motivational factors found in people-park studies, one aspect these
studies have in common is dependence on a given place. For some, this dependence is simply
related to an essential resource available in the place. For others, the dependence is more
profound, with reasons for significance involving emotional and cognitive connections. The
following section discusses the role of ‘place attachment’ or ‘sense of place’ in people’s
connections to protected areas, and how theory developed around these ideas influe nce
investigations of such relationships.
2.2.2 The influence of the ‘place attachment’ concept
Place attachment is a complex concept which has been of interest to social researchers over
the past forty years (Lewicka, 2011; Tuan, 1977). In some cases, place attachment has been
referred to as ‘place identity’ and ‘sense of place’. Foote and Azaryahu (2009, p.96) defined
sense of place as being “the emotive bonds and attachments people develop or experience in
particular environments, from the national, regional, or urban levels all the way to the
personal scale of the neighbourhood and home”. A fundamental component of place
attachment or ‘sense of place’ is the construction of place meaning (Kyle & Chick, 2007), or
interpretation (Stewart, Hayward, Devlin, & Kirby, 1998).
It has been suggested the development of place attachment, and associated place meanings, is
formed through repeated interaction with a setting, social interaction within a setting, and
need satisfaction (Wynveen, Kyle, Absher, & Theodori, 2011, p.293). Although not originally
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developed to explore recreational values, the place attachment concept has become of
increasing interest to academics in the field of recreation management, with many attempting
to find suitable ways to incorporate it into their own research frameworks. However, Stedman
(2003) claimed that although there have been calls to integrate place attachment theory into
forest management; the contribution to management has been minimal. Nevertheless, there
have been countless studies, predominantly quantitative, of the various dimensions of
meanings that recreationists give to recreational areas.
Davenport and Anderson (2005) described place attachment as being a function for the
constructs of ‘place identity’ and ‘place dependence’. ‘Place identity’ is considered by
researchers to be attached to more symbolic meanings of place, serving various functions in
identity development which ultimately promote a sense of ‘belongingness’. ‘Place
dependence represents a goal-oriented relationship with place, and reflects more tangible
meanings of place (Davenport & Anderson, 2005).
Hammitt, Backlund, & Bixler (2006) advocated a similar concept, but included three more
constructs under the umbrella of place attachment; ‘place familiarity’, ‘place belongingness’
and ‘place rootedness’. Place familiarity is reliant on memories and acquaintances with
recreational places, while place belongingness denotes more social bonding than mere place
familiarity. While ‘belongingness’ suggests a strong attachment to place, ‘rootedness’ is
considered to be a sense of being completely at home, accompanied by feelings of security
and comfort (Hammitt, Backlund, & Bixler, 2006).
However, the divisions between some of the constructs can appear to be ambiguous. For
example, there appears to be little to differentiate whether an individual displays ‘place
belongingness’ and ‘place rootedness’. Other authors have developed their own constructs of
place attachment, potentially further complicating the place attachment concept. Kyle,
Bricker, Graefe, & Wickham (2004, p.439) recognised the complexity of the growing number
of place attachment terms, drawing upon Low and Altman (1992) who, in an attempt to
clarify the concept, indicated that most conceptualisations of place attachment generally
include the three components of affect, cognition and practice. The affective component
relates to emotional attachment, the cognitive to thoughts, knowledge and beliefs, and practice
to behaviours and activities that occur in a given place.
Some researchers have used the place attachment concept to interpret the behaviours of
stakeholders and how their attachment impacts on their perceptions of issues such as
environmental degradation and adverse effects of recreational use (Kyle, Graefe, Manning, &
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Bacon, 2004; Perrin & Benassi, 2009; Petrova, Cihar, & Bouzarovski, 2011; White, Virden,
& van Riper, 2008). In their study of recreationists’ perceptions of recreation impacts, White,
Virden, and van Riper (2008) discovered that prior experience of natural settings was a
significant factor in the establishment of place attachment and perceptions of recreation
impacts.
This influence of prior experience was thought to be because visitors who had been visiting a
particular area for a longer length of time had a stronger sense of identity with the area,
leading to greater sensitivity to negative impacts and change. This idea was supported by
Smaldone, Harris, and Sanyal (2008), who found that time was an important element in the
formation of place meanings, and those who had been visiting a given area for a longer period
of time were more likely to report ‘special places’ within that area. Similarly, Eisenhauer,
Krannich, and Blahna (2000), who investigated connections to ‘special places’ on public
lands, found that primary reasons for believing a place to be special were environmental
features or interactions with significant others in the area.
The place attachment concept has also been drawn upon in determining stakeholder
perceptions of area management and personal relevance of management (Kil, Stein, Holland,
& Anderson, 2012; Smith, Davenport, Anderson, & Leahy, 2011; Smith, Siderelis, Moore, &
Anderson, 2012). Studies of this type have generally found stakeholders to place more
emphasis on the importance of natural environments than other aspects of protected area
management. For instance, in one study, it was found that believing the managed natural area
contributed to local community identity significantly and positively influenced all possible
management outcomes, suggesting that the connection between community identity and
resource management is a highly important one (Smith, Davenport, Anderson, & Leahy,
2011).
Place attachment, while a broad concept, has influenced other researchers to utilise it as a tool
to explore other social phenomena related to recreation and environmental management. Two
areas that have received considerable attention are those of ‘environmental concern’ or ‘proenvironmental’ behaviour and ‘recreational motivation’. The following sub-sections examine
how the place attachment concept has influenced research on these topics.
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2.2.3 Environmental concern
There are a number of studies which claim that high levels of place attachment can be linked
to increased environmental concern and pro-environmental behaviours (Hinds & Sparks,
2008; Scannell & Gifford, 2010). It is claimed that individuals who are highly attached to a
place refer to it with positive emotions, such as pride and love, which are often expressed
through maintaining proximity to a place (Scannell & Gifford, 2010). It is also thought that
connectedness with nature is essential to developing such feelings of attachment, and that the
stronger the environmental identity, the more positive attitudes one will have towards the
environment (Hinds & Sparks, 2008). National parks have been popular settings to explore
the effects of place attachment on environmental concern and pro-environmental behaviour
(Halpenny, 2010; Ramsikoon, Weiler, & Smith, 2012; Walker & Chapman, 2003). Although
the results of these studies were varied, most suggested a link between place attachment and
positive environmental behaviour in national parks.
Place attachment has been found to generate feelings of protectiveness for natural
environments, and in some cases leads to pro-environmental behaviours, environmental
activism, and stewardship. In their study on the environmental values of people living in rural
Australia, Bramston, Pretty, and Zammit (2011) found that three aspects on environmental
stewardship motivation were supported: (a) developing a sense of belonging, (b) caretaking
the environment, and (c) expanding personal learning. Interestingly, the scores from the
sixteen-question survey did not appear to be strongly correlated with well-being, leading the
authors to believe that the scale measured more than general feelings of positive affect
(Bramston, Pretty, & Zammit, 2011).
In a similar study examining the relationship between social identity, pro-environmental
behaviour and environmental activism, there was discovered to be a significant relationship
between social identity and environmental behaviour (Dono, Webb, & Richardson, 2010). In
their study of a rural Massachusetts community, Lokocz, Ryan, and Sadler (2011) also found
a significant relationship between connectedness to the landscape and environmental
stewardship. The study also revealed that the stronger the attachment to the landscape, the
stronger the support for land protection (Lokocz, Ryan, & Sadler, 2011).
Studies of place attachment have also identified a tendency in those attached to a given place
to want it to stay the ‘same’, and are willing to resist change. Such sentiments have been
termed ‘the Last Settler’s Syndrome’, where each new ‘settler’ wants a place to stay the same
as it was on their arrival (Groothuis, 2010). These feelings of protectiveness have been found
to manifest in the face of a threat in some form, such as tourism development (Dredge, 2010;
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Mason & Cheyne, 2000, Wray, Espiner, & Perkins, 2010). Values among local communities
are often diverse, with tensions existing between some members. Findings such as these
underpin the importance of being aware of and understanding the meanings that are attached
to place by stakeholders. Another factor which has been found to strongly influence
stakeholders’ feelings about landscape change is prior knowledge of the landscape in its past
states (Hanley et al., 2009). Such knowledge itself could possibly influence feelings of place
attachment.
2.2.4 Environmental concern and outdoor recreationists
Other studies, though not directly incorporating the place attachment theory itself, have
conducted studies based on similar premises. In the mid-1970s, authors Dunlap and Heffernan
conducted a study on environmental concern among various outdoor recreation groups,
testing data against three main hypotheses. The first hypothesised that there would be a
positive association between involvement in outdoor recreation and environmental concern.
The second suggested that the association would be stronger between appreciative activities
(e.g. hiking, wildlife watching) and environmental concern than activities of a consumptive
nature (e.g. fishing). Finally, it was premised that there would be a stronger association
between outdoor recreation and environmental concern with protecting environmental
characteristics essential to pursuing these activities than between outdoor recreation and other
environmental issues, such as air and water pollution (Dunlap & Heffernan, 1975).
A number of subsequent studies have integrated the Dunlap and Heffernan hypothesis into
their own research. Generally, the first hypothesis has been supported in the literature.
However, the two other hypotheses have received mixed results. Thapa and Graefe (2003)
conducted research on recreational groups they categorised into appreciative, consumptive
and motorised. The study revealed that, as the first hypothesis predicts, those who are
involved in outdoor recreation tend to show more environmental concern. Participants in
appreciative activities, such as hiking, were found to be more likely to have stronger proenvironmental convictions. Conversely, those who were involved in motorised recreation
were more likely to have more ‘utilitarian’ orientations toward nature, leaning towards
environmental dominance (Thapa & Graefe, 2003).
In a similar investigation, Teisl and O’Brien (2003) found that ‘appreciative’ activities,
particularly wildlife watching, were more likely to become involved in an environmental
organisation. These types of activities were also found to be more likely overall to display
positive environmental behaviour or concern. Interestingly, however, both appreciative and
‘consumptive’ activities, such as snowmobiling and hunting, were discovered to show an
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interest in forest management. A possible explanation for this is that, although the
consumptive and motorised activities were not likely to show a great deal of environmental
concern, they were, however, concerned with the protection of the resources they were reliant
on for their chosen pursuits.
An earlier study of pro-environmental behaviour by Theodori, Luloff, and Willits (1998) also
supported the hypothesis that those engaged in outdoor recreation activities were more likely
to display environmentally friendly behaviour and concern for natural environments.
However, the second hypothesis by Dunlap and Heffernan (1975) that consumptive activities
would be less strongly associated with pro-environmental behaviour was not supported in this
study. Interestingly, socio-demographic characteristics were also not found to have bearing on
who showed environmentally friendly behaviour and who did not.
Despite its popularity and use among outdoor recreation researchers, the Dunlap and
Heffernan hypothesis has not been the only scale with which researchers have explored
environmental concern. Nisbet, Zelenski, and Murphy (2009) developed the Nature
Relatedness (NR) Scale to test correlations between people’s connections to nature and
environmental concern and behaviour. The results of the study revealed that those who
reported themselves as spending much time in the outdoors also self-reported environmentally
friendly behaviour. The hypothesis by Nisbet, Zelenski, and Murphy (2009) that ‘nature
relatedness’ would be positively correlated with personality variables such as ‘agreeableness’
and ‘conscientiousness’ was also supported.
2.2.5 Recreational motivation
Recreational motivation, along with people’s preferences for recreational destinations, has
been the subject of much research, dating from as early as the 1960s. Earlier researchers
explored the place of leisure in society in a broader context (Iso-Ahola, 1982; Kaplan, 1960;
Neulinger, 1974), while more recent studies have investigated characteristics of recreationists
and recreational areas that are potential factors for motivation (Dillard & Bates, 2011; Hailu,
Boxall, & McFarlane, 2005; Kil, Holland, Stein, & Ko, 2012; Mace, Bell, & Loomis, 2004;
Maller, Townsend, Pryor, Brown, & Leger, 2005; Su, Cheng, & Huang, 2011; Staats &
Hartig, 2004; Weber & Anderson, 2010). Many recent studies have also attempted to identify
the role of place attachment in recreational motivation, though other factors have also been
explored.
In his study of leisure, Kaplan (1960) argued that there were seven key elements (1) an antithesis to work as an economic function; (2) a pleasant expectation and recollection; (3) a
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minimum of involuntary social-role obligations; (4) a psychological perception of freedom;
(5) a close relation to the values of the culture; (6) the inclusion of an entire range from
inconsequence and insignificance to weightiness and importance; (7) often, but not
necessarily, an activity characterised by the element of play (Kaplan, 1960). Both Iso-Ahola
(1982) and Neulinger (1974) defined leisure as having only two dimensions. Iso-Ahola
argued that ‘escape’ and ‘seeking’ were the key elements of leisure, while Neulinger
identified perceived freedom and intrinsic motivation as the central components. While these
authors’ dimensions are not identical, ‘escape’ may be considered similar to ‘perceived
freedom’.
This concept of ‘perceived freedom’ or ‘escape’ has been carried through in more recent
studies of leisure motivation. In a study by Dillard and Bates (2011), escape was found to be
one of four core values, with personal mastery, winning, and enhancing relationships making
up the remaining three. Weber and Anderson (2010) received similar results in their study on
the benefits of contact with nature. The experiences respondents perceived to be the most
important were enjoying the natural scenery, enjoying the sounds and smells of nature, getting
away from the usual demands of life and experiencing tranquillity and solitude (Weber &
Anderson, 2010).
These findings were supported by an earlier study by Maller, Townsend, Pryor, Brown, and
Leger (2005), who claimed that viewing natural scenes and being in natural places was
beneficial to human health. In their study of over 15,000 visitors on natural quiet in national
parks and wilderness areas, Mace, Bell, and Loomis (2004) indicated that here was a high
level of value attached to natural quiet. Furthermore, this seeking of peace in the outdoors was
also found in a study by Staats and Hartig (2004), where respondents indicated they enjoyed
human company while walking in urban environments, but preferred solitude in natural
environments.
Another aspect of recreational motivation that has generated interest among researchers is
recreationists’ loyalty to their respective recreation areas, or their likelihood to pay future
visits. Weaver and Lawton (2011) reported that repeat visitors to a private protected area in
South Carolina were more likely to be local residents, suggesting that the close residence of
the visitors to the area had allowed time for them to build relationships with it, whereas new
visitors to the area had not yet had this opportunity. The ‘private’ nature of the area may also
have had a bearing on public awareness of its existence (Weaver & Lawton, 2011). Similarly,
Kil, Holland, Stein, and Ko (2012) and Lee, Graefe, and Burns (2007) found that place
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attachment to recreational areas positively influenced the likelihood to return to that place. In
the study by Lee, Graefe, and Burns (2007), a structural relationship was found between
attitudinal loyalty (e.g. place attachment) and conative loyalty (e.g. intentions to return) in a
forest setting.
In their study of attachment to recreational destinations, Hailu, Boxall, & McFarlane (2005)
premised that as attachment increased, the number of trips taken by recreationists to sites
would increase, because the recreationists would perceive fewer sites as adequate substitutes.
This hypothesis was supported by results, with frequencies of past trips to sites and place
identity playing a role in determining current numbers of trips (Hailu, Boxall, & McFarlane,
2005). It is possible that the more people visit a particular recreation site, the more familiar
and attached they become to it, leaving them little desire to replace it with another recreation
site.
Studies by Su, Cheng, and Huang (2011) and Gross and Brown (2006) revealed that this same
level of loyalty did not appear to be true for visitors to tourism destinations, with most
respondents disagreeing that they had a bond or connection with those places. It was claimed
that this may be because tourism places tend to have more substitutes than natural recreation
areas (Su, Cheng, & Huang, 2011). Conversely, Chi (2012) found that those who identified
themselves as repeat visitors tended to report higher levels of revisit and referral intentions,
compared to first-time visitors.
A relationship between destination loyalty and satisfaction was also recognised in the results
of the study. Positive emotional and cognitive bonds with destinations have also been found
to influence destination loyalty (Yuksel, Yuksel, & Bilim, 2010). Campo-Martinez, GarauVadell, and Martinez-Ruiz (2010) found satisfaction to be a higher determinant of future
visits to a tourist destination than prior experience of the place. The results of these studies
suggest that satisfaction is a significant motivational factor in repeat visits of certain tourist
destinations.
The distinctions between place attachment and loyalty to recreation and tourist destinations
are not entirely clear. However, it could be speculated that those who visit forests and other
‘natural’ areas are perhaps not exposed to the same volume of marketing and interpretative
material compared to those visiting tourist destinations. Hence, recreationists may have more
freedom to create their own meanings attached to place, forming long-standing emotional and
cognitive connections to ‘special places’ within recreational settings.
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2.3 Chapter summary
This chapter has explored and discussed literature on various aspects of people-park
relationships, place attachment, environmental concern among recreationists, and factors in
recreational motivation. Many of the concepts upon which these studies were based are highly
complicated and multidimensional. Overarching these areas of research was the concept of
‘values’, a term which is attributed various meanings between disciplines depending on its
use. Therefore, it was important to clarify how the term was to be applied in this thesis, and
thus how it relates to the other concepts discussed in this chapter.
Much research has been carried out, both in developed and developing countries, on peoplepark relationships. While research in developed countries has found that priorities tend to
centre on place attachment, identity, recreational freedom and involvement in protected area
management, studies in developing countries have tended to suggest more importance is
placed on the significance of protected areas for resources, the generation of income and the
support of livelihoods. The construct of place attachment, or ‘sense of place’, has received a
considerable amount of attention in the global social research community. It has been argued
by a number of authors that the concept has more dimensions than simply attachment to place.
Distinctions have been made between sub-constructs such as ‘place identity’, ‘place
dependence’, place familiarity’, and ‘place rootedness’. Place attachment has been found to
influence the strength of fondness and protective feelings for natural areas, and time is an
important factor in the development of such attachments.
The place attachment concept has also influenced research on recreational users of protected
areas. Place attachment has been linked to environmental concern and pro-environmental
behaviours, which have been known to manifest as guardianship roles and environmental
activism. It is believed that people who feel a strong sense of love and pride for a natural area
are likely to maintain proximity to that place. Feelings of attachment have also been known to
influence stakeholders’ feelings about landscape change, such as tourism developments.
Other researchers have attempted to measure environmental concern through the use of the
Dunlap-Heffernan hypothesis and the Nature Relatedness (NR) Scale. Results of these studies
have suggested that participation in outdoor recreation can foster a certain level of
environmental concern among recreational users of protected areas. Generally, those
participating in ‘appreciative’ activities, such as hiking and bird watching, are more likely to
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show concern for nature, while those involved in ‘consumptive’ activities, such as motorised
recreation, are more likely to view nature from a utilitarian perspective.
Recreational motivation has also been widely studied, and in some cases, has also been linked
to place attachment. ‘Destination loyalty’, or repeat visits, have been found to have a strong
relationship with place attachment, since those who have stronger feelings of attachment with
destinations are more likely to make subsequent visits. Recreationists also visit natural areas
to achieve a sense of freedom, escape, and ‘getting away’, while in some studies there has
been found to be a great amount of value attached to ‘natural quiet’ and tranquillity.
While there is much literature focused on people’s relationships with national parks, there
does not appear to be so much focus on relationships with other forms of conservation land,
such as forest parks and reserves. The current study will endeavour to address this deficiency
by investigating recreational values that people hold for two conservation areas, Craigieburn
Forest Park and Kura Tawhiti Conservation Area.
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Chapter 3
Study Setting
3.1 Introduction
The present day Craigieburn landscape is the result of both natural processes and the
contestation of social and economic values over time. In order to adequately situate the
Craigieburn case study, it is first important to outline the origins and scale of protected areas
in New Zealand more generally. Hence, the first section of this chapter discusses the origins
of protected areas in New Zealand, as well as the structural changes in management that have
shaped the current conservation land system. The second section provides information on the
location of the study areas. The third section gives a description of the physical environment
of the study areas, with specific detail of geology, climate, and flora and fauna. Section four
introduces the neighbouring area of Arthur’s Pass National Park, and section five provides a
brief insight into the relationships between humans and the study areas, as well as the
historical use of the land. The final sections of this chapter discuss the historic establishment
of the conservation areas and their current management.

3.2 Protected areas in New Zealand: Past and present
The practice of protecting landscapes and bodies of water has existed in New Zealand since
the arrival of the Maori people, its first human inhabitants. The arrival of European settlers
heralded a period of land conflicts and environmental degradation. However, by the 20 th
century, there came a realisation of this crisis, and early provisions were made for the
protection of natural environments. This section discusses the progression of New Zealand
conservation from this time of environmental ignorance through to the present formal
conservation land system.
3.2.1 Early conservation in “God’s Own Country”
For its scenic beauty, New Zealand was historically often referred to as “God’s Own
Country”, although the landscapes which earned it this name were gradually becoming more
vulnerable (Sheail, 2010). New Zealand conservation is said to have progressed in distinctive
stages of development (see 1.1.1). Conservation in the 1870s involved a struggle to move
forward from previous settler exploitation of natural resources, with prominent figure Julius
Vogel advocating the idea of not simply making economic use of forests, but facilitating the
creation of new forests (Young, 2004). Following a period of colonisation, land conflicts and
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environmental destruction, there was a realisation by some in the late 19th century that natural
environments had become fragile.
In the 1890s, a number of sanctuaries were established in response to the endangerment of
native bird species, including Resolution Island in 1891, Secretary Island in 1893, Little
Barrier Island in 1894, and Kapiti Island in 1897 (Star & Lochhead, 2002). However, it was
ex-Premier William Fox who introduced the national park concept that had already taken hold
in America. His persistence resulted in the establishment of the 1885 Land Act, which, despite
its lack of use before 1900, spurred interest in the protection of New Zealand’s scenery (Star
& Lochhead, 2002). In 1894, Tongariro National Park was made the first formally constituted
national park in New Zealand, and the second in the world following Yellowstone National
Park (Booth & Simmons, 2000; Star & Lochhead, 2002).
The tourism potential of New Zealand’s outstanding landscapes was also recognised during
the early days of conservation. From 1899, local scenery was portrayed through the monthly
New Zealand Illustrated Magazine, leading to increased interest in tourism and photography
(Young, 2004). Some of this scenery was considered so outstanding that in 1903 the Scenery
Preservation Act was passed, which eventually led to the beginnings of the scenic reserve
system in New Zealand today (Roche, 1984). Also at this time, Leonard Cockayne was
instrumental in facilitating society’s awareness of environmental impacts, and became a
central advocate for the protection of New Zealand’s flora and fauna (Isern, 2002; Young,
2004). Cockayne also had a key role in campaigning for the protection of the area that is now
Arthur’s Pass National Park (see 3.5). Since these days of early conservation, numerous other
protected areas have been established (see Figure 3.1).
3.2.2 Structural changes in conservation land management
Presently, New Zealand public conservation lands, like Craigieburn Forest Park and Kura
Tawhiti Conservation Area, are administered by the Department of Conservation. This
arrangement, however, has not always been the case. The Department was formed in April
1987, following the 1985 Environment Forum, the establishment of the Conservation Act in
1987, and the decision to transfer commercially productive Crown land to state owned
enterprises, placing land with conservation value within the conservation estate (Department
of Conservation, 1995). Prior to this restructuring, conservation responsibilities were
undertaken by a number of agencies, namely the New Zealand Forest Service, the Department
of Lands and Survey, the Wildlife Service and Historic Places Trust in the Department of
Internal Affairs, the Commission for the Environment, and functions from the Ministry of
Transport and Agriculture and Fisheries (Department of Conservation, 1995).
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The formation of the Department of Conservation brought a conglomeration of these ‘parent’
agencies into one agency (Department of Conservation, 1995; Kappelle, 2001). With its
formation, the Department of Conservation was to pursue a conservation mandate, with
functions carried out within territorial units (Department of Conservation, 1995). Under the
Conservation Act 1987, for as long as the Act is in effect, the Department has an obligation to
“manage for conservation purposes, all land, and all other natural and historic resources” and
“all other land and natural resources whose owner agrees with the Minister that they should be
managed by the Department” (Conservation Act 1987, Part 2, 6a).
3.2.3 The New Zealand public conservation land system
The Department now administers 14 national parks and over 30 forest parks, conservation
parks and other conservation areas (see Figure 3.1).
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Figure 3.1

Indication of conservation sites and proportion of land area
administered by the Department of Conservation. Retrieved
from http://www.doc.govt.nz/about-doc/role/maps-andstatistics/map-of-conservation-land/
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The statutory planning framework for New Zealand public lands informs how the Department
of Conservation carries out its administrative responsibilities (see Figure 3.2). While the
Department is responsible for preparing statements of general policy, this is not compulsory,
but is provided for under the Conservation Act 1987 and the National Parks Act 1980
(Department of Conservation, 2006). The Conservation General Policy outlines the policies
and content of the conservation management strategies, while the General Policy for National
Parks outlines policies on the purpose and content of national park management plans
(Department of Conservation, 2006). The Conservation General Policy pertains to other
public lands, such as conservation parks, which are not constituted as national parks.

Conservation Act
1987

National Parks Act
1980

Conservation
General Policy

General Policy for
National Parks

Conservation management
strategies

Conservation
management
plans

Figure 3.2

National park
management plans

Statutory planning framework for New Zealand public land.
Adapted from Department of Conservation: Planning for and
managing publicly owned land, 2006
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Conservation management strategies are prepared to carry out statements of general policy
and set objectives for the integrated management of natural and historic resources, as well as
for recreation, tourism, or other conservation purposes (Department of Conservation, 2006).
For example, the Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy (2000) manages five
different conservancies, or units, in the Canterbury region, including Waimakariri, where the
Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas are located (see 3.7.5). Conservation
management policies are evolving documents, and are required to be reviewed every ten years
(Department of Conservation, 2006). Conservation and national park management plans are
designed to carry out conservation management strategies, and set detailed objectives for the
integrated management of natural and historical resources in areas that are managed by the
Department under various Acts, as and for recreation, tourism and other conservation
purposes. National park management plans are compulsory, while conservation management
plans are not (Department of Conservation, 2006; New Zealand Conservation Authority,
2005).

3.3 Study location
The Craigieburn Forest Park and Castle Hill (Kura Tawhiti) conservation areas are situated in
the central Canterbury high country, approximately 100 kilometres northwest of Christchurch
city (see Figure 3.3).
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Figure 3.3

Location of Craigieburn Forest Park and Kura Tawhiti
Conservation Area in Canterbury, New Zealand. Map
adapted from http://www.wises.co.nz; Canterbury
Conservation Management Strategy, 2000
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A single road (State Highway 73) and a rail line, dissect the area from east to west, passing
through Arthur’s Pass National Park and connecting with the South Island’s west coast (see
Figure 3.4). The boundaries of the Craigieburn Forest Park extend from the Waimakariri
River in the east to the Wilberforce River in the west (Wright, 1990).

Figure 3.4

State Highway 73 as seen from the entrance to Craigieburn
Forest Park. Photo credit: author

3.4 Physical environment
3.4.1 Geology
In the rugged landscape in which the two conservation areas are situated, several mountain
ranges dominate from east to west: the Craigieburn, Black, Grey and Birdwood Ranges. Here
peaks rise to above 2000 metres (New Zealand Forest Service, 1981; Wright, 1990), where
most of the mountains in the area are steep and precipitous, apart from at the periphery of the
Craigieburn Forest Park, where softer tertiary rocks and glacial till have created a gentler
landscape of grasslands (New Zealand Forest Service, 1981).
Various geological processes have coalesced to influence the landforms present in and around
the conservation areas. Glaciation at certain points in the geological history of the area has
carved out valleys, while active earthquake faulting has caused the dominant rock throughout
the area, greywacke, to shatter and erode easily. This, in turn, has led to the deposition of
alluvial material (New Zealand Forest Service, 1981). At Castle Hill (Kura Tawhiti)
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conservation area, limestone formations have been weathered into curious shapes against the
backdrop of the Craigieburn Range (see Figure 3.5). Although the limestone is white, it has
been largely oxidised to give a grey appearance on the surface (Relph, 2007).

Figure 3.5

The weathered grey limestone formations of Kura Tawhiti
Conservation Area (Castle Hill). Photo credit: author

The soils found in the Craigieburn region have very poor nutrients, due mainly to the
dominant weak-structured greywacke rock (Chavasse & Johns, 1983). The soils throughout
the vicinity are Kaikoura hygrous steepland soils. Despite these soils occurring under beech
forests, subalpine scrub and grasslands, they are immature and have weakly-developed
profiles, making them low in fertility (New Zealand Forest Service, 1981).
3.4.2 Climate
The climate of the Craigieburn and Castle Hill region can be described as an alpine one, with
two major airflows governing the weather in the area. Fohn winds, which have been known to
generate very strong gusts, bring precipitation to the area from the north-west. Precipitation
tends to decrease in a pattern from west to east, due to interception by the Main Divide and
the Black Range (New Zealand Forest Service, 1981). The other major airflows affecting the
climate are the south and south-westerly airflows, which cause cold southerly storms,
bringing snow during the winter months (New Zealand Forest Service, 1981). Southerly
storms are usually of a shorter duration and bring less snow than the higher intensity northwesterly storms. Snow can fall above the bushline at any time of the year, although the
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maximum is between the months of May and November (New Zealand Forest Service, 1981).
Weather in this alpine region can be very changeable, with considerable fluctuations in both
monthly and daily temperatures (New Zealand Forest Service, 1981; Wright, 1990).
3.4.3 Flora and fauna
Mountain beech is the dominant form of vegetation found throughout the Craigieburn region
(see Figure 3.6), although other plants, such as mountain totara and ferns, also occur (New
Zealand Forest Service, 1981; Wright, 1990). The landscape also features highly specialised
alpine plants, which are well adapted to surviving harsh weather, low quality soils and
erosion-prone slopes (Wright, 1990). The lower-altitude areas of the Craigieburn are
characterised by grasslands dominated by fescue tussocks, as well as dracophyllum and
matagouri (New Zealand Forest Service, 1981).

Figure 3.6

Mountain beech dominates in Craigieburn Forest Park. Photo
credit: author

The Craigieburn area, particularly Craigieburn Forest Park itself, is relatively low in species
diversity compared to other areas in Canterbury such as the neighbouring Arthur’s Pass
National Park. The lower-altitude vegetation in particular has been severely impacted upon
by the grazing of livestock and burning carried out by humans (New Zealand Forest Service,
1981). Human modification of the landscape has also impacted on some areas of beech forest.
Past research has found that once beech forests are burnt, the chances of regeneration are few,
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since mountain beech tends to be a delicate plant when young (Chavasse & Johns, 1983). As a
result, the forests in the area have never been able to fully recover.
A mixture of native and exotic wildlife can be found in the region. At one time it was found
that at least 35 species of bird were present in the Craigieburn Forest Park (Wright, 1990).
However, the effects of introduced animals in the area have been severe. Native bird
populations have suffered predation from mammals such as cats, dogs and stoats, with the
added impacts of the destruction of the ground by introduced grazing animals. The narrow
range of niches in the mountain beech forests, too, has contributed to the low number of
forest-dwelling bird species (New Zealand Forest Service, 1981). Brown skink and common
gecko can also be found in this alpine environment, as well as a variety of insects (Wright,
1990).
Sheep have had a major role in the modification of vegetation across the landscape through
grazing (New Zealand Forest Service, 1981). Other mammal species found in the Craigieburn
area include red deer, chamois, thar, wild pigs, possums, hare and stoats. Numbers of red deer
and chamois are now relatively low due to extensive culling efforts during the 1950s (Wright,
1990).

3.5 A neighbouring national park
To the west of the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas lies Arthur’s Pass National
Park, well known for its steep, bush-clad mountainsides and temperamental weather patterns.
It is thought that early Maori once travelled through this mountain area as a means to reaching
the West Coast of the Main Divide. However, the modern passage through the mountains (see
Figure 3.7) was not established until 1865, when Arthur Dobson (after whom the Pass is
named) identified it as being the most suitable for a road through to the West Coast (Dennis,
1986).
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Figure 3.7

The modern route through Arthur’s Pass chosen for a road
by Arthur Dobson in 1865. Photo credit: author

As early as 1901, the notable botanist Dr Leonard Cockayne was influential in persuading the
government to gazette 43,800 hectares of land in the Bealey and Otira area for national park
purposes, describing the region as “a fine example of transalpine flora” (Dennis, 1986; Relph,
2007). In 1923, Arthur’s Pass became New Zealand’s third official national park, and the first
in the South Island. Arthur’s Pass National Park expanded in area when additions were made
in 1931, 1938 and 1950, increasing the total area to nearly 100,000 hectares (Relph, 2007).
Subsequent additions have since increased the total area to 114, 356 hectares (Arthur’s Pass
National Park Management Plan, 2007). Today, Arthur’s Pass National Park is managed by
the Department of Conservation from a field centre in Arthur’s Pass Village (Arthur’s Pass
National Park Management Plan, 2007). The Park offers a range of tramping and
mountaineering opportunities, and there are many huts available for accommodation within its
borders.

3.6 Human relationships with the land
Despite its ruggedness and often highly changeable weather, the Craigieburn region has
certainly not been untouched by humans. Both Maori and European inhabitants have over
time made their own mark on this barren landscape.
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3.6.1 Significance to Maori
It is not known whether or not permanent Maori dwellings have existed in the Craigieburn
area in the past. However, rock drawings on the limestone formations at Castle Hill suggest
that Maori people were present in the area. An adze was also discovered near the Pinnacles in
the Harper Valley, further supporting the evidence of the Maori presence in the area (New
Zealand Forest Service, 1981). The limestone tors of Castle Hill (Kura Tawhiti) are of great
cultural importance to Maori. Castle Hill was once an important resting place for Maori
travellers. The early users of this area were the Wai Taka and Ngati Mamoe, with Ngai Tahu
having used it in more recent times (Barnett, 1991).
Evidence suggests that Maori used a number of alpine routes in both the Craigieburn and
Arthur’s Pass regions during times in which they were in search of the highly prized
greenstone (pounamu). The prominent pioneer West Coast surveyor G.J. Roberts once
commented that Maori travellers probably crossed every pass in the Southern Alps which was
low enough to be grassed during the summer months (Dennis, 1986). Another possible reason
for Maori to have travelled through the Craigieburn area is that they may have been in search
of moa, an important food source, and it is thought that remnants of fires found in the area
may have been lit to aid hunting. Radio-carbon analysis of charcoals from the Craigieburn
Range and Porter’s Pass areas date fires found there to 1000, 1050, 1340 and 1440 AD, which
coincides with the moa hunter period of early Polynesian settlement (New Zealand Forest
Service, 1981). Relph (2007) also suggested that the main reasons for Maori occupation of the
area were for seasonal food-gathering expeditions and the quest to obtain greenstone.
Over the centuries, the Maori people have formed a strong spiritual bond with the landscape
of the Craigieburn region. The traditional Maori belief system itself is synonymous with
nature and belonging to the land, having much bearing on how Maori interact with the natural
environment (Kappelle, 2001). Maori have often explained their relationships with the land
through legend. One such legend tells of a chief, Rakaihautu, who brought his people, the
Waitaha iwi (tribe), to New Zealand and travelled through the mountainous interior of the
South Island, digging out high country lakes with his digging tool (Relph, 2007). Legends
such as these denote a deep relationship between people and land. The story of Rakaihautu
and his people demonstrates how some tribes believe that their people had a direct influence
on the formation of landscapes themselves.
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3.6.2 Early European occupation: Runholding and exploration
The Canterbury Association was established in 1850, when European settlers arrived in
Canterbury on the famous ‘first four’ ships from Britain, and settlers began to arrive in the
Craigieburn area in 1857 (Relph, 2007; Wright, 1990). Between this year and 1860, all the
land surrounding Craigieburn Forest Park was taken up by runholders (New Zealand Forest
Service, 1981). The vast landscape of tussock appealed to the new human arrivals, and was
recognised as being highly suitable for cultivation, with much of the scrub and tussock being
burnt to clear the land to be stocked with sheep for grazing (Kappelle, 2001).
The Canterbury Association’s original vision was to replicate the English agricultural farming
system, based on well-to-do owners of freehold property employing waged labourers (Relph,
2007). However, the factors of expensive land, small markets and labour shortages meant that
this method of farming was slow to develop in the Canterbury region. As a result,
Canterbury’s land tenure system was modified, providing for leases that could be taken up
very cheaply (Relph, 2007). The leasehold runs of the Craigieburn changed hands frequently
(Wright, 1990).
As a consequence of this modification, there was a rush to secure blocks of land, and
generally, the lessee had no pre-emptive rights to the land, which posed the threat of other
farmers being able to buy up a portion of the land and freehold it (Relph, 2007). Despite these
problems, the new settlers were not deterred from farming the high country, and by 1854
grazing rights had been taken up for most of the Canterbury Plains, with most of the land
there being freeholded (Relph, 2007).
There had been few attempts to explore the high country before 1849, when the surveyor
named Charles Torlesse, accompanied by Maori guide George Tuwhia, scaled Otarama, one
of the summit peaks in the range that would later be named in honour of Torlesse (Relph,
2007). Nearly a decade later, in 1858, Torlesse would make his way over what is now Porters
Pass with the intention of exploring and mapping Castle Hill Basin (Relph, 2007).
In 1857, Joseph Hawdon, an Australian pastoralist, employed Joseph Pearson to venture into
the high country to search for land to graze (Relph, 2007). With a companion, Pearson took a
route around the northern end of the Torlesse Range and emerged into the Broken River
Valley, where he spent several weeks exploring and burning the tussock around Cass, Flock
Hill and the upper Waimakariri River (Relph, 2007). Joseph Hawdon later took up leases
across much of this area for runs that became Grasmere, Craigieburn and Riversdale.
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3.7 Establishment of the conservation areas
Conservation in the Craigieburn area predates the establishment of Craigieburn Forest Park
and Castle Hill (Kura Tawhiti) Conservation Area. During the late 1800s, the remnant tracts
of forest in the region were identified as worthy of protection, having suffered extensive
destruction as a result of human settlement. The original Craigieburn, Harper Avoca and
Bealey State Forests were gazetted in 1898, with their areas corresponding approximately to
the extent of the remaining forests (New Zealand Forest Service, 1981).
Craigieburn Forest Park was established in April 1967 when Craigieburn State Forest No.22,
with an area of 4892 hectares, was gazetted as Forest Park (New Zealand Forest Service,
1981). The Park expanded in 1979 and 1984, when parts of the western side of the
Craigieburn Range were added to the existing conservation area, including the Harper and
Avoca River valleys, the surrounding mountains and forests, along with most of the forests on
either side of the Wilberforce River (Relph, 2007). Craigieburn Forest Park (see Figure 3.8)
now covers around 44,000 hectares of land (Relph, 2007).
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Figure 3.8

Indication of Craigieburn Forest Park boundaries (shaded
dark green). Adapted from http://gis.doc.govt.nz/docgis/

In 1998, nearby Castle Hill (Kura Tawhiti) Conservation Area, part of which remains a
working farm, was designated as Topuni under the Ngai Tahu Settlement Claims Act 1998.
Section 237 of the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998 specifies that the status of Topuni
relates to an area of land that is administered under the National Parks Act 1980, the
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Conservation Act 1987, or the Reserves Act 1977. This status was declared in recognition of
the cultural and spiritual Ngai Tahu values for the site, such as ancestral folklore,
guardianship rights and food gathering (mahinga kai) uses (Canterbury Conservation
Management Strategy, 2000; Department of Conservation, 2006).

3.8 Management of the conservation areas
This section discusses various aspects of the management of the Craigieburn and Castle Hill
conservation areas. First, the structural agency changes which led to the formation of the
Department of Conservation and the current public land management system is discussed.
Following this, the modern uses of the areas, conservation issues which they are faced with,
and how the Department endeavours to manage these issues are reviewed.
3.8.1 Modern uses of the Craigieburn area
The Craigieburn area has been used for recreational activities since the early days of its
settlement. Among the earliest forms of recreation were ice skating, tramping, climbing, and
shooting for game (Relph, 2007). Since around the 1930s, the area has been a popular
destination for skiing, with two ski fields (Broken River and Craigieburn Valley) inside the
boundaries of Craigieburn Forest Park, and one (Mount Cheeseman) situated outside the
boundary which is accessed through the Forest Park (see Figure 3.9) (New Zealand Forest
Service, 1981). The nearby Porter Heights Ski Field is also a notable skiing destination
(Wright, 1990). Craigieburn Forest Park also provides for walking and tramping
opportunities, and there are many tracks which are suited to day walks or longer trips (Wright,
1990).
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Figure 3.9

Indication of ski fields located within and nearby Craigieburn
Forest Park. Adapted from Canterbury Conservation
Management Strategy, 2000
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More recently, rock climbing and mountain biking have become popular activities in the
Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas. The limestone tors of Castle Hill (Kura
Tawhiti) Conservation area attract an increasing number of visitors (see Figure 3.10), many of
them seeking to climb these natural features. In 2012, the area has received an estimated
30,000 visitors (B. Webster, personal communication, November 27, 2012). The limestone at
Castle Hill is particularly favoured by rock climbers due to its angle and texture, providing a
specific climbing experience (Barnett, 1991).

Figure 3.10 Visitors enjoy the limestone formations at Kura Tawhiti
Conservation Area. Photo credit: author
For many decades, the Craigieburn region has also been the focus of extensive research on the
state of the natural environment and the damage it has suffered (Chavasse & Johns, 1983).
Much of this research was undertaken by the Protection Forest Division of the Forest
Research Institute, which established a field station at Cave Stream in 1959 (New Zealand
Forest Service, 1981). As a result of this research, the natural history of the Craigieburn
region has been well documented and more has been understood about the ecology and
geology of this fragile mountain environment (New Zealand Forest Service, 1981).
Craigieburn Forest Park and the surrounding landscape has also become a potentially
important place for education. The good documentation of natural history, its proximity to the
city of Christchurch, and the availability of accommodation facilitate this cause (New Zealand
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Forest Service, 1981). The Environmental Education Centre of New Zealand is situated in the
Park and provides a base for schools and other learners to partake in environmental education.
3.8.2 Tenure review
Over the past two decades, much of the South Island high country has been subject to land
tenure review and changes in ownership (Brower, 2008), of which the Craigieburn region has
been no exception. Castle Hill Pastoral Lease is the main tract of land that has been subject to
tenure review, and extends from the Torlesse Range in the east to the crest of the Craigieburn
Range in the west (Conservation Resources Report: Castle Hill Pastoral Lease, 2002). The
Castle Hill pastoral lease adjoins a number of other lands, including Craigieburn Forest Park
to the west, Cave Stream Scenic Reserve to the north, Porter Heights Conservation area to the
south, and Korowai/Torlesse Tussocklands Park to the east.
The area also borders Flock Hill Station and Brooksale Pastoral Lease. Five other areas form
enclaves within the property: Enys Scientific Reserve; Lance McCaskill Nature Reserve; Kure
Tawhiti Conservation Area; Castle Hill Village Marginal Strip; and the Thomas Bush section
of Craigieburn Forest Park (Conservation Resources Report: Castle Hill Pastoral Lease,
2002). Nearby Grasmere Station is currently freehold, while the Avoca and Benmore Stations
are held by the Crown. Craigieburn Station is currently University of Canterbury Endowment
Land (C. Stewart, personal communication, June 25, 2012). The mixed ownership of land in
the Craigieburn area has previously restricted recreational access to particular areas, including
Castle Hill Station. However, the recent securing of some of these areas by the Department of
Conservation has opened up more opportunities for access.
3.8.3 Conservation issues
There are a number of conservation issues that are of concern in the Craigieburn and Castle
Hill conservation areas. Many of these issues have their origins in the days of the area’s early
settlement. Following the arrival of European settlers, the already weak soils of the region
were further weakened by fires, which were used to clear the land for pasture, and
overstocking of sheep, which grazed heavily on the existing vegetation. Much of the major
damage was done during the period between 1860 and 1870 (Chavasse & Johns, 1983).
The destructive activities of the 1800s also impacted heavily on the beech forests, which
formerly supported much birdlife. Loss of forest niches and the presence of small mammalian
predators have caused birdlife to decline considerably over the years (New Zealand Forest
Service, 1981). The Department of Conservation have identified many indigenous bird
species, including the great spotted kiwi/roaroa, kea and blue duck/kowhiowhio, which are
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subject to a number of threats and are in need of protection (Canterbury Conservation
Management Strategy, 2000).
Indigenous plant species are also under threat. Research trial plantings have had significant
effects on the area, and at the time of their establishment, no consideration was given to how
to blend them with the surrounding natural landscape (New Zealand Forest Service, 1981).
The species that were planted here, most notoriously wilding pines, are quick to spread and
difficult to control (Kerr & Sharp, 2007). This is an ongoing management problem for
Craigieburn Forest Park and the area around it (Canterbury Conservation Management
Strategy, 2000).
Some conservation issues for these areas are attached to recreational use itself. While the area
is very popular for recreational pursuits, there is also the difficult question of how much use is
appropriate for conservation areas. Corbett (1995) stated that the decisions outdoor recreation
managers are often challenged with are concerned with meeting people’s needs for recreation
while sustaining the resources those recreational activities are dependent on. An example of
this tension can be found in the recreational use of the limestone formations in Castle Hill
(Kura Tawhiti) Conservation Area, where rock climbing can potentially have adverse impacts
on the fragile geological structures, the endemic plants that occur in and around them, and
traditional Maori values, such as cultural, spiritual and traditional food gathering (Barnett,
1991).
3.8.4 Management objectives
With respect to the previously discussed conservation issues, the Canterbury conservancy of
the Department of Conservation develops management objectives for Craigieburn Forest Park
and Castle Hill (Kura Tawhiti) Conservation Area, which are outlined in the Canterbury
Conservation Management Strategy. The conservation areas are located in the Waimakariri
unit of the Strategy, an area which extends from the main divide to the Big Ben, Torlesse, and
Puketeraki Ranges, adjoining with Lake Sumner Forest Park in the north, with the southern
boundary being the Wilberforce River (Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy,
2000).
In the Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy (2000), the Department of
Conservation identifies the region as containing “geological formations, landforms, species
and associated habitats that are recognised to be of high ecological and cultural value”
(Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy, 2000, p.81). The Department aims to protect
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these features while fostering appropriate recreational and commercial use, as well as
protecting traditional Ngai Tahu values.
The protection of indigenous flora and fauna species is an important priority for the
Department, which, in the Strategy, expresses its intention to “identify the significant
indigenous vegetation and threatened plant and animal species of the Waimakariri unit”
(Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy, 2000, p.77). The Department also plans to
use a range of methods to protect indigenous biodiversity and enhance the viability of priority
threatened species populations in the unit. The Department also addresses the pressing issue
of the spread of exotic trees from former research plantings. The main objectives regarding
these pest species are to remove or adequately contain the plots, and to contain or remove
wilding trees in the area generally (Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy, 2000).
There is also a focus on the need to provide more visitor services, since tourism in the area
has intensified (Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy, 2000). It is also highlighted
that concessionaires on lands administered by the Department are increasing their activities,
and there is a need to monitor and manage any effects that may result. The Department
intends to “manage visitors in a way that is not inconsistent with the conservation of natural
and historic resources, through the maintenance and development of suitable facilities,
information and resources (Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy, 2000).

3.9 Chapter summary
This chapter has highlighted key characteristics of the Craigieburn and Castle Hill
conservation areas and the history of their use and establishment. The landscape the areas are
located in features many different geological landforms, testament to the complex geological
processes which occurred millions of years ago. Many species of flora and fauna have made
their home in the areas, though many have been damaged or threatened by human activity and
pests. The Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas also lie adjacent to Arthur’s Pass
National Park, with which they have a complementary recreational relationship.
Evidence suggests that Maori once travelled through this region on their way through the
Southern Alps, and Castle Hill (Kura Tawhiti) holds particular spiritual and cultural
significance for the Ngai Tahu tribe. The arrival of European settlers in the 1850s heralded the
beginning of pastoralism for the region, with many blocks of land being taken up in leasehold.
Gradually, the region was further explored by settlers, resulting in further mapping and
inhabitation. The forests in the Craigieburn area were identified as worthy of protection in
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1898, and 1967 saw the establishment of Craigieburn Forest Park, while Castle Hill (Kura
Tawhiti) Conservation area was made a Topuni site in 1998.
Today, the conservation areas are managed by the Department of Conservation, and are used
for a range of recreational activities. The Department endeavours to manage use of the areas
with the protection of geological features, flora, fauna and cultural values in mind. The
Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy is a planning document used by the
Department to facilitate these management objectives.
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Chapter 4
Methodology
This chapter describes the methodological approach adopted to investigate how recreationists
value the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas in Canterbury. This chapter is
divided into eight sections. The first section explains the rationale and nature of the qualitative
research method chosen. The second section discusses the types of research participants in
this study: recreational users and key informants. In the third section, a description is given of
the methods used to recruit participants, and the fourth section discusses the nature, structure,
content and implementation of semi-structured and in-depth interviews used in the study.
Section five describes the approach to data analysis, while sections six and seven outline the
ethical considerations and limitations of the research respectively.

4.1 The nature of qualitative research
The central research question of this study revolves around the ways in which recreational
users value Craigieburn and Castle Hill conversation areas. The type of information required
to address this question is contextually rich, deep and detailed in nature. Therefore, a
technique was required which could assist the researcher in obtaining in-depth information on
the topic. The need for information of this nature directed the researcher towards the selection
of qualitative research methods.
Qualitative research methods differ from those of a quantitative nature in that they do not
measure an object of research through the use of numbers and statistical data, but offer the
researcher an opportunity to discover deeper meaning and more detailed information about
the topic. Walker (1985, p.3) claimed that “typically qualitative methods yield large volumes
of exceedingly rich data obtained from a limited number of individuals and whereas the
quantitative approach necessitates standardised data collection, qualitative researchers exploit
the context of data gathering to enhance the value of the data”.
Walker (1985, p.3) defined qualitative methods as being “traditionally termed ‘qualitative’ for
they are generally intended more to determine ‘what things “exist” than to determine how
many such things there are’”. For example, rather than seeking to determine what number of
people hold a particular opinion about a subject, qualitative techniques seek to find out more
about that opinion and why it is held. Thus, qualitative research commonly, although not
exclusively, examines behaviour, values, thoughts, feelings and attitudes of people. Snape and
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Spencer (2003, p.7) posited that “those practising qualitative research have tended to place
emphasis and value on the human, interpretative aspects of knowing about the social world
and the significance of the investigator’s own interpretations and understanding of the
phenomenon being studied”.
Characteristically, this approach allows the researcher to obtain details about these aspects of
the people they study. Although quantitative methods can be used to measure human
attributes as values through the gathering of statistical data, they do not provide the richness
and depth that can be achieved through qualitative methods. The main advantage of
qualitative methods is that they can be used to capture subtleties of meaning and interpretation
more difficult to convey through numbers alone (Barbour, 2008; Gray, Williamson, Karp, &
Dalphin, 2007).
Walker (1985, p.4) described four distinct qualitative research techniques. These were indepth interviews, group interviews, participant observation and projective techniques. The
suitability of the approach or approaches is dependent on the nature of the research aims.
While interviews allow the researcher to gather detailed oral data, participant observation
involves closely watching social behaviour. The use of these methods means that “qualitative
research can make visible and unpick the mechanisms which link particular variables, by
looking at explanations, or accounts, provided by those involved” (Barbour, 2008, p.11).
When accounts and explanations from participants or respondents have been gathered and
interpreted, the researcher can construct a ‘story’ from the information that has been collected.
The need for rich data influenced the decision to employ qualitative methods in this study of
the users of the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas. A qualitative approach was
seen as an appropriate medium through which to interpret recreationists’ values and the
meanings the conservation areas evoke.

4.2 Types of participants
Two groups of participants were interviewed for this study. The first group comprised past
and present outdoor recreational users of the Craigieburn Forest Park and Castle Hill
conservation areas. The second group consisted of two public officials referred to in this
thesis as ‘key informants’, who had significant knowledge of the sites. Local Christchurch
and Canterbury organisations and clubs were contacted to help increase the likelihood of
individual or club affiliation with the Craigieburn and Castle Hill area.
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4.2.1 Recreational users
Initially, six different recreational user groups were identified, including trampers, mountain
bikers, skiers, hunters, four-wheel drivers and rock climbers. Preliminary research suggested
that trampers, mountain bikers, skiers and rock climbers had a definite presence in the study
area, while hunters and four-wheel drive enthusiasts were also reported as users of the areas
under study. During the fieldwork phase of the study, however, it became apparent that fourwheel drivers did not feature as prominently in the Craigieburn recreation scene as initially
thought. Four-wheel drive club representatives who were contacted told me that their clubs
did not frequent the area. It was also discovered that most four-wheel driving activity in the
study area was as a means of transport rather than recreation (J. Henderson, personal
communication, April 27, 2012).
The hunting organisations contacted were found to be of a different nature to those of
activities such as tramping and skiing, in that they tended to consist more of individual
members recreating privately, rather than organised group trips. This made it very difficult to
find participants from this particular recreational group. Representatives from hunting
organisations were also reluctant to comment on their use of the Craigieburn area, possibly
due to the hunting ban on the eastern face of the Craigieburn Range (see 4.7).
Up to six participants from each of the main recreation user groups (tramping, mountain
biking, skiing and rock climbing) were selected for interview. Demographic characteristics
such as age, gender and locality were considered throughout the participant selection process.
In order to gain a sufficiently wide representation of perspectives, 23 past and present
recreational users of the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas were interviewed. As
expected, there was considerable overlap between recreational groups. For example, many
users who identified themselves as being trampers also identified themselves as being skiers
and mountain bikers (see Table 4.1).

45

Table 4.1

Participants’ primary outdoor recreational activities and
other activities participated in

Primary recreational activity

Other outdoor recreation activities participated
in

Mountain bikers

Tramping; mountaineering; skiing; rock climbing

Skiers

Tramping; mountaineering; mountain biking; rock
climbing

Trampers

Skiing; mountain biking; mountaineering

Rock climbers

Tramping; skiing; mountaineering

4.2.2 Key informants
Two Department of Conservation management staff served as key informants in this study.
These participants were important for the establishment of background and context for the
research topic. Information obtained from key informants was also used to aid in the analysis
of official Department of Conservation policy documents.

4.3 Recruitment of participants
This section describes the steps involved in the recruitment of participants for this research.
These steps included a process of conducting a web search of recreational clubs and
organisations in Canterbury, contacting representatives of these clubs, and selecting
participants based on ‘snowballing’ recruitment techniques.
4.3.1 Scoping
In order to determine what recreational clubs and organisations were present in Canterbury for
each recreation type, a ‘scoping’ exercise was carried out. This involved conducting a web
search for recreational clubs and organisations that might be relevant to the study. Information
such as telephone and email contacts, meeting places and representative or ‘gatekeeper’
names were noted. Once the main clubs and organisations for each recreational activity had
been identified, all the information was compiled into a database.
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4.3.2 ‘Snowballing’ and networking
Once it had been established which clubs or organisations appeared to be most relevant, the
research, ‘gatekeepers’ were contact by telephone or email. Gatekeepers, with their
knowledge and relationships to potential respondents, help the researcher to understand and
build relationships within such populations (Boeije, 2010). Relevance of recreational clubs
was determined through club demographics such as age range, and indication of association
with the Craigieburn area. Pre-prepared telephone and email scripts were used to guide
conversations with these first points of contact. Each ‘gatekeeper’ was invited to participate in
an interview, but also asked to make recommendations for other potential research
participants, a technique termed ‘snowballing’ (Boeije, 2010, p.40). This enabled the
researcher to recruit other recreationists from the same club or organisation.
Additionally, the ‘snowballing’ approach made it possible to make contact with recreationists
from other clubs of the same recreation types, as some participants knew other recreationists
outside of their own clubs. Some participants were also engaged in other types of recreation.
For example, some trampers were also avid skiers. In some cases, this meant the participant
could give contact information of people from other recreational groups. This provided an
opportunity for networking and establishing contacts in other groups. The researcher was also
invited to speak about her research at the Canterbury section of the New Zealand Alpine
Club’s monthly meeting, resulting in five recruitments.

4.4 Interviewing techniques
This section provides an overview of the characteristics of semi-structured in-depth interviews
and describes the structure and content of the interview schedules used to gather data for this
study.
4.4.1 Semi-structured in-depth interviews
Interviews can be a useful data gathering technique when it is detailed and meaningful
information that is sought by the researcher. Blaxter, Hughes, and Tight (2006, p.172)
indicated that “the interview method involves questioning or discussing issues with people. It
can be a very useful technique for collecting data which would likely not be accessible using
techniques such as observation or questionnaires”.
Semi-structured interviews are a flexible interviewing option in that the interviewer can
obtain data which is comparable for all interviewees, as well as data drawn from tailored
questions for individuals (Gray et al., 2007). Another advantage of this interviewing style is
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that while the researcher is able to maintain some organised order in the proceedings of
questions, the structure of the interviews are not as rigid as ‘structured’ interviews.
This less rigid structure means the researcher is able to deviate somewhat from the set
questions in order to pursue an interesting point or aspect discussed by the interviewee. This
is also where ‘depth’ can be achieved, since the technique allows ‘probing’ through the use of
supplementary questions, as described by Gray, Williamson, Karp, and Dalphin (2007,
p.153). A questionnaire does not provide this opportunity, thus potentially causing valuable
information to be missed. These characteristics give the semi-structured interviewing
technique both flow and flexibility. Since interviewing techniques are very adaptable and
effective in the gathering of detailed data, semi-structured depth interviews was used to obtain
data from participants in this study.
4.4.2 Interview structure and content
These interview questions were used more as a guide than a strict schedule, making the
interviews semi-structured in nature, thus allowing flexibility.
Each interview commenced with ‘rapport-building’ questions such as “what first interested
you in..?” and “how long have you been doing...?” Questions of this nature were used at the
beginning of interviews with the intention of helping to put the interviewee at ease and
encourage them to talk. Interviewees were then gradually asked open-ended questions more
closely related to the research topic, such as “what do you think is the purpose of...?” and
“how do you see the future of...?” Throughout each interview ‘probing’ questions such as
“how so?” and “could you tell me more about...?” were asked to try and draw out further
information on any response of particular interest. Questions relating to demography were
asked at the end of interviews once sufficient rapport had been established.

4.5 Data collection and analysis
This section provides a description of the steps that were taken in collecting and analysing
data for this study.
4.5.1 Conducting the interviews
Interview schedules were prepared prior to each interview and outlined the key question
topics to be covered to serve as a guide for the researcher. The key question topics varied
depending on which participant group (recreational users or key informants) the interviewee
came from. The interviews were recorded through the use of a hand-held DSS recorder, but
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the recordings were supported by additional note-taking of answers throughout the course of
each interview. On average, the interviews took approximately 30 to 45 minutes to complete.
4.5.2 Transcripts and interview log
Completed interviews were transcribed verbatim into Microsoft Word documents. An
interview log was kept of each interview. Each entry was made directly or soon after the
interviews had taken place. Demographic information such as recreation type, age, gender,
locality and highest level of education were noted down for each interviewee. In addition,
after each interview transcript had been reviewed, important key points or ideas were also
entered into the log underneath the demographic details. This exercise was also an early step
in the data analysis process, since it helped to identify patterns or ‘repeating ideas’, which are
the same, or similar, words or phrases research participants use to express the same idea
(Auerbach & Silverstein, 2003).
4.5.3 Coding and identification of ‘themes’
Following the completion of all the interviews, the interview log which had been kept
throughout the researcher’s time in the field was used as a starting point for the process of
identifying patterns or ‘repeating ideas’ (Lofland, Snow, Anderson, & Lofland, 2006).
Important key points or ideas that were common across all the interviews were highlighted.
This exercise helped to establish what supporting information to look for in the interview
transcripts.
Subsequently, each interview was scrutinised to identify any quotations that were related in
some way to the patterns that had been identified in the preliminary exercise in the log book.
Quotations or ‘relevant text’ (see Auerbach & Silverstein, 2003, p.37) that did relate to the
patterns that had already been found were underlined in the word document. These quotations
were then cut and pasted into a table in a separate word document.
For each quotation, key words were highlighted and a certain phrase or ‘code’, such as
‘proximity’ or ‘convenience’, was typed into the column next to the quotation to encapsulate
each single idea.
Boeije (2010) described the process of ‘coding’ as having two main functions, the first
purpose being to facilitate management of the data, the second being a tool for exploration
and interpretation of the data. The exercise of arranging the relevant text into tables assisted
these functions. Once codes had been assigned to each idea, the researcher was able to decide
how ideas fit together to express a particular ‘theme’. For example, the codes ‘proximity’ and
‘convenience’ both related to the recurring theme of accessibility to the conservation areas.
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Finally, after a table of relevant text from each interview transcript had been compiled and
interpreted, a word document was opened for each theme that had been identified. Relevant
text from across all the transcripts was then copied into the document according to what
theme each segment was relative to. The rationale behind this was to better examine to what
extent quotations from different interviewees portrayed differences and similarities in values
and opinions, both across and within recreational groups.
4.5.4 Analysis of official policy documents
In addition to the use of semi-structured interviews, official Department of Conservation
documents were analysed in order to become more familiar with the Department’s policies on
the use and conservation of the Craigieburn Forest Park and Castle Hill conservation areas.
This method was also employed to address the research question of whether recreationists’
values have any consistency with the policies of the Department of Conservation.
Three key documents were selected for analysis: the Conservation Act 1987; the Canterbury
Conservation Management Strategy and the Department of Conservation Statement of Intent
for 2009 to 2012. The Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy is a planning tool
currently still in development (C. Stewart, 17 April 2012). Both documents discuss important
information about the Department’s conservation policies, goals and objectives, and how to
better engage with communities and stakeholders. The documents were searched for words or
expressions that were the same, or similar, to those used by recreationists during interviews.
This exercise was intended to aid in the interpretation of recreationists’ values and what
similarities these had to Department of Conservation policies and intentions. An example of
this is analysis is provided in Table 4.2.
Barbour (2008, p.16), who drew upon the ideas of Prior (2004), commented that employing
document analysis alongside other qualitative methods may be particularly fruitful, and that
one must “look at the documentation, not merely for its content but more at how it is
produced, how it functions in episodes of daily interaction, and how, exactly, it circulates”.
With this point in mind, it was important to examine how, or if, the Department’s values and
policies were reflected in the thoughts and opinions of recreational users.
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Table 4.2

Phrases used in Department of Conservation documents and
similar recreationist values

Official document

Phrase used in document

Example of similar phrase
or words used by
recreationist

Conservation Act 1987

“To manage for conservation
purposes, all land, and all
other land and natural and
historic resources, for the
time being held under this
Act…”

“I think trying to protect as
much of that intrinsic value
as possible. The landscape
values, the flora and fauna...”

Department of Conservation
Statement of Intent 20092012

“New Zealanders will be able
to enjoy outdoor activities on
public conservation lands and
waters through a range of
opportunities”

“I guess it’s to protect that,
but also allow people to
enjoy those beautiful
environments recreationally”

Canterbury Conservation
Management Strategy

“To contain and/or remove
wilding trees in the area
generally”

“…we are noticing the
wilding pines all around the
Broken River area, on the
road out of Broken River.
Also to the west of the
Broken River area is like a
disaster. If only we could just
get in there and find a way to
clean them all out before they
spread any further”

4.6 Ethical considerations
This research was fully approved by the Lincoln University Human Ethics Committee and
was carried out in accordance with ethical recommendations made by the Committee.
The principal ethical considerations for this research project were with regards to privacy,
anonymity and confidentiality. Because the research location contained a number of
communities (e.g. recreational, residential) there was a chance of cases where some study
participants may be acquainted with each other. It was important to consider that participants
may not want to be identified by name in an interview transcript. For this reason, full
anonymity was given to the research participants. In the place of participants’ names,
pseudonyms have been used. The participants were also asked not to make any identifying
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remarks during interviews, so to preserve anonymity. The interview transcripts were available
only to the researcher and her supervisors.
Another important ethical consideration was the use of informed and voluntary consent forms.
These were presented to each participant before the commencement of interviews, and clearly
explained the nature of the research, that full confidentiality would be given, and that
participants reserved the right to withdraw from the interview at any time. Participants were
also made aware that the interviews were to be recorded, though an option was provided in
the consent form to object to the recording of an interview. No participants objected to the
recording of interviews. Participants were reassured that the recordings would not be made
available to anyone outside the research supervision team.

4.7 Limitations
The main limitation is that potentially important user groups are missing from the study. In
particular, this includes members of four-wheel driving clubs (who rarely use the area) and
hunters (who are likely to be frequent users). As a result, it was difficult for the researcher to
generalise based on the sample. Hence, this study may be described as being more ‘indicative’
or ‘exploratory’ of the values held by members of these recreational groups for the
Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas. However, it would not have been possible to
obtain such detailed and meaningful information with a larger sample. Given more time and
resources, a wider range of recreationists may have been able to be studied.
One other limitation presented itself during data collection, when difficulties arose with the
recruitment of hunters. When contacted, representatives of hunting clubs and organisations
either informed me that they did not use the conservation areas in question, or appeared to
prefer not to comment on whether they used the areas or not. Subsequent conversations with
Department of Conservation staff revealed that hunters tended to be reserved when asked
about their activity on these particular conservation lands. The eastern faces of the
Craigieburn Range, which are most commonly used for recreation, are off limits to hunters
(Department of Conservation, 2007). Additionally, hunters appeared to recreate as individuals
or in private groups, rather than hunting in club-organised parties. This aspect made it
difficult to access individual hunters for interviewing.
Despite the limitations that have been discussed, the researcher was able to interview a
sufficient number of participants to address her core research questions pertaining to the
values that were held by recreational users of the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation
areas. The decision to leave the field was made when clear themes recurrent across interviews
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had been identified, with no new emergent themes. This was taken by the researcher as an
indication that data ‘saturation’ had been achieved.

4.8 Chapter summary
This chapter has discussed the methodological approach used to conduct this study. Since the
key research question concerns what values are held by recreationists for the Craigieburn and
Castle Hill conservation areas, a qualitative research method was employed. The rationale
behind the selection of this method was that in-depth information was necessary to explore
meanings in the data that was collected. It was decided that semi-structured interviews would
be used to collect data, as this approach would lend itself well to the type of information
sought by the researcher.
Study participants were primarily recreational users of the two conservation areas, while the
data gathered from the recreationists was supplemented by the expertise of two ‘key
informants’ and the analysis of key management documents. In total, 23 recreationa l users
were interviewed, consisting of mountain bikers, trampers, skiers and rock climbers, with an
additional two interviews with key informants. The interview transcripts were analysed
through a process of coding and theme identification, highlighting the most important ideas to
come from the research. Official Department of Conservation policy documents were also
analysed to supplement the researcher’s understanding of the topic.
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Chapter 5
Recreational values for the Craigieburn area
This chapter investigates recreationists’ experiences in the Craigieburn and Castle Hill
conservation areas. The first section explores the characteristics which make the areas
attractive places to choose for outdoor recreation. The second discusses the ‘sense of
belonging’ described by some recreationists associated with the general Craigieburn area, as
well as some more localised places. Section three explores the perceived contrasts between
the conservation areas and Arthur’s Pass National Park, including both differences in physical
environment and recreational opportunities. The final section examines the various
perspectives held by recreationists in relation to the purpose of the conservation areas.

5.1 The recreational appeal
This section discusses the characteristics that recreationists felt made the Craigieburn and
Castle conservation areas appealing places for outdoor recreation. Many recreationists
expressed that they enjoyed spending time in open, natural areas away from urbanisation. The
proximity of the study areas to Christchurch was a major ‘pull’ factor for visitation, while
access, both to and within the areas also was very important. Interviewees explained that they
were drawn to these areas by the variety and versatility in both landscape and recreational
opportunities.
5.1.1 Getting back to nature
Among the characteristics recreational users looked for in their ideal recreation destinations,
natural, open areas, a feeling of ‘escaping’ urbanisation, and lack of visible human occupation
featured strongly. These values relating to freedom and ‘escape’ appeared to be shared
consistently across all the recreation types in this study. For example, Todd, a tramper,
explained his reasons for visiting natural areas for recreation:
“It’s just nice to get away from the built environment and into nature, wide open spaces.
It’s just different, you know? What you see, things like what you hear, what you smell. The
whole experience is just a complete change from being in the city. I lov e the scenery; I’m
very interested in plants, so I really like being in habitats like that of forest or tussock
land”.
Todd’s explanation of his reasons for nature-based recreation supports this idea of ‘escape’;
whereby an individual is able to leave behind the mundane and find themselves somewhere
that offers them a sense of ‘getting away’. These values were echoed by Trish, a skier, when
asked what characteristics she valued in outdoor settings:
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“Lack of people and wide, open spaces, that’s important to me, lack of
visible human occupation is pretty special”.
This ‘escape’ dimension has been widely reported in the outdoor recreation and leisure
literature, and is an element that appears to be very important to recreation or leisure
experiences (Iso-Ahola, 1982; Kaplan, 1960; Manning, 1999). In a study by Dillard and Bates
(2011), ‘escape’ was found to be one of four core values in leisure motivation. Similarly, in a
study exploring recreation experience preferences in four Australian national parks (Weber &
Anderson, 2010), it was discovered that the experience preferences perceived to be the most
important to visitors included enjoying the natural scenery, enjoying the sounds and smells of
nature, getting away from the usual demands of life, and experiencing tranquillity and
solitude. Mace, Bell, and Loomis (2004) also discovered that much value was placed on
natural quiet by visitors to protected areas, which relates to the desire for undisturbed
tranquillity. New Zealand studies of wilderness perception have found very similar
expectations for tranquillity and peace (Higham, Kearsley, & Kliskey, 2000; Kliskey &
Kearsley, 1993; Shultis, 1999; Wray, 2009).
These outdoor experience characteristics are mirrored in the descriptions given by Todd and
Trish of what sort of recreational settings they were drawn to. The combination of being away
from the pressure and noise of urban areas and sensory experiences, such as viewing scenery
and hearing the sounds of nature, appear to provide an experience of freedom. Apart from a
few pockets of business, the Craigieburn area seems to support this quest for tranquillity.
Recreationists across the activity types appeared to be in agreement that the area is not
especially busy or crowded. Joe, a mountain biker, explained why he prefers to visit the
Craigieburn area rather than the Port Hills above Christchurch:
“One of the things I like about Craigieburn is, apart from Cave Stream,
it’s not really busy...I like being in remote places and when you’re riding
there you do feel like you’re in a remote place and the tracks aren’t full
of people. You go for a ride in the Port Hills in the weekend and you’re
constantly giving way to people. It’s just so busy, whereas at Craigieburn
you can have the track to yourself, almost”.
Sam, also a regular user of the mountain biking facilities in Craigieburn Forest Park, adds that
despite the area’s popularity, it still provides a feeling of uncrowdedness, even when tracks
are relatively busy:
“I guess it’s relatively quiet, not overrun with lots of people. Even on a
busy day everyone is spread out on the tracks. I’ve never really felt like
the tracks are busy, like if we’re mountain biking on the ‘Edge’ or the
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‘Luge’. I guess the sparseness of population means that it never feels like
it’s crowded or overdone”.
Maurice, a rock climber who also enjoys the tramping opportunities of the Craigieburn region,
believes it is possible to still have ‘remote’ tramping experiences despite the presence of a
main highway nearby:
“In some instances we can be out all of the day and not see anybody. So,
you can have quite remote experiences just being in those local hills”.
Despite the popularity of the Craigieburn area among Canterbury recreationists, this does not
appear to compromise the ability of recreational users to achieve a feeling of ‘getting away’
and experiencing a peaceful recreational setting.
5.1.2 Proximity and access
The closeness of the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas to the city of
Christchurch was found to be a significant contributing factor for recreationists choosing
these areas for their recreational pursuits, as well as the ease of access to and within the
conservation sites. This supports the findings of McCleave (2004) in her study on local
community relationships with Kahurangi National Park in New Zealand. Participants in that
study explained that because the Park was so close to their residence it was convenient for
recreation, a ‘big backyard’ area to enjoy (McCleave, 2004, p.91). Similar values were shared
by the recreationists of the Craigieburn and Castle Hill areas. Trish, a skier, was attracted to
the ease of moving between the city and the mountains, and enjoyed the scenery along the
way as well:
“It’s just an area that I’ve grown to love because it’s accessible to
Christchurch. I think that’s the beauty of it too...it’s an easy distance to
drive for a day and still spend a full day participating in whatever it is
that you want. You’re out of Christchurch very quickly, just a few
minutes and you’re in real rural area. It’s got the mountains so close;
you don’t have that same accessibility in many other cities very easily, so
it’s incredibly accessible to Christchurch”.
Todd, a tramper, also valued the short travel time between the urban and mountain settings,
but also emphasised the uniqueness of the availability of mountain recreation close to a
major city:
“The really big thing is its proximity to Christchurch. In terms of what it
offers, whether it’s the alpine experience or, in fact, even a forest
experience, you know? It’s the nature and the streams, and so on. There
is not much that is so accessible to Christchurch just in terms of the
distance you drive and its accessibility to the highway. So, that is why I
think it’s so valuable, so useful to Christchurch people and to me”.
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Sam, who enjoys mountain biking in the Craigieburn area, mentioned that another
advantage of the location of the conservation areas was their proximity to Castle Hill
Village, a settlement offering accommodation:
“It’s close to Christchurch. It’s only an hour and a half’s drive, so it’s
accessible. It’s an easy day trip anyway, just to pop in there and go
biking, all those kinds of things. It’s also close to Castle Hill Village;
there are more and more people with houses in there” (Sam, mountain
biker).
These recreationists, who all reside in Christchurch, value the conservation areas being within
easy driving distance of their places of residence, which offers convenience. These
recreationists indicated that they have returned to this area many times for recreation, and
such behaviour is not unique to this study. A number of studies have found that attachment to
recreation sites influences the likelihood of recreationists to return, as well as the number of
trips they make to these places (Hailu, Boxall, & McFarlane, 2005; Kil, Holland, Stein, & Ko,
2012; Lee, Graefe, & Burns, 2007).
Trish and Todd commented that there are not many places like the Craigieburn area that have
that same extent of accessibility to major cities. These comparisons suggest that, in this sense,
residents of Christchurch have an advantage over those living in other cities. Todd also
mentioned that the areas are very accessible to the highway (State Highway 73), which is
another facet which allows for convenient access. This point was also made by Susan, a
tramper, who explained that:
“You’ve only got to park on the side of the road there vaguely and you’re
more or less where you want to go walking”.
Sam, a mountain biker from Christchurch, held similar views about the convenience of the
conservation areas to the city, though he also pointed out that the areas are convenient to
Castle Hill Village, which is situated near the eastern boundary of Craigieburn Forest Park.
The observation made by Sam that there are “more and more people with houses in there”
implies that Castle Hill Village is an ideal base for those who are frequent users of the region,
as well as being within a short distance of Christchurch. Jake, a skier, further emphasised the
advantage of the centrality of the conservation areas:
“It’s a fantastic piece of scenery right on your doorstep. I sometimes feel
guilty about the drive backwards and forwards, but it’s one of the
reasons I live in Canterbury, I chose to live here because of the proximity
to the mountains”.
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That Jake described the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas as being “right on
your doorstep” is once again testament to the accessibility of the areas. Jake also revealed that
the easy access to these mountain areas was a motive in deciding to live in Canterbury, which
would suggest that outdoor recreation is an important part of his lifestyle. McCleave (2004)
also found that convenient recreation was a significant motivator in where people chose to
live.
In this study, not only access to, but access within the conservation areas was found to be
highly valued by recreational users. Over the past few decades, the landscape in the
Craigieburn area has been subject to many changes in tenure, with some land being held in
Crown leasehold and other blocks privately owned (see 3.8.2). Recent tenure review in the
area has meant that more land has been taken into public conservation lands. Trampers in
particular were pleased with these changes, which have opened up new areas for recreational
use. Todd was one such tramper who benefited from the tenure changes:
“Certainly it was good, in terms of recreational values and just knowing
that there was this much wider apron of land in front of the mountains
where people could go. I think it has been very useful for a lot of people,
not just for me, but other trampers. I don’t know if the orienteers use it,
but I know people use that terrain quite a bit. Probably the mountain
bikers appreciate it as well. It adds much more to the mixed use aspect”.
The changes in land ownership have allowed recreationists like Todd to venture further onto a
“wider apron” of land that they previously were not able to use, but had an interest in using.
His idea that these land arrangements better facilitate for mixed use is also consistent with the
Department of Conservation’s mixed use objective for the conservation areas. Todd
expressed that he believed many trampers would have benefited from the wider area of land
open to them, but also suggested that it may have been very useful to other recreationists as
well. Nick, a rock climber, was another recreationist pleased that access to areas formerly
unavailable for recreation has been allowed:
“Access is a lot better for people. People get to explore a little bit more
now”.
For Todd and Nick, the ability to freely choose where they want to take part in their chosen
activity is an important part of their recreational experience. The availability of land to
‘explore’ appears to add more of a sense of freedom or adventure to recreational trips.
Another factor that adds to the sense of freedom for recreationists is that, more often than not,
it is not necessary to ask for permission from a specific ‘gatekeeper’. However, when it is
necessary to ask for permission to enter onto private land, it is beneficial to have a good
58

relationship with those who have authority over who uses it. Roger, a member of the
Peninsula Tramping Club from Christchurch, explained that his club maintains a good
relationship with farmers, which serves as an advantage to those in organised tramping
groups:
“The Peninsula Tramping Club actually has a good connection with the
farmers. There are a lot of farmers who say they will give permission to
the Club but not individuals. But, I guess it’s good we’ve got a comeback.
If a gate is left open or stock is disturbed, they can go back to a club,
whereas they can’t with any individual…but with the Craigieburn, the
beauty is that you don’t need access permission”.
This relationship based on mutual trust seems to be very useful to both trampers and land
owners, since a tramping group can get easy access to land otherwise ‘off limits’, as long as
land owners can be reasonably assured of a club’s reliability. Roger stated that for most of the
Craigieburn area, this measure is often not necessary, making it an endless source of
recreational opportunities.
5.1.3 Variety and versatility
For many participants in this study, the combination of variety, in scenery and activities, and
versatility, was very much part of the appeal of the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation
areas as outdoor recreation destinations. Many recreationists held similar views, but each
individual had their own way of explaining why these elements are so important to their own
recreational experiences.
In the Craigieburn, the diversity in outdoor activities paired with the compactness of the area
was regarded as an advantage for those who wanted to vary their leisure pursuits when they
visited. A number of recreationists expressed much enthusiasm about the recreational
opportunities available to them in close proximity to one another. Nick, a rock climber,
captured the essence of this advantage:
“I think it is really good for people of all abilities and all ages…it’s
probably got some of the best variety around for what you can do, the
Craigieburn. There’s the biking, the skiing, tramping, paddling through
Cave Stream, the rock climbing and the bouldering. You go to another
mountain range and it might just be tramping and mountaineering, that
might be it. They seem to be opening up more and more”.
It is evident that this area stands out for many recreationists compared to other places they
could choose for outdoor pursuits. Trish and Nick both raised the point that the area is
gradually becoming better known by potential visitors and more open to new forms of
recreation, while Jake and Ben emphasised the convenient size of the general area, serving as
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a base from which to branch out to different activities. The comments of these recreationists
indicate a certain level of satisfaction with their chosen recreational destination, providing
them with incentive to return. This is often referred to as destination loyalty, whereby
satisfaction and positive emotional and cognitive bonds influence repeat visits to destinations
(Campo-Martinez, Garau-Vadell, & Martinez-Ruiz, 2010; Yuksel, Yuksel, & Bilim, 2010).
The scenic variation of the Craigieburn area was also portrayed by recreationists as being a
significant part of what makes visiting the area enjoyable. Many recreationists talked about
how the landscape was suited to their particular activity. Ross, a mountain biker, shared his
views on what makes recreation in Craigieburn Forest Park so pleasant, as well as his
favourite riding spot:
“The Craigieburn is superb, I think, for riding. You know, there’s a nice
trail where you come into ‘Craigieburn Road’, and there’s this little
single track that gets you up to Lyndon Saddle, rather than going up the
road all the way and traversing along the side. You’ve got two options to
get up. But the ride up the ski road is quite nice because you’re riding
through forest, all those lovely native trees and nice scenery. It’s just a
far more, I guess, serene sort of setting when you’re doing it, it’s just a
nice ride”.
Ross described the native forest along the trails he rides as ‘serene’, which suggests the
mountain biking experiences he has there are often relaxing. Craigieburn Forest Park provides
a range of different mountain biking tracks and gradients, also important elements for a
mountain biker’s recreational enjoyment. Joe, a fellow mountain biker, also values the variety
of scenery and tracks the Craigieburn area has to offer:
“There are really attractive forests and there are also suitable tracks
there. The tracks that are there are very favoured tracks, I mean,
Craigieburn is seen by Christchurch riders as one of the best tracks in
Canterbury…I always see it as one of those gems. In terms of places to
ride, it’s right up there on the wish list. If you only have so much time to
ride, then Craigieburn would definitely be up there on the list”.
For Joe, it is the combination of the forests and the good quality tracks that make the
Craigieburn ideal for mountain biking in his view. Joe’s use of the word “favoured” and
description of the Craigieburn as “one of those gems” implies that the tracks in the area have a
reputation among the Canterbury mountain biking community of providing a good quality
riding experience. Sam is another mountain biker who believed the natural setting was an
important part of his mountain biking experience, and commented that the mountain
environment of the Craigieburn area provides ‘real mountain biking’:
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“There’s a photograph I took of a friend on the ‘Edge’ track some time
ago, it looks down across the beech forest and up to the sort of tussock
basins and it’s like ‘this is real mountain biking’ you know, ‘this is a bike
and this is a mountain’. It’s the archetype of mountain biking” (Sam,
mountain biker).
Mountain bikers are not the only recreationists who value the alpine ambience of the study
areas. Trampers who participated in this study revealed that the Craigieburn landscape is one
often frequented by individual trampers and clubs, and that it provides a good environment in
which to gain more tramping experience and hone skills. Todd, who demonstrated much
familiarity with the area, explained this aspect:
“For a lot of my tramping, when I was really getting into tramping, it
was really quite a good place to get, you know, just kind of an early
exposure to getting into mountain country. No mountain country you call
‘benign’, but it is benign in many ways because you can go up the ridges
along the tops and they’re not as steep as they are in Arthur’s Pass. So,
there is a relative straight-forward environment for trampers wanting an
alpine experience”.
Ben is another tramper and climber who enjoys venturing into the alpine environment of the
Craigieburn. He mentions that this kind of experience cannot be achieved in hill areas near
Christchurch:
“I think it’s nice to go somewhere that has that ‘alpine feel’, where it
actually does have the alpine streams, the bush, and it really has a
defined alpine area above the bushline. You don’t get that on the Port
Hills and Banks Peninsula. I do enjoy that distinct alpine structure”.
Not all recreationists, however, believe that visiting the Craigieburn area is a complete escape.
Opinions regarding the degree of remoteness vary, as Helen, a keen tramper reveals:
“You don’t go to the Craigieburn for a wilderness experience, because
it’s not a wilderness, and it’s got all those ski fields on it. People drive up
it! So, you don’t go there expecting that”.
In Helen’s view, the easy access to and within the Craigieburn area is one of the reasons it is
not a true wilderness. The presence of ski roads, lodges and other infrastructure means that
one is not completely free of civilisation. This does not necessarily mean that recreationists
cannot enjoy a relatively remote landscape, as Chris, a skier, points out:
“It’s not a real wilderness experience, but I guess it is some sort of
backcountry mountain experience, bush and alpine country”.
For others, the presence of infrastructure in and around the conservation areas is not a
problem. In fact, such features are actually quite welcome to some. When asked what he
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valued the most about the conservation areas, Jake praised the level of access and availability
of facilities:
“It has to be the place itself, the access, and the facilities, that you’ve got
facilities. You can stop somewhere and there is a toilet down at the
Broken River camping area. You’ve got the roads right through in
different parts of the (Craigieburn Forest) Park from both sides. You can
make up a trip and have a variety of trips linking things together, cutting
through the area, or over it”.
Some participants also noted the area’s seasonal versatility, as well as the opportunity to
recreate there in various weather conditions.
“It’s a destination that can be enjoyed in summer and winter
obviously…you can enjoy it all year round in there, in its different moods
or different styles” (Sam, mountain biker).
“…always, whatever the weather, there is some part of it you can go up.
Even in a howling nor ‘wester there are spots there you can find, so I
think it’s got that versatility” (Roger, tramper).
In other words, from season to season, regardless of the weather conditions, a keen
recreationist is able to enjoy his or her favourite activities in the Craigieburn and Castle Hill
conservation areas. While the presence of infrastructure and facilities leads some to believe
the area does not provide a true wilderness experience, such facilities are seen by others to
enhance their recreational experiences, and do not necessarily detract from the feeling of
‘escape’ they seek when visiting the areas.

5.2 Being ‘part of the place’
Some recreationists conveyed strong feelings of attachment to the Craigieburn area.
Interestingly, most of these recreationists were long-term members of ski clubs, with family
connections and many memories to share. Others felt that there was an inherent ‘spiritual’
atmosphere in the area, particularly at Kura Tawhiti Conservation Area. Participants were also
encouraged to share their memories of experiences in the Craigieburn, which allowed for the
opportunity to explore their more personal feelings and connections to the place.
If one recreational group spoke more passionately about the area than any other, it was the
members of the Mount Cheeseman Ski Club. Some of these skiers had historic family
connections to the Club, and had been skiing on Mount Cheeseman since their childhoods.
Colleen, whose family have long been members of the Club, gave an interesting explanation
of the meaning the area holds for her:
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“I suppose I’m more narrowed in my perspective of the Craigieburn. It’s
the Cheeseman thing for me, which is, I suppose...if I was a Maori that I
would be thinking ‘that’s my mountain’”.
Colleen also referred to Mount Cheeseman as her “spiritual home”, and when asked what she
valued the most about it, revealed that her feelings about the mounta in revolved more around
personal experiences than the physical setting:
“I suppose it’s the history and memories, and it’s personal, they’re
personal things rather than the history of the field. It’s the historical
things that have happened to me, the memories. I haven’t really thought
it through, all of those things”.
Colleen’s case demonstrates how people can become attached to more localised, specific
areas within larger areas, through emotional links or associations, while her reference to
Mount Cheeseman as ‘her mountain’ denotes a strong sense of identity. This is supported by
research which has found that those living locally to, or having more involvement with,
protected areas, tend to have a stronger sense of identity and more defined opinions about
management (Bonaiuto et al., 2002; Cihar & Stankova, 2006; Noe & Hammitt, 1992). Jake,
another long-term member of the Mount Cheeseman Ski Club, shared a similar sense of
belonging:
“You start to appreciate a lot of the subtleties of being there long-term,
because I think I’ve been six out of the last eight weekends to Cheeseman
and in the environment all around, not necessarily up at the ski field, but
down on the ridge or in the forest. Also through Broken River, I’ve
squeezed some mountain biking in there. So, you know, you sense all the
seasons and the changes, you pick up on all the things that are
happening...the more time you spend there the more there is to explore
and see, and the more the sense of belonging. I don’t know, it’s probably
about being...not ownership, I wouldn’t say, it’s not the right word. I
certainly have a little sense of possession about it. You try to look after
it”.
Jake showed extensive familiarity with the Craigieburn area, and conveyed that spending
much time in this place allows one to become more ‘attuned’ or sensitive to any changes that
happen there, a finding consistent with Smaldone, Harris, and Sanyal (2008) that time plays
an important role in the development of place meanings. The feelings of belonging and
protectiveness shared by Colleen and Jake are also consistent with Bramston, Pretty, and
Zammit (2011) who found that a sense of belonging, caring for the environment, and
expanding personal learning were all linked to environmental stewardship. Each one of these
aspects was reflected in Jake’s narrative of his attachment to Mount Cheeseman.
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Belonging to a club situated in the area means Jake and his family make numerous visits
every year, each time making them more familiar with the place. Jake mentioned that he also
uses the area for other activities outside of time he devotes as a ski club member, such as
mountain biking, leading him to new places and new experiences. This strengthens his
feelings of belonging to the area, and what he describes as a feeling of ‘possession’ may be
interpreted as a strong sense of ‘guardianship’. In terms of the Mount Cheeseman Ski Club
itself, Jake appreciates the work that former members of the Club put in to making it what it
is, and told of his desire to preserve it for future skiers to enjoy:
“You share some of that enthusiasm and love of the place that they had,
and you want to keep it going. We’ve got another generation here, our
kids, who are probably not quite where we are, but certainly have a
strong sense of identity in the area”.
Paul shares this sense of being ‘at home’ in the Craigieburn area with Colleen and Jake,
having visited frequently for many years, and described it as a ‘spiritual’ place:
“It’s definitely unique, and it is special. It sort of seems to be a sort of a
spiritual place, somehow. I don’t know, I guess because I go there so
often I sort of feel at home in that area, that sort of sums it up I guess”.
Paul also believes that the limestone rocks of Kura Tawhiti Conservation Area have spiritual
qualities, and explained one reason why they hold personal significance, which has further
endeared him to this landscape:
“Another memorable occasion there is our daughter got married there in
the rocks a few years ago, so that was a very memorable occasion as
well”.
Paul’s experiences resonate with the study of ‘special places’ on public lands by Eisenhauer,
Krannich, and Blahna (2000), where the primary reasons for believing a place to be special
were environmental features or interactions with significant others. In Paul’s case, the
limestone formations of Kura Tawhiti Conservation Area are not only considered special, but
this location is where a special family occasion took place. The ‘spiritual’ qualities of the
limestone rocks of Castle Hill were also highlighted by Nick, a rock climber who is very
familiar with the formations through years of using them for his favourite activity. Nick
attributes part of their spiritual value to the historical use by Maori and the cultural
significance they hold for Ngai Tahu:
“I guess Castle Hill is quite spiritual for people, with the history of the
Maori people being there. Obviously they travelled across the South
Island, and it was a place where they used to rest as well”.
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The term ‘spiritual’ may be interpreted in various ways with respect to the experiences
described by recreationists in this study. Colleen and Jake explained that they have long been
familiar with the Craigieburn area, and that their personal experiences there have led them to
experience strong feelings of attachment to it, with some specific locations holding more
significance than others. These sentiments relating to generic or specific places are what have
been termed ‘place attachment’ or ‘sense of place’ (Foote & Azaryahu, 2009; Lewicka, 2011;
Tuan, 1977).

5.3 The ‘little’ mountain area
One of the objectives of this study was to consider the relationship between the two
Craigieburn conservation areas and the adjacent Arthur’s Pass National Park. Participants
were questioned on their views of what differences the conservation areas and the National
Park have in terms of landscape characteristics, conservation value and recreational
opportunities. Recreationists were unanimous in identifying two main differences between the
areas. The Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas were seen to be part of a physically
softer landscape, making them less challenging and easier to access than Arthur’s Pass
National Park, which was consistently viewed as being more rigorous, more challenging and
physically very different to the Craigieburn area. The areas, however, were also perceived to
hold different levels of recreational opportunity, depending on activity type. This section
explores these perspectives.
5.3.1 Comparisons with ‘the park next door’
Recreationists were quick to point out physical differences between the conservation areas
and Arthur’s Pass National Park. Those who were very familiar with both areas were able to
give detailed, intriguing descriptions of these differences, yet all used common descriptive
words in their accounts. Trish highlighted the much smaller size of the Craigieburn region
compared to its larger neighbour, making it a much less ‘challenging’ landscape. She also
believed the National Park to be far more central and well-known:
“The landscape is far more rigorous and challenging. The Craigieburn
is sort of a ‘little’ mountain area, I think, compared to the hugeness and
steepness of the Arthur’s Pass region. And it’s got a heart; it’s got a
centre at Arthur’s Pass, whereas the Craigieburn is a general area.
Arthur’s Pass is a destination itself; it gives the region a central focus.
When you’re at Arthur’s Pass everything is around you, but the
Craigieburns, I don’t think people would know where the Craigieburns
begin or finish”.
Tim, an experienced tramper, demonstrated a keen knowledge of both the Craigieburn and
Arthur’s Pass regions, and shared Trish’s thoughts on the contrasting scales of difficulty
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between the areas. However, he also mentioned that the regions are complementary to one
another, each adding to the value of the other:
“Arthur’s tends to be a bit steeper and perhaps a bit colder. It’s upper
scale, up the scale of perhaps accessibility for a range of people. I
haven’t been to the top of Mount Rolleston, but, you know, it is within the
scope of trampers to go up to any of the high points...but the Craigieburn
area is slightly easier, from a degree of difficulty or guidance, or
whatever. They are sort of a step up really. From a conservation point of
view, they’ve probably got similar values, I would think. They
complement each other”.
Todd also believed that Arthur’s Pass National Park possesses a far steeper and colder
environment, and notes the stark differences in bush cover and species diversity:
“...the landscape is different, it is steeper, snowier, and there are one or
two glaciers up Mount Rolleston. So, it’s a different kind of ball game.
It’s a higher rainfall area, so the vegetation is noticeably different. Even
when you are in Arthur’s Pass Village, it’s beech forest, but actually a
more diverse beech forest, because you get in there and they’re all a
much greater variety of coprosmas and mountain toatoa, and
dracophylum and stuff like that. For someone who is interested in botany,
it is actually more of an interesting place, particularly the forest; apart
from the tussock flats and so on...the Craigieburn is well known for being
low in diversity. The tops have quite good diversity in the Craigieburn,
but I think Arthur’s Pass probably has a bit more, because you just go
through much more of a climatic gradient, basically”.
The absence of rain-fed forests and diversity in the Craigieburn is not necessarily viewed as a
flaw of the area, however. Peter, a rock climber who often visits Kura Tawhiti Conservation
Area, praises the Craigieburn’s generally dryer climate:
“...the climate is much better. I mean, it’s often sunny there, whereas
Arthur’s Pass has gone westerly and it’s raining. So, it’s much more
settled weather there, and that’s one of its features I suppose”.
The physical differences between the Craigieburn area and Arthur’s Pass National Park were
viewed by many recreationists in this study as direct influences in the types, or levels, of
recreational activities that are suitable in the areas. Those familiar with the technicalities of
mountaineering saw Arthur’s Pass National Park as more dangerous and challenging,
characteristics that lend better to more involved, physical activities. Meanwhile, the
Craigieburn area seemed to be considered significantly smaller than the neighbouring
National Park, making it gentler, more accessible, and an easier option for those not seeking
intense mountaineering experiences. These perspectives are explored in the following section.
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5.3.2 Different areas for different activities
Many participants also felt that the Craigieburn area and Arthur’s Pass National Park offer
different opportunities for recreation, with some explaining why one is more suited to their
favourite activities to the other. Some recreationists believed that the Craigieburn offers more
in the way of recreational opportunities. In some cases, the national park status of Arthur’s
Pass was viewed as a reason why the Craigieburn area offers a wider range of outdoor
pursuits. Frank, a mountain biker from Christchurch, was one such recreationist who held this
opinion:
“I think the Craigieburn has sort of got more when you think about it;
you’ve got all those activities, but in Arthur’s Pass, it’s basically a
tramping thing, you can’t mountain bike there much, or ski, or much else.
You know it’s a tramping or climbing sort of area; they’re just different
areas for different things”.
This concept of the areas serving different recreational purposes was well described by Zoe, a
rock-climbing enthusiast who frequents the limestone formations of Castle Hill:
“One if the main things about the Craigieburn area is the bouldering,
and there is not good bouldering in Arthur’s Pass. There isn’t really any
mountaineering in the Craigieburn, while there are fantastic
mountaineering opportunities in Arthur’s Pass. The skiing opportunities
are definitely different. The Craigieburn area has ski fields, so does
Arthur’s Pass, but it’s different skiing terrain, for sure”.
Greg, who enjoys ski-touring, highly values the skiing opportunities described by Zoe which
that are available in the Craigieburn. However, for Greg, skiing is not limited to the ski fields,
as he explained:
“In the Craigieburn, when you go skiing, you just go everywhere. There
is nowhere you can’t ski. In Arthur’s Pass you can ski on the easiest
slopes, they’re the only ones that are even ‘skiable’. There are just huge
mountains and bluffs”.
Joe is another mountain biker who admitted that he didn’t believe there was a great deal of
recreational variety in Arthur’s Pass National Park, whereas the Craigieburn area, being
managed as a conservation park, is not subject to the limitations that are inherent in a national
park status:
“Arthur’s Pass I see mostly as a place to walk. You can’t bike there,
because it’s a national park. So, I see it as a place to walk. You don’t sort
of hear about much else there apart from the one ski field. Most of what
I’ve done is just walking. Most of what I hear of others doing recreation
there, it’s all walking, whereas Craigieburn provides opportunities to do
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some more activities. I guess to some degree that’s because you’re
comparing a conservation park to a national park”.
Under Section 3.1 of the Arthur’s Pass National Park Management Plan (2007, p.40),
mountain bikes are subject to certain conditions, a stance that is enforced by the General
Policy for National Parks (2005) (see Appendix B) to minimise the adverse effects of vehicles
on national park values. Thus, mountain biking is generally not present in the National Park,
leaving recreationists with the option of enjoying the tracks in the nearby Craigieburn area.
Jane and Ross, who also enjoy the mountain biking opportunities in the Craigieburn area,
agree:
“There’s no biking in Arthur’s, unless you’re on your road bike. Arthur’s
is more sort of ‘standing still’, there’s more happening at Craigieburn”
(Jane, mountain biker).
“There’s nothing in Arthur’s Pass that we’re attracted to, if you know
what I mean. It’s a bit too mountainous” (Ross, mountain biker).
These thoughts on differing recreational opportunities were echoed by Helen, who claimed
that the non-national park status of the conservation areas in the Craigieburn region was
advantageous for those seeking variety in recreational activities:
“It’s quite nice that it’s not a national park, from the point of view that
you can go mountain biking and things...it means you can do more things
potentially, not that DOC necessarily manages it that way. And the other
thing with conservation parks is, despite the fact that everyone is skiing
there in the winter, it’s not full of tourists like Arthur’s Pass is, because
it’s not a national park. So, they don’t get attracted to it the same way, so
it’s a little bit less busy than Arthur’s Pass, or parts of Arthur’s Pass”.
Helen raised the interesting point that, although the conservation areas are not managed to
allow for more recreation per se, the less restrictive rules that come with the conservation area
status mean that, potentially, a wider range of recreational activities may be promoted or
encouraged than is possible in a national park. Helen also viewed Arthur’s Pass National Park
as more of a tourist destination, allowing the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas
to be relatively free of high visitor numbers. Like Helen, Colleen also deemed the National
Park more attractive, or suited, to tourists.
“...I guess it is more of a tourist destination, because that is the main
route to the West Coast and people stop there, and because they’ve got
the DOC headquarters with all that educational ‘stuff’. They have the
facilities to have your coffees, those things”.
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It is interesting that despite the Craigieburn area playing host to a wide range of outdoor
recreation activities, it is not viewed as a tourist destination. Yet, even with a less diverse
range of activities, Arthur’s Pass National Park seems to be viewed as the area that is more
attractive to tourists. Some characteristics discussed by recreationists which seem to define it
as more of a ‘tourist spot’ are the national park status itself, putting the area on the map,
making it well known among visitors, and the availability of visitor facilities, which would be
welcomed by those making the long journey along State Highway 73 to the West Coast.
While the Craigieburn area was seen as better suited to activities such as mountain biking,
skiing and rock climbing, there were those who believed that Arthur’s Pass National Park
generally offered superior climbing and mountaineering opportunities, for those seeking more
of a challenge, at least. Roger, an avid tramper, explained the distinction between the areas in
terms of climbing opportunities:
“It’s different terrain. You can certainly get very advanced alpine
terrain very quickly. You get ice climbing that you don’t get in the
Craigieburn”.
Todd, also a keen tramper, agreed that Arthur’s Pass provided more opportunities for serious
mountaineering, including perhaps a more authentic alpine ‘feel’ or setting:
“...Arthur’s Pass, if you’re talking from the point of view of a tramper,
it’s that much more alpine ‘feeling’, even though the peaks...in fact, I
don’t think the peaks are any higher than those in the Craigieburn, but it
does have more of an alpine ‘feel’ to it because of the steepness of the
terrain and your extra snow. So, it’s a bit more challenging I guess”.
The Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas and Arthur’s Pass National Park seem to
appeal to different people depending on preferred recreational activities. For those who want
the freedom of being able to take part in activities such as mountain biking, the smaller
conservation areas are favoured, whereas those with a keen interest in mountaineering appear
to be drawn by the steepness of the National Park. Both these regions, however, are valued for
recreation, and their proximity to one another may be viewed as an advantage.

5.4 Perceptions of protected area purpose
When asked what they believed the purpose of the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation
areas to be, recreationists returned a variety of answers. Some emphasised conservation roles
of the areas, while others simply saw them as areas set aside for recreation. There were those,
however, who suggested that both conservation and recreation were able to effectively
coexist, a balance the Department of Conservation endeavours to achieve.
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5.4.1 Conservation versus recreational use
Those recreationists who believed the areas exist to preserve the natural environment
discussed the importance of protecting indigenous flora and fauna, along with the landscapes
they rely on for their own existence. Jake felt that the designation of the areas as conservation
land is important in preserving the integrity of the environment, and considered the
Craigieburn area to be in good condition compared to some other parts of New Zealand,
making it all the more worthy of protection:
“I think trying to protect as much of that intrinsic value as possible. The
landscape values, the flora and fauna...it is probably not of the same,
unsullied area as a national park status, but it still has a high value
compared to if you look around the North Island. You’ve got tens of
square kilometres of slips and slides, roads hacked up hillsides by
farmers”.
Mountain biker Sam also advocated the protection of the indigenous mountain flora and
fauna, and felt that the areas were better left in their natural state, rather than becoming
subject to commercial activity:
“Well, I guess, you know, to protect the flora and fauna that exist there, I
would expect. They’re landscapes that really have no other functional
purpose; I mean you couldn’t farm there. I don’t know if there is
anything worth mining there or not, hopefully there is not. So to me, I’m
very much a believer that the value of being able to look at a piece of
beech forest or a view over the Alps is worth just as much as any millions
you could make out of mining or tourism. That’s where the tourism
comes into it, of course, it’s the experience”.
Rock climber Maurice gave an alternative explanation of the purpose of the Craigieburn and
Castle Hill conservation areas:
“Part of the argument, I understand, is just to take the pressure off the
national parks, to some degree, and some of the Great Walk areas...what
I guess you might call the ‘front country’ of (Arthur’s Pass National
Park) is under a little bit of pressure. People go in for one night and then
back out, but people are probably not spending more than one night in
the Park, for an average trip. I guess if you put some huts in the
Craigieburn you might encourage the same kind of action and take some
pressure off the ‘front country’ in the National Park”.
This places the importance on Arthur’s Pass National Park, rather than the conservation areas
themselves, suggesting that part of the rationale behind their existence is to relieve the
recreational demand on their larger neighbour. While this is not explic itly identified by the
Department of Conservation as a reason for their protection, it is possible that the availability
of the conservation areas for recreation may, to some degree, have such an effect on the
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National Park, since, as claimed by many recreationists, the Craigieburn area allows for a
wider variety of outdoor activities.
Not all recreationists saw conservation as the main priority for the areas, claiming that they
are there simply to be enjoyed. This is an attitude which David, a management planner from
the Department of Conservation, revealed is often commonplace among recreational users in
the area:
“It’s a bit of a generalisation, but I am going to say that most of the
people recreating there see it as a playground, even if they are seeing it
as a rather beautiful playground. This is a generalisation, but there is a
bit of truth to it: there is often quite a distinct difference between people
recreating in the mountains and those who are there almost purely
because they like the birds and the bees, the plants, the animals. The
purely recreational people tend to have slightly less understanding and
less respect for the biodiversity values. As I say, it’s a generalisation, but
there is sort of a continuum. From my experience, whenever we have
come up against a particular issue on things to do with recreation
facilities versus biodiversity, we tend to see recreation people saying
“oh, we don’t want to do this”. There is often a misunderstanding, even,
that conservation parks are primarily there for recreation, which is not
what the legislation says at all”.
David’s argument is supported in part by the opinions of some, but not all, recreationists
about their views on the purpose of the conservation areas:
“I personally see it as a nice place to go for a day into the outdoors.
That’s the main thing I use it for” (Dan, skier).
“I think for getting people from Christchurch out recreating. The more
accessible it is, the more likely it is we’ll get people out” (Roger,
tramper).
Ross also saw the conservation areas as being predominantly for recreation. However, he also
believed that they serve another important purpose:
“It’s a great educational tool and it’s also great as a recreational area,
so it’s education and recreation, I think they’re what its main purposes
are. Not to protect anything, I don’t know if it’s anything along those
lines. It’s just more about educating people. That’s why I think the
education centre is there, where they’ve got the camps that go up three
or four times a year and that sort of thing”.
One may assume that the type of education Ross referred to is of an environmental nature, yet
he did not see the conservation areas as having protective roles. David of the Department of
Conservation reiterated that conservation is the primary role of the areas, though in his
experience users often do not recognise that this is the case. This does not necessarily mean,
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however, that all recreationists have complete disregard for the environmental integrity of
conservation areas. The next section explores a range of perspectives which acknowledge the
importance of managing conservation alongside recreation.
5.4.2 Conservation and recreation combined
While other recreationists also placed much value on the preservation of the natural
environment, many also acknowledged recreational use as prominent feature of the
conservation area. This belief in the importance of the balance between conservation and
recreation reflected the importance recreationists placed on the ability to freely enjoy their
own recreational activities in the areas, and these views were held across different recreational
groups. For example, mountain biker Joe identified that, while the conservation areas were
important for recreation, they were also environmentally “special”, and this was part of what
made recreation in these places enjoyable:
“Partly to protect the forest and tussock lands and what have you. It’s a
beautiful place and environmentally I think it’s a very special place,
especially being so close to Christchurch. So, I guess, it’s to protect that,
but also to allow people to enjoy those beautiful environments
recreationally”.
Tramper Tim shared this perspective, implying that there was a sort of partnership between
conservation and recreation:
“It is for recreation and conservation I suppose, the two can coexist. It’s
not like it’s an area that is protected, from a conservation point of view,
and you can’t go and walk there. The two can go hand-in-hand, coexist”.
However, among the recreationists, it was Greg, an avid skier, who appeared to display the
most extensive knowledge of this balance:
“So, there is Craigieburn Forest Park which has remnant stands of
beech forest, native vegetation, and native environment. That would be
really great to keep, because it’s quite sparse on the east side of the
(Craigieburn) Range, and of course there are all the wilding pines that
are threatening to take over a bunch of stuff up there. So, having a park
is a way of managing an area, conserving it. It’s a great resource for
recreation, so that is one of its main purposes. Castle Hill is a whole
other story with its unique environment, with the limestone outcrops.
People like it for its scenic beauty and for rock climbing, and bouldering.
So, that deserves to be preserved for equal reasons”.
The values expressed by these recreationists are consistent with those identified by Graham, a
Department of Conservation field manager, as being considered important for the Craigieburn
and Castle Hill conservation areas. When asked what values are protected in the conservation

72

areas, Graham first acknowledged those relating to the physical environment, as well as their
cultural significance, followed by the recreational use aspect:
“Kura Tawhiti/Castle Hill Reserve in particular has cultural values.
Historic values, not only Maori, but European as well. There are natural
values, the plants and wildlife. Ecological and geological values,
certainly Cave Stream has geological values. And then the public use
values”.
Graham also mentioned that multi-use was a major influence in the development of
management objectives by the Department of Conservation for the areas, and that mixed-use
will continue to feature as a key objective in years to come, which will allow recreationists to
maintain their presence in the areas (see Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy,
2000).

5.5 Chapter summary
This chapter has explored various elements of recreationists’ experiences of the Craigieburn
and Castle Hill conservation areas. It was found that, when choosing where to participate in
outdoor recreation, most participants placed high value on settings that provided them with a
feeling of ‘getting away’, somewhere scenically pleasing and well suited to their activities.
The proximity of the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas to the city of
Christchurch is a major influencing factor in the choice to visit them for recreation, since they
provide easy access and convenience for day trips.
Recreationists also highly valued the variety in landscapes and recreational opportunities, and
the ‘compact’ size of the Craigieburn area meant people could easily move between
recreational activities. Some participants expressed a feeling of belonging to the area, either
generically, or more specifically to localised areas, such as recreational club sites, while the
limestone formations of Kura Tawhiti Conservation Area were considered to have spiritual
value.
Compared to neighbouring Arthur’s Pass National Park, the Craigieburn area was seen as
‘little’ and ‘less challenging’. In some cases, this was a characteristic which seemed to make it
all the more appealing to recreational users. The national park was considered to be more
dangerous and better suited to mountaineering and climbing than the Craigieburn region. Both
the Craigieburn and Arthur’s Pass areas were seen to facilitate different types of recreation.
Perspectives varied as to the purpose of the conservation areas, with some placing emphasis
on the protection of landscapes, flora and fauna, while others viewed them solely as a
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recreational resource. Nonetheless, there were those who identified the areas as having multiuse qualities, providing for both conservation and recreation, a feature intended by the
Department of Conservation. However, there seems to be a perception among some of the
recreational users that these environmental protection and multi-use values face potential
threats. The following chapter discusses the thoughts of recreationists on what could done to
enhance the recreational appeal of the conservation areas, but also what changes they feel may
impact upon their values for these places.

74

Chapter 6
The impacts of change – perceptions and prospects
As discussed in Chapter 5, the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas hold
significance for many recreationists. Although recreational users appear content with these
places in their current state, they do feel there is potential for improving the areas and
enhancing their recreational appeal. However, recreationists also recognise that the
Craigieburn area is facing change which could possibly impact its value to them. This chapter
draws attention to the potential changes facing the Craigieburn area and explores the concerns
of recreationists. The first section presents the ideas put forward by participants in this study
about how the recreational quality of the Craigieburn could be improved, but also examines
their preferences for the maintenance of low impact recreation, with limited large-scale
development. The chapter also addresses the issue of the expansion of Porter Heights Ski
Field, and how recreationists believe this will change the region. The final section discusses
the various environmental concerns held by recreationists, and how negative environmental
impacts affect their perspectives on the conservation areas and the wider Craigieburn area.

6.1 Perspectives on development
As reiterated throughout this thesis, the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas are
popular destinations for outdoor recreation (Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy,
2000). With this popularity, however, comes a possibility that in coming years the
Craigieburn area may be subject to increased development. This is a situation which is
currently unfolding with the announcement that Porter Heights Ski Field is to expand
(Williams, 2011; Wood, 2012). Commercial projects will likely require additional
infrastructure to support the greater numbers of visitors to the region. On the one hand, for
recreationists who have been long accustomed to the Craigieburn area in its current state,
commercial projects may bring uncertainty and unwanted change. On the other hand, some
recreationists see at least some controlled development as essential to providing for their
outdoor activities. This section investigates the viewpoints of recreationists on development in
the Craigieburn, and how much of it is believed to be acceptable.
6.1.1 Opportunities for improvement
For many recreationists, the natural, open and free qualities provided by the Craigieburn and
Castle Hill conservation area make them attractive places to visit for a recreational escape.
Although this natural environment satisfies many current recreational requirements, study
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participants were also able to identify improvements that could be made to enhance their
experiences. For some, this may entail simply upgrading existing facilities, though others also
believed there was room for controlled growth and promotion.
Mountain bikers in particular displayed a desire to improve and add to the existing mountain
bike trails in Craigieburn Forest Park, and some believed the Park had potential to become
more of a destination than is currently the case. While mountain bikers do enjoy the existing
tracks in and around Craigieburn Forest Park, these tracks are not connected to one another in
any coordinated way. Joe, who is already a devotee of the area, thought of one way the
recreational experience for mountain bikers may be improved:
“I know that there’s scope for at least one more track there that would
tie the tracks together, because the tracks that we bike now are existing
walking tracks. While they’re fantastic to ride, they haven’t been built to
create a loop”.
Joe was of the opinion that this would make the area far more attractive to both current
Craigieburn riders and prospective mountain bikers. Sam also believed at least a little track
development was necessary to create a more attractive destination for mountain bikers, and
suggested that if the tracks were to be improved, and new tracks established, it would be the
beginning of a whole new opportunity:
“I guess it would open up and we’d be able to build tracks there or
something. I would spend less time in Christchurch and more time in
there. When you’re creating mountain bike tracks, you’re creating
something that you can enjoy yourself, but you’re also creating a legacy,
something that other generations or visitors are going to enjoy. So, it’s
kind of an altruistic thing. If you want to do it, you want to do it, it’s not
compulsory, it’s voluntary. You do it because you want to do it”.
Ross was another advocate for mountain bike trail development, and proposed that
Craigieburn Forest Park may have potential for offering adventure tourism. Ross discussed an
idea that he believed might make the Craigieburn tracks more versatile:
“I think they could add in a bit more country biking, so you could add in
a hut, and trails to huts so you could allow the bikers to camp overnight
and that sort of thing...I’d call it an ‘adventure tourism’ destination”.
Despite his enthusiasm for the idea, Ross would not like any such development to radically
alter the character of the Park, or turn it into a crowded site:
I wouldn’t want it to become like ‘a Queenstown’ or be overly developed.
I think as an adventure tourism destination, there’s room for that...I think
there’s room to grow, but obviously in a controlled manner”.
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Frank and Ben agreed they would be happy to see other tracks open up. Ben believed opening
up new tracks may relieve the pressure on some of the older ones, and indicated that he
supports the development of new, purpose-built biking trails:
“I’m always interested in another track. If DOC put out a brochure and
said “we’ve got this new track from A to B”, then we’d go and have a
look at it” (Frank, mountain biker).
“I think developments like the ‘Hogsback’ track will help a little bit,
because in some of the areas there is some track damage from the
mountain bikers, especially around the Dracophylum Flat area. That
area has some quite defined mountain bike damage. I think actually
setting up specific mountain bike areas and purpose-built tracks will
alleviate the pressure that is on some of the other tracks that they do
chop up. There are other areas of the Park that are showing no signs of
damage, and they get pretty heavy use” (Ben, tramper).
Chris, of the Mount Cheeseman Ski Club, believed mountain bike tracks are a big priority for
the area, and praised the efforts of the Department of Conservation in promoting multi-use
and broadening horizons for recreation:
“DOC is certainly encouraging development, the mountain bike trails
are a big thing. Yeah, DOC is making more accessible with the
Cheeseman Ski Club, you know? They’ve got access up the bushline.
They’re responsible for access up there, and I think they’re keen to
promote tracks and things in there”.
Greg is another skier who enjoys the winter opportunities the Craigieburn area offers, but he
believes that the area could be better promoted and catered to as a summer recreation
destination:
“Well, we’ve just talked about skiing so far, but summer activities are a
whole other ‘kettle of fish’. It would be amazing to see more mountain
biking trails up there. I think there is a huge potential that hasn’t already
been tapped”.
Craigieburn Forest Park appears to be in the spotlight in terms of mountain biking track
development, with new tracks already being planned or worked on. Judging by the comments
of the recreationists, a wider and more intricate network of tracks is possible in years to come.
Meanwhile, the limestone tors at Kura Tawhiti Conservation Area are particularly popular
among rock climbing and bouldering enthusiasts. When asked about her views on the future
of the Craigieburn region, Zoe enthused that she sees a bright future ahead for this
conservation area:
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“I think it is going to continue to be a big, popular climbing destination.
I mean, I think the area will also continue to be popular for the skiing
and tramping aspects. I think a lot more people are going to be climbing
there after the earthquakes, because Cantabrians can’t just head up to
the Port Hills to go climbing now, so they will head to Castle Hill more. I
remember after the earthquake I showed up and the place was just full of
climbers, because nobody was working, and it was the only place you
could go climbing”.
Zoe raised a very interesting and thought provoking point. Post-quake, the Port Hills above
Christchurch have become unstable and dangerous, as a result of the on-going seismic
activity. This has made the formerly popular rock climbing destination an undesirable choice
for recreation, and rock climbers may choose to seek out new climbing areas. What Zoe
suggested is that this shift may make the already popular Castle Hill rocks even more
appealing to climbers, which could potentially bring more visitors. Colleen is also of the
opinion that the popularity of Kura Tawhiti is a good thing for the Craigieburn area:
“I think it’s good to see what’s happening at Castle Hill, that area there,
the car park up there seems to be busy all the time. It just seems to soak
up people into the rocks there”.
The rocks at Kura Tawhiti are not the only geological features of interest to recreationists.
Peter, who values the rock formations near Flock Hill just as much as those at Kura Tawhiti,
would like to see that area become more opened up for public enjoyment:
“I would like to see the rocks on the other side of Cave Stream, which
are under Flock Hill’s control at the moment, I would like to see that
area opened up to public access, because I don’t think that particular hill
slope is much value for grazing. So, for them to hang on to it and keep
people off seems a bit pointless. If something could be negotiated, that
would be terrific, because I think that’s another recreational resource or
facility. So, that’s what I would like to see, access opened up to that”.
It is yet to be discovered how many other recreationists share this desire to open up the rock
formations above Cave Stream. Such opportunities may be subject to land ownership policies.
David of the Department of Conservation revealed that visitor numbers are already becoming
a concern at Kura Tawhiti Conservation Area, since they are apparently detracting from the
‘special’ experience people gain from walking among the curious shaped rocks. Over the past
decade, the rock formations at Kura Tawhiti and the Flock Hill side have also been used as
backdrops for blockbuster films such as The Lord of the Rings trilogy and The Chronicles of
Narnia series. David explained that while the Department is concerned about large groups
roaming around the iconic formations, filming groups have their own frustrations:
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“We were talking to some film industry representatives last week and we
were talking about this issue at Castle Hill, because sometimes when the
film industry is going to be doing a film there seems to be quite a large
group. We are sort of saying “look, maybe it’s not the kind of activity
where we do allow these large groups”. One of the guys who finds the
sites for filming said that what is happening is that they are getting so
busy now that it is no good for them anyway, because they can’t get a
quiet spot. They can’t get shots without people”.
The popularity of Castle Hill among recreationists, sightseers and film makers is testament to
its status as an iconic site. This is a potentially positive aspect for Canterbury’s tourism
industry, but the larger groups of visitors present management challenges to Department of
Conservation staff. The Department of Conservation is also required by statute to honour the
cultural and historical significance of these rock formations to Maori, particularly the Ngai
Tahu people. Thus, as the Department endeavours to manage multiple interests, the famous
rock formations of the Craigieburn region will continue to feature prominently in future
management agendas.
Aside from the enhancement of recreational opportunities, recreationists in this study also
expressed that they would like to see an improvement in certain amenities, particularly an
improvement in cell phone coverage:
“It would be handy to have cell phone coverage. They did have it for a
wee while, when they were doing The Lion, the Witch and the Wardrobe,
when they were filming. They had a generator there and they had cell
phone coverage there on short term. It was certainly good, it made the
area safer” (Paul, tramper).
“There are issues with that area, I mean, there is no cell phone coverage
through Cass. You don’t get cell phone coverage from Porter Heights
through to pretty much the ‘Waimak’ bridge or even Klondyke Corner”
(Maurice, rock climber).
On the one hand, cell phone coverage may contribute to the appeal of the Craigieburn and
even the wider Waimakariri Basin to visitors. For example, Paul perceived the temporary
presence of cell phone coverage while filming was taking place as making the area feel
‘safer’. However, there is a possibility that others would not want cell phone towers
established, since many choose the Craigieburn as a place to escape, and such developments
may detract from their desired experiences.
In Roger’s opinion, the best kind of development for the Craigieburn area would not involve
any track building or establishment of structures of any form. When asked how he saw the
future of the area, he expressed a keenness to add to the existing conservation land:
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“Oh, hopefully expanding, both in total area and also the access
provisions. You know, there are things like the Korowai Tussock lands;
they could bring that into the (Craigieburn Forest) Park. It’s a whole
other area”.
Whether Roger’s wish for the expansion of the conservation lands in the Craigieburn will be
realised remains to be seen. However, such comments are helpful in demonstrating the
passion and enthusiasm of some recreationists for maintaining conservation areas.
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6.1.2 The desire to limit development
While recreationists were willing to share their ideas on how to sustain the prosperity of the
conservation areas and enhance recreational opportunities, many also insisted that they did not
want large-scale developments in the Craigieburn area. Most participants felt that there was
no need for any more infrastructure or facilities in the area, and others indicated that they
were largely happy with the status quo and would prefer not to see any major changes. There
were those who were also concerned that future developments may somehow alter their rights
to access parts of the Craigieburn area. Frank was one individual who said he would prefer it
to remain much the same as it currently is:
“I’m quite happy with the way it is, you wouldn’t want to go and see a
big thing like they have in America. You know, some of those places
they’ve gone and messed up. The way it is, it’s just nice. When we want a
cup of coffee we stop off at Springfield on the way home. You don’t need
big, heavy restaurants or tourist facilities up there”.
When asked if there were any changes or improvements she would like to see in the
Craigieburn area, Trish shared a very similar opinion to Frank:
“No, there’s nothing that’s missing or lacking. They’ve got a coffee stop
in Springfield and they can make the most of that, and we don’t need
another one 50 kilometres down the road”.
The impression given by these two recreationists is that, if visitors want facilities such as
restaurants and cafeterias, they can stop off in the small townships, such as Springfield, before
they enter into the Craigieburn. It would appear that these opinions are a reflection of the
values held by many about the Craigieburn area being an uncrowded and natural place.
Frank’s and Trish’s thoughts were echoed by Peter, who would rather not witness the
establishment of additional infrastructure, especially those one would expect to find in an
urbanised area:
“It would be nice to see development limited. In other words, let’s not
have street lights. Let’s not have a whole lot of shops and stuff by the side
of the main road. It would be nice to keep it quiet and reasonably
unspoilt”.
Although many recreationists in this study indicated a desire to see the Craigieburn region
remain relatively ‘untouched’, they would still very much like to retain their rights to access
the conservation lands and surrounding properties. Susan values the opportunity as a tramper
to recreate freely in the areas, and hopes that this will continue to be possible in the future:
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“…we’ve been lucky so far with DOC. I hope that we wouldn’t have to
pay for access, that’s something our club won’t do. So, if the farmers
were to charge, then we wouldn’t be using their land”.
Peter commented that curtailment of access would also be one of his main concerns,
especially if currently available areas were to be made private, or if major developments were
to impose restrictions:
“Well, it would be sad to see any places that you can currently get to
become unavailable because they’ve become a subdivision, or they were
part of a big ski development with hotels or something like that, where
you couldn’t go unless you were a paying guest. That would be the only
disappointment that I would have”.
While many participants shared ideas for improving recreation in the conservation areas, they
also expressed that they would not want to see any large-scale recreational developments in
the Craigieburn area. Some recreationists felt that such developments would potentially alter
the character they have come to love about the area. Joe, while excited about new mountain
biking tracks, was of the opinion that less is more:
“I wouldn’t like to see any more recreation developed there that involved
extensive infrastructure, I think that would take away that special feature
of the place…from a riding perspective, if it has hundreds of riders up
there at the same time in the same way the Port Hills do, then it wouldn’t
be seen by myself and other riders as being a great place to ride”.
From Joe’s perspective, a ‘great’ place to ride is somewhere that is not crowded or tailored for
large numbers of visitors. Joe compared the Craigieburn to the Port Hills above Christchurch,
which have already become an extensively used mountain biking destination where a feeling
of isolation is not often possible. For Joe, Craigieburn Forest Park is a place he can escape to
and enjoy his activity in peace. Todd shared these sentiments, and agreed that any further
developments would detract from the tramping experiences he enjoys so much:
“…I would like to see it not having any more development. I think it’s
basically pretty low key at the moment. I think it should stay like that…I
think any future development would reduce my enjoyment of it. It would
reduce that feeling of wilderness I get from going there”.
While skiing is one of the most popular attractions of the Craigieburn region, there are
concerns about how much it may dominate in a commercial sense in the future. Porter Heights
is currently the one commercial field in the area, and recreationists are generally used to the
smaller, non-commercial ski fields, such as Mount Cheeseman. However, when asked what
changes she saw in the future of the Craigieburn, Trish had doubts as to whether these small
ski fields would remain non-commercial for much longer:
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“Well, development, more commercialisation. Even our own field has
become that way out of necessity, and the way people’s lives have
changed, they don’t want to join clubs like they used to. They want the
variety of doing as they please, when they please and not committing to
one club”.
With competition in other parts of the Canterbury region, these smaller club-run ski fields
have to consider upgrading and diversifying to survive. To attract and provide for more
visitors, it would be necessary to invest in additional infrastructure, which is what Dan, who
shared his experiences of ski fields in Europe, would rather not see:
“It’s pretty unspoilt and it has ‘small’ feel. It’s good that they don’t
destroy the feeling of the remoteness there. If they put a big ski resort up
there with big lifts all over the place…I’ve experienced those things in
Europe. It’s nice in winter if you love skiing, but for the rest of the area it
just looks ugly and kind of ruins the landscape”.
It would appear Craigieburn recreationists may have reason to be concerned about major ski
field developments, with plans for the expansion of Porter Heights ski field having been
recently approved (Wood, 2012). This issue, and recreationists’ perspectives on it, is
discussed in the following section.
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6.2 The Porter Heights expansion
The Porter Heights ski field, located in the Craigieburn Range, is Canterbury’s oldest
commercial ski field, as well as the closest to Christchurch (see Figure 4.1). The ski area had
been owned by North Island investors up until 2007, when Blackfish Limited, a consortium of
local and Australian investors, bought the field for an undisclosed sum (King, 2007; Williams,
2010).
In 2010, Blackfish Limited proposed to the Department of Conservation the inclusion of
Crystal Valley in its new developments at Porter Heights Ski Field. Crystal Valley is
identified in the Selwyn District Plan as an ‘outstanding natural landscape’ (Williams, 2010).
This proposal was met with strong opposition from a number of interest groups, and concerns
were voiced about the proposed expansion. Despite this outpouring of concern, the
Department of Conservation agreed, in principle, to allow Blackfish Limited to include
Crystal Valley in their expansion of the ski field, part of a 500 million dollar ski village
development.
However, to compensate for the land that would be used, a ‘land swap’ was settled on, an
action reminiscent of the current protected area ‘business and negotiation’ phase discussed by
Booth and Simmons (2000) (see 1.1.1.). The proposed land swap involved the exchange of
198 hectares of conservation land in Crystal Valley in return for a 70 hectare forest block
known as Steep Head Gully, located on Banks Peninsula (Williams, 2011). Since the approval
of this proposal, many submissions have been made by stake holders in opposition to the
development.
While discussing the future of the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas during
interviews, some recreationists identified the Porter Heights expansion as the ‘biggest change’
for the Craigieburn area, and expressed concern about its potential impacts on the area’s
character and environmental integrity. Colleen felt the proposed development may open the
Craigieburn to more commercialisation:
“I feel quite concerned about the Porter’s development, because I think
it’s too big, the ideas are too big, too commercial. You know, even the
development at Castle Hill, the negative impact on it, making it too
urbanised maybe”.
For those who are accustomed to the small-scale nature of recreation in the Craigieburn
Range, the proposed Porter Heights expansion may appear to be a threatening, radical change.
Colleen’s apprehensiveness about this major development is reminiscent of ‘the Last Settler’s
Syndrome’, where each new settler to a given area wishes it to remain in the same state it was
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in when they arrived (Groothuis, 2010). While the Porter Heights ski area has, for a long time,
been a commercial field, a development of this magnitude has never been experienced in the
Craigieburn region, at least in the eyes of those who are most familiar with it. Nick is also
unhappy about the expansion, and fears it may have serious environmental impacts:
“I think one thing I am not so keen on is this development for Porter’s
Ski Field. I don’t know. That’s where I’m really disappointed that money
obviously talks. That’s the downside of people like the Department of
Conservation who claim they are looking after the environment, then they
go and do that. It’s basically allowing it to go ahead. A lot of people I
know are actually disgusted with that going ahead, because they’re going
to be doing a lot of damage in areas like that”.
Nick also expressed that he was concerned about the amount of waste such a development
would produce, how waste would be safely disposed of, and what other effects the
development may have on the Craigieburn’s already fragile environment. Trish admitted that
she was a little shocked to learn about the Porter Heights expansion, and hoped that sufficient
regulations would be put in place to protect the natural environment if the plans did go ahead:
“I’ve just seen that there’s this 500 million dollar development, and it
doesn’t fit easily into what the Craigieburn is used to. I’m not saying it
can’t or it won’t, but it’s a bit of a ‘youch, that’s a scary thought’...you
would hope and expect that there would be huge constraints, consents
and conditions that would have to be bided by with dwellings. I think that
would be so important. Like, Castle Hill; I think Castle Hill is the perfect
example of how you can have urbanisation in a mountain setting and do
it well, they’ve done it well”.
Trish’s comment that the proposed development “doesn’t fit easily into what the Craigieburn
is used to” is comparable to Colleen’s opinion that the ideas for Porter Heights are “too
commercial”. Both Trish and Colleen have been members of the Cheeseman Ski Club for
many years, a club which has, from its time of origin, been a family-oriented, non-commercial
field. These skiers seem to greatly value the low-key style of recreation in the Craigieburn
area, and are possibly concerned about the prospect of significant changes to this style. Jake
stated that he did not completely object to the expansion, but explained his reasons for being
weary of large-scale developments, warning that change is inevitable:
“I don’t have anything, in principle, against the Crystal Valley
development, but I know ski fields make a mess, because people make a
mess. So the ski field in itself is relatively tidy, but I can’t see how you
can put a village capacity of two or three thousand people in that area
and not change the nature of the place. There would be so many more
people wanting to go there, visit and recreate, they’ve got to go
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somewhere. So how are they going to be accommodated in a way that
doesn’t destroy what they have come to see and be a part of?”
While the Craigieburn area is already a popular destination for outdoor recreation, it does not
experience the volume of visitors it could potentially receive if Porter Heights were to expand
and be more vigorously promoted. While the tourism industry would be boosted, generating
large amounts of revenue, the physical environment itself could potentially come under a
substantial amount of pressure, which is the dilemma Jake is concerned may come to be.
Protective behaviour, such as is portrayed by these long-time skiers, has been identified in
many studies of stakeholder perceptions of major tourism developments (Dredge, 2010;
Mason & Cheyne, 2000, Wray, Espiner, & Perkins, 2010). Maurice, who described the land
swap as being “a bit of a worry”, pointed out another potential impact that may affect a much
wider portion of the Craigieburn than simply the Porter’s ski area itself:
“It’s possible that it might increase the demand for bouldering and
climbing in the Castle Hill Basin and that might cause a problem. We
might run into some sort of crowding problem, which from my point of
view is always a touch unpleasant”.
Maurice’s speculation about this undesirable scenario may, to a certain degree, may bear
some credibility. Kura Tawhiti Conservation Area (Castle Hill) already attracts hundreds of
visitors, and is becoming increasingly popular with rock climbers. Craigieburn Forest Park is
a popular tramping and mountain biking destination, with new biking trails being developed
and opened up. Other conservation areas in the vicinity, in particular Cave Stream Scenic
Reserve, are also popular among recreationists. In addition to this, the easy access to the
Craigieburn, courtesy of State Highway 73, makes the area all the more appealing to visitors.
With the development and promotion of the renovated and renewed Porter Heights Ski Area,
there is a possibility of an increase in the number of visitors to the region.
Paul, however, does not seem to believe this scenario is likely to come to fruition, as he
explains that the expanded Porter Heights field may not necessarily be bound to certain
success, and suggests that the future climate could hinder operations:
“Though I wouldn’t actually go so far as to object to it, I think they’re on
a hiding to nothing, basically. I don’t think it’s financially viable...I think
Porter’s itself isn’t such a good area for what they are trying to do. Well,
I’d consider it, I don’t mind skiing there, it’s still a good place to ski. I
just think they don’t really have a cap on reality there, unless there’s a
change in the environment. I’ve noticed the snow level receding over the
years that I’ve been involved in that area”.
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Tim and Peter do not appear to be concerned about the prospect of a more heavily
commercialised Porter Heights Ski Area, provided their rights of access to the area are not
jeopardised:
“Certainly the Crystal Valley next to what is now Porter’s – that was a
land swap. So, whether that company paid for the land out on the (Banks)
Peninsula, I don’t know, but as long as public access is maintained. You
don’t need a lot of artificial things up there” (Tim, tramper).
“I just saw in the paper today that there’s this big development that is
being planned around the Porter Heights area. Now, I don’t know how
that’s planned. If public access is maintained I don’t think it’s
necessarily a bad thing, but if it means there are more restrictions, I
would be disappointed” (Peter, rock climber).
Greg, who is a fan of both skiing and ski-touring, was one recreationist who spoke
enthusiastically about the Porter Heights expansion, and thought it would present great
opportunities for the Craigieburn area:
“It will be interesting to see what happens to Porter’s in the next few
years. That will be a whole other opportunity. I think it’s good that
they’re developing it, or trying to...they’re talking about making it a
much bigger operation. Perhaps it’s the only way to get the big crowds.
You know, for example, getting international visitors who are used to
skiing chairlifts on groomed slopes”.
Judging by the comments of the recreationists, there is a significant deal of uncertainty
surrounding the Porter Heights development and what it will bring to the wider Craigieburn
region. Some feel that the Craigieburn area is better off remaining a small-scale recreation
area, while others give the impression that they are not too concerned about whether it
proceeds or not, provided public access is not curtailed for any reason. Whether the
development brings negative or positive impacts, recreationists seem to be in agreement that it
will be one of the biggest changes facing the Craigieburn in the coming years.

6.3 Environmental concerns
For the recreationists of the Craigieburn area, the natural environment is fundamental to their
different recreational experiences. There are those, however, who have noticed that these
natural environments are not always balanced, and are subject to threats in a number of forms.
This section explores the concerns of some recreationists about environmental degradation
and threats to the region’s vulnerable flora and fauna.
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6.3.1 Wilding pines ‘taking over’
For many years, the spread of wilding pines in the Craigieburn area has been an issue of
particular concern to recreationists, environmentalists and the Department of Conservation.
Many of these trees originated from trial research plantings, where no measures were put in
place to prevent invasion by exotic trees in areas of native vegetation. Countless efforts have
been launched to uproot and remove as many of these pest trees as possible, though as one
recreationist described, this seems to be a ‘losing battle’. Many recreationists have noticed
this problem, and are greatly concerned about the status quo. Ben is one such recreationist
who has noticed the spread, and voiced his frustration over the current situation:
“Probably one area that pisses me off is that pine forest in the
Craigieburn, with all the wilding pines that are heading over Flock Hill.
Over the past ten years they have just become dramatically noticeable.
It’s not an area that we recreate in, over near Flock Hill Station, but
those pine trees are going to head towards the ‘Waimak’ Gorge and
those sorts of areas. One good thing to do would be to get rid of that
plantation”.
Ben stated that, although he personally does not use the Flock Hill area for recreation, he is
troubled by the thought of the pines suffocating more of the landscape he values. He also
mentioned that, while volunteer work parties have attempted to reverse the wilding pine
problem, there does not appear to be much leadership being taken over a more consistent and
pervasive solution:
“It’s a bit of an orphan over who wants to accept responsibility, because
there is a financial cost. In the last ten years it has been the most
dramatic change in the area as far as I’m concerned”.
Ben’s call for action was accompanied by Jake’s, who has noticed the pine problem escalating
close to his ski club and in the surrounding landscape:
“…we are noticing the wilding pines all around the Broken River area,
on the road out of Broken River. Also to the west of the Broken River
area is like a disaster. If only we could just get in there and find a way to
clean them all out before they spread any further. But we are noticing
pines are somehow getting themselves seeded all up around Cheeseman.
We’ve got all the patches of old Forest Service research plots that are
still there, we’ve got different species all over the place”.
Between Ben and Jake, wilding pines have been spotted from Mount Cheeseman and Broken
River to Flock Hill. This represents a fairly long distance, which demonstrates the extent of
the wilding pine spread and the scale of the problem. The two recreationists also commented
that the old research plantations which contained the original pines have not, as far as they can
see, been removed. Despite this apparent lack of action, the wilding pine problem has been
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identified by the Department of Conservation and the control of this problem is currently on
their agenda. When asked what the main areas of concern were for the conservation areas,
David confirmed that the pines are a problem the Department would like to eliminate:
“I think the wildings, getting on top of the whole wilding thing, which
includes those research trees”.
Wilding pines are likely to be a concern for users and managers of the Craigieburn area for
some time. While the Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy identifies these trees as
a natural threat in urgent need of control, wilding pines are notoriously difficult to eradicate
(Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy, 2000).
6.3.2 Decrease in birdlife, increase in pests
As emphasised earlier in this thesis, the Craigieburn region is a fragile environment which has
suffered substantial destruction since its early occupation by humans. The effects of this
damage have left the area very low in diversity and unable to support a wide range of birdlife,
a drawback which has been worsened by the presence of mammalian predators (see 4.3.3).
Jake, who has spent many years visiting the Craigieburn, believes this to be a prevalent
problem, and shared his concerns:
“There’s the fauna, in terms of all the rabbits and hares that seem to be
out of control at the moment, there are weasels on the road and I have
even seen a wild cat. That’s in the Cheeseman area without even getting
over to the Broken River beech forest area. So that is sort of out of
control, because there is nobody there managing it, by the look of it.”
It would seem that Jake is at least partly correct in his assumption that no official pest control
is currently in place for the Craigieburn. David of the Department of Conservation explained
that, while the Department are focused on eradicating pests such as wilding pines, in terms of
mammalian pest control, little is being done:
“The major control thing for animal pests would be the deer carcass
recovery operation, the wild animal recovery operation”.
Jake is not the only recreationist to mention pests in the conservation areas. While Colleen
had mostly praise for the work of the Department of Conservation, she did believe that pest
eradication was still an important priority:
“I think they’re doing good things. They need to keep on with all the
trapping for pests, stoats and stuff, and looking after the kiwis in there,
the birdlife. I mean, I remember when I was young, the noise of the birds.
It’s starting to come back a bit”.
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Jake, too, has noticed a significant decline in bird numbers, and expresses sadness over the
disappearance of keas from the Craigieburn ecosystem:
“I have seen the decline in the numbers of keas in the last twenty years.
That is sad, because there used to be flocks of them that would come in,
five at a time. You just don’t see that anymore”.
When asked how he would be affected by the continuation of environmental impacts in the
Craigieburn, Jake answered that he would feel a sense of sadness and loss:
“I think it would be just that sense of loss, you know? You would like to
see this survive and be available in perpetuity, that’s a nice word, but it
means that your grandkids could get a chance to see what we have, just
like our grandparents did. They had it pretty unique really, because there
was hardly anything through there. They had a different attitude though,
I think, when they went into a development phase. They sort of did what
they did with an eye on the future, that people would find a place to play
and enjoy being in the outdoors. I would like to think we could keep that
going and not lose too much of the intrinsic value of the place by being
there. That is the biggest thing I would be anxious of”.
Colleen and Jake, who have a long association with the Craigieburn area, both recall the
birdsong that once existed in the forests. Prior experience of an area, such as that of these two
recreationists, has been found to strongly influence place attachment and the perception of
recreational impacts (White, Virden, & van Riper, 2008). While the decrease in birdlife has
not necessarily been caused entirely by recreation, much of the situation has been caused by
human activity and occupation. Therefore, what Jake and Colleen describe has been caused by
human impacts on the Craigieburn area, and their prior experience of how the birdlife used to
be abundant suggests their long association and attachment to the area.
Research has also revealed that strong attachment to place influences the personal relevance
of management, with stakeholders tending to place the most importance on the importance of
natural environments (Kil, Stein, Holland, & Anderson, 2012; Smith, Davenport, Anderson,
& Leahy, 2011; Smith, Siderelis, Moore, & Anderson, 2012). This certainly appears to be the
case for Jake and his fellow recreationists. Jake also spoke with a certain fondness and a sense
of pride for the Craigieburn area, a behaviour claimed by Scannell and Gifford (2010), and
Hinds and Sparks (2008), to be an emergent characteristic of place attachment.
It is Jake’s hope that some of the damage that has been done in the Craigieburn area may be
able to gradually be reversed, and that indigenous flora and fauna may somehow be restored.
There is, of course, always a chance of environmental impacts when humans are in constant
contact with a natural environment, whether it is protected by a government agency or not.
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This dilemma is part of the enduring tension of use versus preservation, an issue all too
familiar to protected area managers. Nevertheless, accounts of environmental concerns from
recreationists and other stake holders are an important source of information for managers.
6.3.3 Impacts on geological features
Although the limestone formations at Kura Tawhiti Conservation Area are considered an
excellent setting for rock climbing and bouldering, they are also vulnerable to erosion and
wear through use. Many sightseers visit the rocks to admire their strange and otherworldly
shapes. However, Nick, who has experience in rock climbing around these tors, described the
less than desirable impacts the activity has on the rocks. The formations also have great
cultural and historical significance to Maori. Nick commented that this issue is well
recognised by his climbing group, and explained how they try to enlighten others:
“With Castle Hill, I always think of the Maori history there. That is just
something I read about before I even went there. When we take our rock
climbing groups out for instruction, we have a blurb at the start and just
mention a bit about the history and looking after that landscape. At
Castle Hill the limestone is very brittle; you have to be very careful and
aware of it. You can see the impacts that people have had on it by the
bolting ethics that they used to have. There are big streak marks running
down from the galvanised bolts, which is a real eyesore. It’s all about
ignorance”.
Nick is also familiar with which rocks are of particular significance to Maori:
“There are rock drawings there, I haven’t actually seen them, but I am
aware of them. I know which rocks are quite tapu (sacred) and that you
do not climb there. I always tell people “that’s a ‘no go’ up there” and
things like that”.
It has been known for some time that rock climbing can be very damaging to the fragile
composition of the limestone at Castle Hill. This is not just an issue regarding the preservation
of the unique formations themselves, but also protecting the cultural values of Ngai Tahu.
Kura Tawhiti is, after all, an official Topuni site, recognised by the Department of
Conservation under the Ngai Tahu Settlement Claims Act 1998. The Department is aware of
the negative effects of rock climbing on the limestone formations, and have considered
protective measures, as David explained:
“The earlier days of bouldering and rock climbing at Castle Hill were
reasonably high impact, in terms of direct impacts on the rock. So, the
use of bolts they were using, the leaching, the rubbing off of vegetation,
mosses and lichens. Then there’s the social impact on Ngai Tahu cultural
values, the trampling effects of vegetation and invertebrates. But now,
most people are doing bouldering. In fact, we are thinking in the CMS
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(Conservation Management Strategy) of saying no bluff climbing at all,
and just allowing for bouldering”.
When questioned as to what sort of response he would expect this potential change to
generate from recreational users of the Castle Hill rocks, he did not believe there would be
any major problems:
“I think it would probably be ok, actually. I mean, if you really want a
rock face that you can abseil off or climb up, there are much harder rock
surfaces here on the (Banks) Peninsula or elsewhere. If you want to do
bouldering, then that place is ideal. Bouldering probably has slightly less
of an impact, probably quite a lot less of an impact”.
While the Department of Conservation may be considering the ruling out of rock climbing at
Castle Hill, it remains a well-loved and increasingly popular activity, and a different way of
experiencing the unique environment. Some rock climbers, like Zoe, believe the site will
continue to be popular among rock climbers in years to come. Zoe also explained (see 6.1.1)
that rock climbers in Canterbury had become wary of the rock climbing areas on Banks
Peninsula as a result of the recent earthquakes, and many were choosing Kura Tawhiti as an
alternative climbing destination. With the interests of Ngai Tahu, recreationists, and other
visitors in mind, as well as the intrinsic value of the limestone formations, the management of
Kura Tawhiti Conservation Area will likely remain a challenge for the Department in the near
future.

6.4 Chapter summary
Craigieburn recreationists showed much enthusiasm for recreational improvements to the
area, particularly mountain bikers who would like the opportunity to establish a more
extensive network of biking tracks. Other users had their own suggestions for the
enhancement of recreational opportunities. Despite this all-round desire for more
opportunities, most recreationists were in agreement that they would not like to witness any
large-scale, commercial developments in the Craigieburn area in the coming years, explaining
how certain changes would influence their values for the area.
Recreationists were particularly concerned about the plans to develop the existing Porter
Heights Ski Field into a far more commercialised mountain resort, and wondered how their
experiences in the Craigieburn would change if the expansion were to proceed. While many
recreationists viewed the expansion as a general threat, others explained that their main
concern would be loss of access rights. Conversely, there was one individual who was of the
opinion the Porter Heights expansion would enrich the Craigieburn region.
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In addition to the concerns surrounding potential developments, a number of participants
expressed that they were anxious about the state of the natural environment. The previous
chapter discussed the qualities which recreationists valued in the two conservation areas, such
as their accessibility, proximity to Christchurch, and the variety of scenery and activities.
Such attributes appeared to be significant in the formation of attachment to these places.
However, recreationists indicated that some of these attributes may be in jeopardy.
Frustration was displayed over the spread of the hardy wilding pines throughout the area, and
the seeming lack of effective action to manage the situation. Individuals who spent long
periods of time in the Craigieburn area described the decline in birdlife over the years, and
that a range of pests seemed to be taking hold in their place. There was also concern voiced
over the long-term effects of rock climbing on the limestone tors of Kura Tawhiti
Conservation Area, erosion of the rock and threatening traditional Maori values.
The following chapter revisits the key themes which underpin this thesis. An evaluation of the
findings surrounding recreational values for the conservation areas, and recreationists’
perceptions of how these values may be impacted upon in coming years, will be given. The
chapter will also discuss how the findings from this research relate to current environmental
issues, both in New Zealand and globally.
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Chapter 7
Concluding Discussion
This thesis has investigated and discussed the values held by recreational users for
Craigieburn Forest Park and Kura Tawhiti Conservation Area in Canterbury. This chapter will
revisit the main research questions and discuss the implications of the research findings on
future area management and future directions in stakeholder values research. The first section
revisits the findings in relation to the question of what values exist among, and within,
recreational groups in the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation area, as well as the
impacts recreationists believe may threaten these values. The second section evaluates the
relationship between the conservation areas and the neighbouring Arthur’s Pass National Park
as perceived by recreational users. The third section discusses the consistencies and
differences between recreationists’ views and Department of Conservation policies and
objectives for the conservation areas specifically, and broader policies for all public
conservation lands. The final section considers how the conservation areas fit into the wider
global context, as well as implications for further research directions.

7.1 Recreational values and perceived threats
This study revealed that the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas possess a number
of characteristics which recreationists value and appreciate. These characteristics were
portrayed as being very important to recreational experiences. Importantly, the recreational
values discussed in this thesis bear similarities to the values described by Schwartz (1994) in
his value structure model (see Figure 2.1). While the data generated in the current study were
not necessarily intended to ‘test’ this model, Schwartz’ (1994) work provides a useful
framework for considering some of the various dimensions of the ‘people-park relationships’
apparent in this study, and may also be useful in capturing the range of values in future
people-park research. The remainder of this section revisits this model and discusses the
connections between the recreational values for the Craigieburn area and Schwartz’s spectrum
of values. Table 7.1 provides an explanation of which of these values can be linked with the
current study, demonstrating the connections through study examples.
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Table 7.1

Value types based on values spectrum by Schwartz (1994) and
comparisons to values identified among recreationists

Value type

Values identified in study

Examples from study

Hierarchy
Legitimacy of
hierarchical role and
resource allocation

Social power; influential

Desire to find solutions to
problems e.g. wilding pines;
recreation enhancement ideas

Conservatism
Close-knit, harmonious
relations

Social order; honouring
elders; preserving public
image; clean; respect
tradition; devout; wisdom

Upholding ski club legacy;
preserving ‘small’ club image;
passion for club; desire to limit
large-scale development

Harmony
Harmony with nature

World of beauty;
protecting environment;
unity with nature

‘Getting back to nature’;
concern about nature; being
part of the place

Egalitarian commitment
Transcendence of selfish
interests

Helpful; equality; social
justice; loyal; accepting
my portion; responsible;
freedom

Access to conservation areas;
variety of activities; caring
about environment, wildlife,
geological features

Intellectual autonomy
Pursuing individual
interests or desires

Broadminded; curious

Considering wider impacts of
development

Affective autonomy
Pursuing individual
interests or desires

Enjoying life; varied life;
pleasure

‘Getting back to nature’;
enjoying recreational activities

Mastery
Mastery through selfassertion

Choosing own goals;
independent; capable

Ability in recreational
activities; freedom to choose
activities

Schwartz (1994) identified seven different value groups (Table 7.1) each of which
encompasses a certain number of related values. As discussed in Chapter 2, some of these
value groups are more closely related to each other than others. For instance, values located
within the ‘conservatism’ group are more likely to be related to those found in the ‘harmony’
group. In the case of most recreationists in this study, recreational values appear to align most
closely with the groups ‘conservatism’, ‘harmony’, and ‘egalitarian commitment’.
When conveying the characteristics they valued about the recreational settings in the
conservation areas, recreationists explained that the areas provided them with an opportunity

95

to ‘get back to nature’ and experience tranquillity. These valued attributes could be linked
with the values described in Schwartz’s values spectrum as ‘world of beauty’ and ‘unity with
nature’. The desire to ‘get back to nature’ would suggest an appreciation of the natural world,
and seeking to find peace within these places may be interpreted as seeking ‘unity with
nature’. These values are also consistent with those found in other studies of recreationists
(Dillard & Bates, 2011; Mace, Bell, & Loomis, 2004; Weber & Anderson, 2010). The
recreationists’ desire to spend time in natural settings may also have influenced their
protective feelings for the conservation areas and the wider Craigieburn region, a point of
discussion in the following section. These values can also be linked to those found within
Schwartz’ ‘egalitarian commitment’ group, such as ‘social equality’, ‘freedom’, ‘helpful’, and
‘responsibility’. Some recreationists emphasised how they valued the ability to recreate on a
large area of conservation land without the barriers of private land and restrictions, which
relates to the values of ‘social equality’ and ‘freedom’.
Another finding from this study that resonates with Schwartz’ ‘harmony’ values are the
sentiments among some recreationists of being “part of the place”. For instance, one skier
emphasised the importance of Mount Cheeseman to her personally, not just as a recreational
setting, describing it as “her mountain”, suggesting a strong feeling of unity with nature, or,
more specifically, a particular natural feature. Another Mount Cheeseman Ski Club member
spoke of his desire to “keep the ski field going” in the same way that older members did.
These sentiments resonate with ‘honouring elders’ and ‘respecting tradition’ found in the
‘conservatism’ value group. Another example of ‘conservatism’ is found in Chapter 6, where
recreationists some displayed a preference for small-scale developments, rather than large
commercial operations, with one skier claiming that the nature of the planned Porter Heights
expansion is “not what the Craigieburn is used to”. This could be taken to suggest that some
recreationists believe that the ‘low key’ recreational activity of the Craigieburn is part of a
‘tradition’.
While the emphasis lies on the value groups ‘conservatism’, ‘harmony’, and ‘egalitarian
commitment’ in this study, some similarities are also present between recreationist values and
the groups ‘hierarchy’, ‘intellectual autonomy’, ‘affective autonomy’ and ‘mastery’, and these
similarities can be demonstrated through a number of examples. For instance, as discussed in
Chapter 6 (see 6.3.1), some recreationists showed a desire to find solutions to localised
problems, or contribute to the development of recreational facilities in some manner. Longterm Craigieburn recreationists informed that they had witnessed the spread of wilding pines
through the landscape, with one recreationist lamenting “if only we could get in there and find
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a way to clean them out”. The use of ‘we’ in this statement may be interpreted as an
eagerness for users of the Craigieburn area to somehow mobilise and rectify the pine problem,
which could be compared to the ‘hierarchy’ values of ‘social power’ and ‘influential’ values
described in Schwartz’s spectrum. Another example of this connection was the desire of some
mountain bikers to have the opportunity to be part of developing new tracks.
Many of the recreationists who shared their anxiety about environmental impacts also
indicated a long association with the area, which in turn had resulted in a strong sense of
attachment and guardianship, and there was an apparent feeling of helplessness among
recreationists about certain environmental impacts. These feelings of guardianship are
consistent with previous studies of recreationists, where it has been found that the stronger the
feelings of attachment and identity, the more likely a person will behave in a proenvironmental manner, or have concerns about the environme nt (Hinds & Sparks, 2008;
Scannell & Gifford, 2010).
This point reinforces the importance of being aware of and understanding stakeholder values,
as well as maintaining good levels of communication between stakeholders and protected area
managers. Another important point from this research is that recreationists do not only
identify with the two formally protected conservation areas, but also the entire Craigieburn
region itself. While recreationists are aware of the designation of the conservation areas as
protected land, this does not mean they do not feel attachment to and protectiveness for the
wider landscape. However, Booth, Gaston, and Armsworth (2009, p.3196) highlighted an
important point regarding public awareness of protected areas:
“Public support is vital if conservation efforts are to be successful.
However, support for conservation efforts will only be engaged and
maintained if the nature and goals of conservation activities are widely
known, understood, and accepted”.
While it has been demonstrated that some Craigieburn recreationists are aware of and support
the designated statuses of the conservation areas they use for their pursuits, there were those
who did not show an awareness of their conservation purposes. There may be an opportunity
in the future for the Department of Conservation to increase awareness among the public
about the protected areas under their management, through various medians of
communication, in order to facilitate awareness of the significance of the conservation areas
to different stakeholder groups, the conservation activities currently taking place, and future
management directions. Such communication may become more important as changes, such
as commercial developments, come to the Craigieburn area.
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Although the values in Schwartz’ spectrum can be linked to the recreational values found in
this study, there are some aspects that are not represented in the spectrum. For example, a
number of recreationists in this study displayed frustration and opposition to some aspects of
activity in the Craigieburn area, such as the forthcoming Porter Heights expansion. While the
model by Schwartz includes values relating to positive aspects of life, such as enjoyment of
life and acceptance of responsibility, it does not appear to specifically address any such values
related to conflict, discontent, or disagreement. Values leading to such sentiments are often
central in the outdoor recreation, and are important aspects of management. Models similar to
Schwartz’s spectrum may be useful for documenting and analysing outdoor recreationists’
values, as well as those of other stakeholder groups.

7.2 The Craigieburn-Arthur’s Pass relationship
Another objective of this research was to determine what relative comparisons, if any,
recreationists made between the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas and the
adjacent, larger protected area of Arthur’s Pass National Park. Two different perspectives
were drawn out in terms of the relationship between these protected areas.
The first perspective which was prevalent among all recreationists was that Arthur’s Pass
National Park was spatially larger, far more rugged and more challenging, while the
Craigieburn region was described as a “little mountain area”, small, open, and featuring less
challenging mountain terrain. This contrast was not necessarily implied to mean, in any way,
that Arthur’s Pass National Park is superior to the Craigieburn and its smaller protected areas.
Rather, the recreationists made a distinction between the size and physical differences of these
protected areas. For instance, Arthur’s Pass was identified as being wetter, more forested, and
steeper, with a tendency to receive more snow cover, while the Craigieburn climate was
known to be dryer, with mountains not quite as steep, and with less snowfall than Arthur’s
Pass. It was also identified that Arthur’s Pass, with its forests and high precipitation, was
more suited to biological conservation, providing a haven for native plant and bird species. In
this respect, the National Park was perhaps viewed as having higher conservation value.
Despite this, the conservation areas of the Craigieburn were still considered to have important
conservation worth. The Craigieburn area, in fact, was widely seen to provide far more
recreational opportunities than Arthur’s Pass, with one recreationist claiming that it “had
more”. It was pointed out that the Craigieburn area catered to different abilities in recreational
activities, with ‘easier’ tramping routes and family oriented ski fields. The Craigieburn region
was also viewed as less restrictive in terms of skiing and ski-touring opportunities, with skiers
able to “go everywhere”. Furthermore, mountain bikers felt that Arthur’s Pass did not hold as
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much interest for them as Craigieburn Forest Park, since its national park means that the use
of bikes is subject to certain conditions (see Arthur’s Pass National Park Management Plan
2007, Section 3.1), while the Forest Park provides biking trails. In general, Arthur’s Pass and
the Craigieburn region were considered to be “different areas for different things”, with one
tramper suggesting that the areas complement each other well. The relationship between the
Craigieburn and Arthur’s Pass National Park is open to interpretation. However, through the
perspectives of the recreationists in this study, the two areas can perhaps be viewed as adding
value to one another, each having their own unique qualities, two ‘gems’ of the Waimakariri
Basin.

7.3 Department of Conservation policies and recreationist values
This research addressed the question of whether there were consistencies between
recreationists’ values and objectives and policies expressed in official Department of
Conservation documents for the conservation areas, and also for public conservation lands
more broadly. The principal objective of this exercise was to determine whether Department
of Conservation public land policies were reflected in the values and opinions of Craigieburn
recreationists, and if there were any marked differences between policies and values. Under
the Conservation Act 1987, the Department of Conservation is obligated to administer public
conservation lands in a manner that facilitates protection and preservation, but also allows for
recreation and tourism in such areas. These intentions are also made clear in the Department
of Conservation Statement of Intent 2009-2012 (Department of Conservation Statement of
Intent, 2009-2012).
Various recreational values for the conservation areas appear to be prominent. For example,
recreationists indicated that they valued the variety in scenery and natural environments, the
opportunity to ‘escape’, the ease of access to and within the conservation areas, and the ability
to take part in a variety of recreational activities. Many of these recreational values reflect the
objectives and intentions stated by the Department of Conservation in the Canterbury
Conservation Management Strategy (2000). For instance, the Department of Conservation
places importance upon the human components of the conservation areas, such as fostering a
partnership with Maori and facilitating communication with the local community. The
Department also recognises the importance of the conservation areas as a recreational
resource, emphasising the easy access to and compactness of the Craigieburn area
(Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy, 2000). Furthermore, the Department states
its intentions to preserve the natural heritage of the areas, including natural ecosystems and
native animal species. While some recreationists placed more importance on the ‘use’ aspects
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of the conservation areas than the preservation of natural environments, they are still reliant
on these settings for their chosen activities. Therefore, protection of these landscapes is in the
interest of all recreationists, whether they identify it as a priority or not.
Recreationists’ perceptions of the purpose of public conservation lands were varied. There
were those who were more attuned to the policies regarding the protection of natural
environments and biological integrity. These natural qualities were described by one
recreationist as “intrinsic value”, implying the inherent importance of the natural
environments located within the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas. Other
respondents expressed the importance of scenery protection and its value to tourism. Contrary
to these pro-environmental views was a view among some recreationists that the sole purpose
of the conservation areas was for recreational enjoyment, and as one recreationist described it,
“getting people from Christchurch out recreating”.
However, it is clear that this is certainly not the only intention of the Department of
Conservation. Despite these polarised views among some recreational users, others displayed
knowledge of the multi-use values evidentin the conservation areas. A mountain biker
captured what he believed the areas’ purposes to be in a short sentence, explaining that they
were for the protection of natural environments, but “also to allow people to enjoy those
beautiful environments recreationally”. While some recreationists understand the multi-use
policies present and the Department of Conservation’s approach to public land management,
others do not appear to have a great deal of awareness of these policies. This reiterates the
importance of the role of the Department in facilitating education about the management of
public conservation lands, so that those who use them may understand their role in
conservation area protection.

7.4 Research implications and future research directions
Through this thesis, a number of important findings have been revealed, with implications for
both the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas specifically, and for future directions
in people-park research. This thesis has also contributed to literature on the recreational
values held by recreationists for conservation and recreational settings, taking a step towards
learning more about the significance of smaller conservation areas in a body of literature
otherwise dominated by research on the social, economic and environmental significance of
national parks. This concluding section discusses the management implications of this
research for the respective study areas, how research of this nature may be applied to other
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studies of protected areas, and finally, where this research fits in the global context of
increasing multiple pressures on conservation lands, including the threat of climate change.
This thesis has explored a number of values that recreationists hold for not only the
Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas, but the entire Craigieburn region. Those
recreationists who have visited this region for many years have developed strong feelings of
place attachment and a desire to assume roles of guardianship. In light of the recent
Christchurch earthquakes, Castle Hill has also increased in importance as a resource for rock
climbers, with access to many Port Hills sites above Christchurch closed or perceived as
unsafe. While recreational users of the conservation areas highly value the freedom of access,
recreational opportunities, and proximity to Christchurch, there is also a prevalent wish
among them to keep commercial and infrastructural development to a minimum.
For some, however, these values appear to be threatened by the approval of a large ski
complex, as well as features such as luxury accommodation and spa facilities, on the site of
the existing Porter Heights ski area and Crystal Valley. This area is no longer managed by the
Department of Conservation, but is located in close proximity to the conservation areas
studied. The Craigieburn recreationists do not only identify with the conservation areas,
rather, they associate them with, or include them in, the wider Craigieburn region, which has
its own importance. It is apparent that while some recreationists are concerned about impacts
on aesthetics and natural environments, some are simply reluctant to see such a major change
to the region, because they expect that the future landscape may be vastly different to the
landscape they first became familiar with. Such sentiments are formed through attachment to
place and knowledge of how an area ‘used to be’. This presents a values conflict which
transcends the borders of the conservation areas and the existing ski area, and has important
implications for management, and the acknowledgement and inclusion of stakeholder values.
For example, while new visitors to the area, such as international tourists, might come to
value the presence of the new ski complex, there may be those who have a long association
with the Craigieburn area who feel it has changed their recreational experience of the area
completely.
Of course, these issues concerning values and threats to conservation land are not unique to
the Craigieburn region. This research may also have important implications for future studies
of values in connection to other New Zealand public conservation lands. Two examples of
this have drawn a considerable amount of attention in recent years. The first concerns the
iconic Fiordland National Park, famed for its steep, picturesque fiords and remote
wildernesses. There has been much controversy over the proposal to construct an 11.3
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kilometre bus tunnel, already named the Milford-Dart tunnel, through a pristine area of
Fiordland National Park (Baker, 2012). These plans have generated significant opposition,
with protesters calling on the Conservation Minister to “stop the Fiordland tunnel” (Ratley &
Fensome, 2012). Conflict has also mounted in Fiordland over the proposition to build a
monorail within the borders of the National Park (Harding, 2012; Ratley, 2012). A similar
situation has also arisen as a result of Government proposals to mine conservation land, an
issue that has also generated much opposition, with fears that such operations may impact
upon both the national tourism industry and the identity of New Zealanders (Kidson, 2010;
Tourism Industry Association, 2009).
The Porter Heights expansion, proposed Fiordland developments, and proposed mineral
exploration are examples of New Zealand’s contemporary conservation management models
which emphasise ‘business and negotiation’ (Booth & Simmons, 2000). With regard to
protected area management, the ‘negotiation’ aspect requires knowledge and evaluation of
values among various key stakeholder groups. Qualitative research on values may provide
insight into the feelings and concerns of stakeholders, facilitating a deeper knowledge of what
issues are perceived by the public, and aiding in mediation efforts, or ‘negotiation’, between
developers and stakeholders.
It is also important to consider the place of New Zealand public conservation lands in the
wider global context. Research is gradually revealing the potential impacts of climate change
on protected areas worldwide (Araujo, Algador, Cabeza, Nogues-Bravo, & Thuiller, 2011;
Lemieux, Beechey, & Gray, 2011; Kharouba & Kerr, 2010; Prato, 2012; Wiens et al., 2011).
Changes in temperature and weather patterns could potentially alter landscapes and affect
wildlife species, among other impacts. Substantial changes such as these will undoubtedly
have impacts on the values of stakeholder groups in every part of the world, whether they are
recreationists, tourists, communities seeking resources, or environmental activis ts. On-going
tourism and recreational impacts are also part of this equation, with increasing multiple
demands on finite natural places. For example, there is a high likelihood that the future will
bring greater energy costs, particularly in the post ‘peak-oil era’. With long-distance travel
becoming less economical, recreation settings such as those in the Craigieburn area may be
favoured over those located at a greater distance from urban centres (Becken & Lennox, 2012;
Oh & Hammitt, 2011).
The protected areas of New Zealand, and elsewhere in the world, reflect values that have
developed over a long period of time, becoming most dominant in the 20 th century with the
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spread of the national parks concept. Such values laid the foundations for the protected area
system in place in the present day, which encompasses a spectrum of settings for recreation,
tourism, conservation, and the economy, of which the Craigieburn and Castle Hill
conservation areas are part. The values which were instrumental in the establishment of the
modern New Zealand protected area system were shaped by the social, environmental, and
economic conditions of the time, shifting from the ‘utilitarian’ mind-set of the late 19th
century. It is important to recognise that as various conditions continue to change, such as
climate, environmental issues and political stances, modern values may also change.
Therefore, values are not static, and understanding how the values of key stakeholder groups
such as recreationists evolve will be important for the future management of protected areas.
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Appendix A
Consent forms and information sheet
A.1 Interview information sheet

Lincoln University
Faculty of Environment, Society and Design
Research Information Sheet
You are invited to participate as a subject in a project entitled:
Interpreting the significance of protected areas: A case study of how recreationists value the
Craigieburn and Castle Hill Conservation areas, Canterbury, New Zealand.
The project investigates the values that recreational users hold for the Craigieburn and Castle Hill
conservation areas in Canterbury. Opinions, thoughts, feelings and accounts of experiences will be
explored to find out what meanings these conservation areas have for the people who use them.
This project has been reviewed and approved by the Lincoln University Human Ethics
Committee.

Your participation in this project will involve:
Answering interview questions related to the project topic. The duration of the interview will be
approximately 45 to 60 minutes. With your consent the interview will be digitally recorded.
Your participation in this project is voluntary and no foreseen risks are anticipated. If for any reason
you decide to withdraw from the project, including withdrawal of any i nformation you have
provided, you should do that within one month from the interview date.
The results of the project may be published, but you may be assured of your anonymity in this
investigation: the identity of any participant will not be made publi c, nor made known to any person
other than the researcher, her supervisors and the Human Ethics Committee, without the
participant’s consent. To ensure anonymity and confidentiality the following steps will be taken:
a) The consent forms and data will be stored in the researcher’s personal computer, at home,
with password to access personal files. The consent forms and interview transcripts will be
stored at locked and separated compartment, until the project completion.
b) After 6 years the consent form and data will be destroyed, as recommended by Lincoln
University Human Ethics Committee. The data will be deleted and consent forms will be
shredded.
c) The confidentiality of the consent forms and all information that may identify participants and
the anonymity of data will be assured by attibuting codes for interview transcript files and
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pseudonym in published work. These files will be stored separately from a list linking the
name of interviewees to their codes and pseudonym.

The project is being carried out by:
Merrilyn Grey, as part of her master’s programme in Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management at
Lincoln University.
Email: merrilyn.grey@lincolnuni.ac.nz

Mobile number: 021 21 51 786

Research supervisors:
Stephen Espiner

Email: stephen.espiner@lincoln.ac.nz

Phone: 325 3838 extn 8770

Emma Stewart

Email: emma.stewart@lincoln.ac.nz

Phone: 325 3838 extn 8926

The researcher and her supervisors will be pleased to discuss any concerns you have about
participation in the project.
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A.2 Interview consent form

Consent Form
Project Name: Interpreting the significance of protected areas: A case study of how
recreationists value the Craigieburn and Castle Hill conservation areas, Canterbury, New
Zealand.
I have read and understood the description of the above-named project. On this basis I
agree to participate as a subject in the project, and I consent to the publication of the results
of the project with the understanding that anonymity will be preserved. I understand also
that I have one month to withdraw from the project after the interview date, including
withdrawal of any information I have provided.
I consent to the interview being digitally recorded
Name: _____________________________________________________________________
Signed: _________________________________________ Date: ______________________
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Appendix B
Interview schedules
B.1 Schedule for recreationists
Indicative list of interview questions for recreationists
Recreation profile
 What first interested you in (activity)?
 How long have you been (doing activity)?
 What draws you to (activity)?
 How long have you been part of (club)?
 What do you enjoy about being in a club?
 Do you take part in any other outdoor activities? Which activities?
 What kind of (outdoor) settings do you like to recreate in?
Association with Craigieburn/Castle Hill conservation areas
 How did you come to know the Craigieburn/Castle Hill area?
 How often do you visit these places? Generally, who do you visit with?
 Which parts of Craigieburn Forest Park do you visit?
 How long have you been visiting these places?
 What do you feel you gain from visiting the areas?
 What do you think makes these areas good locations for recreation?
 Would you like to visit more often? Why/why not?
 How often do you come into contact with other recreationists in the areas?
 Which ones do you encounter the most?
 What are your experiences of the areas? For example, could you tell me about a
memorable day there?
 What does Craigieburn/Castle Hill mean to you?
 What do you value the most about these places?
 Is there anything special or unique about Craigieburn/Castle Hill? Why is the place
special?
 Is there anything you don’t like about the areas? Why is that?
 What do you believe are the main management challenges for these areas?
 Are you concerned about the future of Craigieburn/Castle Hill? How so?
 How would you be affected by any future changes to the areas? What would you lose?
 What do you believe is the purpose of Craigieburn/Castle Hill as a protected area?
Association with Arthur’s Pass National Park
 Do you ever visit Arthur’s Pass National Park? How often?
 What do you do there/why don’t you go there?
 Why do you choose (Craigieburn/Castle Hill/Arthur’s Pass) for your recreation?
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How do you think Craigieburn/Castle Hill and Arthur’s Pass National Park are
different in terms of landscape, conservation value, and recreational opportunities?
Why do you think Arthur’s Pass is protected as a national park?

Socio-demographic profile
 What is your age?
 Where are you from? /what is your hometown?
 What is your occupation?
 What is your highest level of education?
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B.2 Schedule for key informants

Indicative list of interview questions for key informants
Key informant profile
 What is your position in the Department of Conservation?
 How long have you been working in this job for?
 What are some of the challenges of your job?
 What do you enjoy the most about your job?
 How do you feel as a manager about Craigieburn/Castle Hill area?
Recreation in Craigieburn/Castle Hill conservation areas
 What is Craigieburn/Castle Hill mainly used for?
 How long have these recreational activities been happening in the areas?
 When did these recreational activities first become established in the areas?
 Which recreational activities appear to have the greatest numbers?
 Do any of the recreational activities have negative impacts of the conservation areas?
What are they? Conversely, what are the positive impacts?
 How does DOC try to minimise the negative impacts on the areas and maximise the
positive impacts?
 Do any recreational groups experience conflict between one another? Which ones?
 What experiences have you had with recreationists from these areas?
 What values are protected in the Craigieburn/Castle Hill conservation areas?
 Why are these areas protected as forest park/conservation areas?
 What are DOC’s main management objectives for Craigieburn/Castle Hill?
 What has influenced these objectives?
 How have the objectives for the areas changed over the years?
 What are the main issues of concern for Craigieburn/Castle Hill? Why is that?
 What values are protected in these conservation areas?
 Why are Craigieburn Forest Park and Castle Hill protected as conservation areas?
 How are the values for Craigieburn/Castle Hill different from those of Arthur’s Pass
National Park?
 Why is Arthur’s Pass protected as a national park?
Future








plans for the areas
What are the future plans for Craigieburn/Castle Hill?
What factors have influenced these plans?
Do you have any particular fears for the future of these areas? What are they?
How do you personally feel you will be affected by future changes in the areas?
How do you think recreation will change in the areas?
What do you think might influence these changes?
How will DOC manage future changes and issues?
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