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ABSTRACT 

The problem of how to measure site satisfaction for a natural area was 
approached by applying a theoretical model that has been used in marketing. 
The concepts of instrumental and expressive attributes were used to portray 
an individual's evaluation of an environmental situation. Expressive indi­
cators of satisfaction involve core experiences representing the major intent of 
an act, in this case seeking an outdoor recreational experience in a natural-
historic setting, while instrumental factors serve to act as facilitators or means 
to that desired end. Both expressive and instrumental factors must be taken 
into account in explaining overall satisfaction. A LISREL model was used to 
test the direction and relative influence of the measured and latent variables. 
The model that evolved reflected a more complex explanation of the factors 
that underlie satisfaction. 

INTRODUCTION 

Managers of park, forest, and wilderness recreation areas have increased their 
demand for site specific information about users, and at the same time have 
changed the emphasis on information sought from descriptive to explanatory. 
Instead of just seeking information on trip destinations, user demographics, and 
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levels of public use, today's managers are looking for factors that can explain 
reactions to management practices. 

Public statements by managers reflect this shift in thinking and encourage 
others to adopt similar approaches. Gary Everhardt, a former Director of the 
National Park Service, explains this change: 

We need to be more sensitive to the needs of the public and how we can better 
accommodate them without destroying the very thing they came to experi­
ence—the nature of the park. If national parks are here to serve the public, we 
ought to know how the public thinks, feels and acts toward what we plan and 
develop for them [1, p. 19]. 

Taking such an active stance toward park visitors entails a reliance on greater 
public input in shaping programs, identifying needed facilities, and deciding what 
site services to offer. The techniques, methods and data reported in this article are 
designed to obtain evaluations of national park environments from the public. We 
report on an application of our approach at the Gulf Island National Seashore in 
Mississippi. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Since National Park managers are charged with the often competing missions of 
protecting natural resources and providing recreational opportunities, they are 
extremely sensitive to decisions that would alter a site's character. The difficult 
challenges confronting leisure resource managers in balancing preservation and 
development have been discussed in several studies [2-5]. Knowing what factors 
are most satisfying to users of national parks and recreation areas is critical in this 
regard. The public also provides benefits to parks but are far too often simply 
characterized as a negative influence. 

Facilities, services, and programs in natural areas are generally under direct 
management control. Because there is some degree of control over how these 
services are delivered and what is offered, they can be changed or even withheld 
from the public. Many sites in natural areas have been planned without the benefit 
of direct marketing or survey research. This practice is not without merit, although 
more direct and quantitative research strategies may be more appealing in prin­
ciple, since by definition, public lands should be managed to reflect the public's 
interests. 

The survey design discussed below embodies several assumptions. First, the 
survey attempts to focus on program processes, in addition to program effects or 
outcomes. This approach allows for greater examination of variables outside the 
stated goals of a program, encourages the examination of perspectives other than 
those of administrators, and forces researchers to gather more precise data. The 
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evaluation of social programs is clearly dependent on the "quality of the col­
lected data" [6]. 

Furthermore, the practical usefulness of the findings is greater when data 
pertain to specific program components, rather than complex global programs or 
general issues [7]. In fact, Mandell [8] argues that understanding different settings 
is critical for assessing how programs and policies vary in effectiveness. 
Knowledge about intended or actual users also helps define more clearly what is 
or should be evaluated [9]. According to the "final approach" of Rossi et al. [IO], 
program elements can be evaluated from the participants' perspective regarding 
their actual participation, knowledge, or satisfaction [10]. 

Crompton and MacKay stress the basic difference between satisfaction and 
service quality: "Satisfaction is a psychological outcome emerging from an 
experience, whereas service quality is concerned with the attributes of the service 
itself [11, p. 368]. They note that variables outside a manager's control, such as 
weather and intangible social circumstances, can influence user satisfaction. 

It also has been argued that "satisfaction represents little more than a shared 
convention for evaluation. Although it has some utility as such, we doubt that 
its analysis will lead to a more profound understanding of the recreation experi­
ence" [12, p. 256]. The researchers reason that the concept of happiness would be 
a better replacement for the attitude of satisfaction save for those aspects asso­
ciated with valuative judgments. Still, [11] and [12] do not take into account 
the fact that they treat satisfaction as more "global" than specific [13]. As a 
result, the issue of program evaluation is espoused in the former and ignored in 
the latter. 

Recreational satisfaction also may be linked to commodities or services that 
facilitate or frustrate intended activities. For example, Leiss [14] reflects the 
perspective of Krieger [15], who sees opportunities to experience nature becom­
ing more scarce because of increasing dependence upon the acquisition of com­
modities which are supposedly essential for "enjoying" nature, and of Linder [16], 
who sees the enjoyment of activities as associated with ever-larger sets of com­
modities and as impossible without those commodities. Feelings of satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction with the experience of nature may be interwoven with the facilities, 
services, and programs that accompany the activity. 

Marketing research has studied consumer satisfaction as either an outcome or a 
process [17]. Studies that have measured leisure outcomes describe satisfaction; 
those that measure the process of leisure explain satisfaction. Iso-Ahola contends 
that social analysis will show which leisure activities can replace each other with 
minimal loss in satisfaction, so aiding leaders in difficult resource allocation and 
site alteration decisions [18]. The planning of sound, substantial recreational 
programs depends on an understanding of the evaluative process of satisfaction, 
which is largely a function of expectations, preferences and attitudes of users [19] 
and of so-called maintenance factors and satisfiers [20, 21]. The present research 
offers a model of satisfaction that considers the impact of past experience, 
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perceived disconfirmation of expectations, and instrumental and expressive satis­
fies on overall satisfaction with a recreational experience. 

SATISFACTION MODEL 

Our current working model refines earlier research by Noe, who examined the 
theoretical distinction between instrumental and expressive indicators of satisfac­
tion [22]. As explained below, the model describes overall satisfaction as a 
function of perceived disconfirmation, past experience, trip characteristics, and 
instrumental and expressive preferences. The complete list of model variables is 
given in Table 1. 

Trip characteristics and past experience are entered into the model as exogenous 
variables that affect perceived disconfirmation or expectations. Preliminary inves­
tigations indicated that there was little or no direct relation between overall 
satisfaction and past experience or trip characteristics. It is hypothesized that these 
factors directly influence only expectations and that is it through expectations 
that these factors can then indirectly affect satisfaction. Consumers have expecta­
tions about various aspects of their recreational experience. We differentiate the 
impacts of varying types of expectations on instrumental, expressive, and overall 
satisfiers. Finally, the model will seek to explain the consequences of instrumental 
and expressive satisfiers on overall satisfaction. 

Past Experience 

The frequency of experiences at a site may influence and modify expectations. 
Consequently, past experience, defined as the number of times the respondent 
visited the Gulf Island National Seashore in the past five years, was included in the 
model to examine the role expectations formed in previous visits to the same site 
may have played in the determination of overall satisfaction. 

Trip Characteristics 

The expectations of park users may also be affected by the amount of commit­
ment they have made to the trip. Those who spend more money, come from farther 
distances, and spend the most time in the area are likely to have less defined 
expectations than local users. Accordingly, a variable intended to measure the 
"extensiveness" of the trip was incorporated into the model. Three items comprise 
the latent variable entitled "trip": miles traveled to the destination, days spent at 
the destination, and total dollars spent. 

Perceived Disconfirmation 

Perceived disconfirmation, treated in the marketing literature as "contrast 
theory," refers to the discrepancy between execution and expectations as 
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perceived by the user. It is measured with a question that asks how close the 
product or service comes to what the respondent expected. Perceived discontinu­
ation has been examined by many researchers [23-29]. In this study, it was 
measured by a set of items which asked respondents to indicate whether the 
service or product was as expected or not expected. A high score on the expecta­
tion variable indicates perceived confirmation of expectations while a low score is 
an indication of perceived disconfirmation. Perceived disconfirmation should, in 
theory, lead to dissatisfaction. 

Satisfiers: Instrumental and Expressive 

Instrumental and expressive satisfiers define a recreational or leisure act as 
either satisfying or dissatisfying. Instrumental satisfiers have been defined as 
referring to the means to an end, or the evaluation of the physical product, 
expressive satisfiers as referring to the end in itself, or the psychological under­
standing and interpretation of a product [21]. Satisfaction is more likely to result 
from expressive activities—elements which "truly motivate and contribute to 
satisfaction" have been considered to be expressive, whereas instrumental ele­
ments are considered to be maintenance factors which, if absent, lead to dissatis­
faction [20]. 

Research findings concerning the existence of expressive and instrumental 
factors have been mixed. It has been argued that the instrumental performance of 
a product is a necessary but not a sufficient condition of satisfaction, and that 
expressive attributes lead to increased satisfaction [21]. This contention was 
supported in other research which suggested that instrumental attributes of the 
leisure experience do not contribute significantly to the satisfaction of the par­
ticipant and that expressive attributes explained a significant portion of the 
variance [22]. However, a later study found only mixed support for these claims 
[17]· 

Our model, depicted in Figure 1, hypothesizes that past experience affects 
satisfaction only indirectly through expectations. Four types of expectations are 
included in the model: instrumental expectations, which includes items such as 
more shade and restrooms; expressive expectations, which include items such as 
interpretive guided tours; spatial expectations, which include items such as crowd­
ing; service expectations, which refer to food and beach services. These expecta­
tions are expected to influence a respondent's level of satisfaction. The four types 
of expectations and the types of satisfiers are in turn expected to modify overall 
satisfaction. 

EXPLANATION OF THE MODEL 

A LISREL model is a kind of path analytic model. As in path analysis, the 
model describes the logical flow of factors which affect overall satisfaction. The 
arrow at the end of a line depicts a sequential, causal linkage between variables. In 
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Table 1. Latent Variables, Corresponding Measured Variables 
and Items Used in the Models 

Latent Variable Measured Variable Items Used and Their Coding 

Trip(TRIP) Miles(MILES) 

Days(DAYS) 

Money(MONEY) 

Past Experience Past Experience 
(PASTEXP) (PASTEXP) 

Instrumental 
Expectations 
(INSTEXP) 

Expressive 
Expectations 
(EXPEREXP) 

Spatial 
Expectations 
(SPACE) 

Service 
Expectations 
(SERVICE) 

Personal 
Instrumental 
Expectations 
(PERSFAC) 

Nonpersonal 
Instrumental 
Expectations 
(NOPERFAC) 

Interpretive 
Expressive 
Expectations 
(INTERPT) 

Informative 
Expressive 
Expectations 
(INFORM) 

Number of miles traveled to the destination 

Number of days spent at the destination 

Total dollars spent on auto services, 
campsite fees, groceries, snacks and 
beverages, admission fees, hotel-motel 
lodging, restaurants and fast foods, souvenirs, 
clothing and miscellaneous, and parking. 

Number of times visited the Gulf Island 
National Seashore in the past five years. 

More shade, more restrooms, more conveni­
ences such as drinking fountains 

More lifeguards, more trash containers 

More park service people to assist and 
inform; more interpretive services and 
guided tours, more exhibits 

More information and brochures describing 
the area; more information and direction 
signs 

Crowding (PEOPLE) Fewer people 

Property 
management (AREA) 

Beach Service 
(BEACH) 

Food Service 
(FOOD) 

More visitor protection warning signs, more 
grooming of landscaped areas, more 
designated recreation areas 

More beach rentals 

More food service 
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Table 1. (Cont'd.) 

Latent Variable Measured Variable Items Used and Their Coding 

The expectation items are scores respondents 
gave to the following question: "This section 
contains a series of questions regarding what 
you might have anticipated seeing and experi­
encing before visiting the Gulf Islands National 
Seashore. Please check the appropriate box" 
(p. 8). The respondents had a choice of 
selecting "expected" = 3, "neither expected nor 
not expected" = 2, or "not expected" = 1. 
Exploratory factor analysis was used to group 
the seventeen expectation items. 

Instrumental 
Satisfiers 
(INSTRSAT) 

Expressive 
Satisfiers 
(EXPERSAT) 

Satisfaction with Clean beach, swimming areas, quality of water 
Beach Area for swimming, pier area 
(BEACHSAT) 

Satisfaction with Shade shelter, restrooms, drinking water 
facilities (FACSAT) 

Satisfaction with Guided Fort tour; guardroom exhibits; sales 
tour (TOURSAT) items 

Overall 
Satisfaction 
(OVERSAT) 

Satisfaction with 
activity (DOSAT) 

Overall satisfaction 
(OVERSAT) 

Fishing; beach rental service; boat mooring 
service; walk around the island 

Overall judgment of Fort Massachusetts 

For all of the satisfaction items, respondents 
were asked to indicate how they felt about the 
site and the services it offers. Choices included 
excellent (5); good (4); no opinion (3); fair (2); 
poor(1). 

our model, past experience and trip characteristics are exogenous variables which 
are expected to affect instrumental and expressive expectations. 

Two-headed curved arrows denote a correlation between two variables or 
between unique and error variances of specific pairs of measured variables. In this 
model, the latent variables trip and past experiences are hypothesized to be 
correlated. Also correlated, for example, are the error terms between personal 
instrumental expectations (PERSFAC) and satisfaction with facilities (FACSAT), 
error terms between interpretive expressive expectations (INTERPT) and satisfac­
tion with tour services (TOURSAT). 
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Figure 1. Initial model. 
Note 1 : Fit Statistics: Goodness of fit = .933, adjusted goodness of fit = .948, 

root mean square = .045, chi-square = 125.48, degrees of freedom = 90. 
Note 2: Key to Symbols (see Table 1 for more detailed explanations). 

The LISREL model simultaneously tests the effects of latent variables on one 
another. The latent variables, enclosed in ovals, result from a factor analysis of 
the measured variables, pictured in the model at the end of the arrow leading 
from the latent variable. The arrows leading from the latent to the measured 
variables defines the measurement portion of the model, which reflects the results 
of the factor analysis. The measurement error and unique variance of the measured 
variables are depicted through the use of short arrows which lead from the 
latent variable to the measured item. The latent constructs with the error terms 
removed are closer approximations of the construct which is the ultimate focus of 
the research [30]. The results should provide an unbiased estimate of the true 
effects of expectations and instrumental and expressive satisfaction on overall 
satisfaction. 
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Again, the two-headed arrow between trip and past experience denotes a cor­
relation between these two latent exogenous variables, and the curved arrows 
between unique and error variances of specific pairs of measured variables con­
note correlations. The correlation of error terms is built into this model to explain 
suspected correlation between measured variables not included in the latent 
variable. For example, it is reasonable to assume that expectations concerning 
personal instrumental expectations would have something in common with instru­
mental satisfactions other than the influence of the latent variable instrumental 
expectations on the latent variable instrumental satisfaction, because both com­
posite variables contain a measurement concerning similar items. 

SURVEY METHODS 

The survey was taken on the Mississippi side of Gulf Islands National Seashore. 
The park is comprised of barrier island sites and land-based nodes on bays, 
bayous, or the sound moving from Petit Bois Island in the east to Ship Island off 
Gulfport at the west end. This study focused on visitors to Fort Massachusetts on 
Ship Island. The site offers the best opportunities for primitive camping, fishing, 
boating, swimming, picnicking, and hiking, and an historic fort and ruins to visit. 
Fort Massachusetts is mainly reached by private individual and excursion boat 
tours from Gulfport and Biloxi. Fort Massachusetts was selected to test the model 
because of the site's range of tourist qualities. 

A seasonally adjusted survey was conducted during the summer, fall, and 
winter/spring seasons. Cluster sampling and intercept strategies were used to 
randomly contact park users during the AM and PM hours to ascertain their 
willingness to participate in the study. A single week was randomly selected for 
each season. However, times were excluded that overlapped national or local 
holidays and festivals, or tourist promotions by the local communities, such as 
fishing tournaments. Efforts were made to sample the general park user, as 
opposed to the specialized interest-driven recreationist. Site intercepts were made 
by interviewers trained by the School of Human Performance and Recreation, 
University of Southern Mississippi, at various entrances and areas of congrega­
tion, such as parking lots, boat docks, beach areas, and visitor centers. The 
intercepts were used to obtain mailing addresses of visitors who volunteered to be 
sent a mail questionnaire. A modified Dillman [31] approach was used to dis­
tribute the mail questionnaire and follow-ups designed to increase return rates. 
Three contacts with each potential respondent were made. The return rate was 
75 percent (^=366). 

The questionnaire had three sections. In the first, respondents were asked to rate 
the facilities, services, and programs that were provided. Next, respondents for 
each location were asked to evaluate a list of attributes using an analogous Likert 
scale for perceived service performance. The final question in each location asked 
respondents to rate their overall impression of the site. Respondents were asked to 
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evaluate each item as either excellent, good, no opinion, fair, or poor, with 
excellent counted as five and poor as one. 

Perceived discontinuation was measured by first developing a generic list of 
service attributes that conceivably could be enhanced, increased or reduced for all 
locations. As with the Tse and Wilton [29] approach, seventeen scale items 
attempted to determine the degree to which a service was or was not expected. 
Respondents were asked whether they expected more or less of a service, and 
whether they did expect that particular service, or neither expected nor did not 
expect it. Disconfirmation was measured by determining when the park respon­
dents believed more (less) services were expected than were actually being 
provided or offered. "Expected" was assigned a value of three, "Unexpected"— 
i.e., neither expected nor not expected—a value of two, and "Not Expected" 
a value of one. 

ANALYSIS 

The SPSS computer program [32] was used for preliminary analysis, creation of 
composites, generation of the descriptive statistics, and derivation of correlation 
matrix and standard deviations. Latent variable structural equations which 
produced the estimates of parameters implied by the model shown in Figure 1 
were calculated using the computer program LISREL 7 [33]. 

The analysis begins with the development of a model that plausibly explains the 
data according to qualitative and quantitative criteria [31]. A researcher devises a 
model that will serve as a starting point, realizing that the initial model will 
probably be refined later [34]. In this particular case, the original model was 
modified; then adjustments were made to the subsequent model. By comparing 
one model to another, the richest and most parsimonious model could be chosen 
to explain the satisfaction process. 

Seventeen variables were selected from the questionnaire survey items for 
incorporation in a path model, as explained below and summarized in Table 1. 

Test Variables Measured 

1. Miles 

The number of miles the respondents traveled to get to the Gulf Island National 
Seashore. Visitors who travel from farther away are expected to have less explicit 
expectations concerning the site they are about to visit. Furthermore, those that 
come from farther distance have more at stake than those who have spent less time 
and money traveling to a destination [35]. Those coming from shorter distances 
have less invested because they are more likely to have visited the site or at least 
to have heard about it from acquaintances. 
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2. Days 

The number of days the respondents spent near the Gulf Islands. This factor 
should affect a visitor's expectations because of the increased time commitment 
required. Those who come for shorter time periods are expected to have fewer 
expectations [35]. 

3. Money 

A composite of responses to questions concerning how much money the 
respondents had spent on auto services, campsite fees, groceries, snacks and 
beverages, admission fees, hotel-motel lodging, restaurants and fast foods, 
souvenirs, clothing and miscellaneous, and parking. As noted, money is the third 
component of a factor that measures the strength on one's effort to have a pleasant 
experience [35]. 

4. Visits 

The number of times a respondent visited the Gulf Island National Seashore in 
the past five years. A larger number of past experiences would reduce the unex­
pected. Those who visited the most often are considered likely to have much 
stronger expectations [36]. 

5. Personal Instrumental Expectations (PERSFAC) 

A composite score of the respondents' expectations concerning shade, rest-
rooms, and conveniences such as drinking fountains. These are essential facilities 
expected in most public places. While these factors are not considered satisfiers, 
their absence is generally a factor which causes dissatisfaction [11]. 

6. Nonpersonal Instrumental Expectations (NOPERFAC) 

A composite score of the respondents' expectations concerning infrastructure 
support for a recreational activity such as life guards, trash containers, etc. Such 
items are essential to the functioning of the recreational area. Failure to meet the 
public's expectations in this area would result in dissatisfaction [11]. 

7. Interpretive Expressive Expectations (INTERPT) 

A composite score of the respondents' expectations concerning park service 
assistance and information interpretive services and guided tours, and exhibits. 
The wide diversity of activities and services provided in National Parks suggest 
that the greatest discrepancies in expectations could occur in interpretive services 
where communication is seen as lacking. These services will probably be used 
more extensively by recreationalists who visit the site less frequently [37]. 
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8. Informative Expressive Expectations (INFORM) 

A composite score of the respondents' expectations concerning use of informa­
tion sources. As with expectations concerning interpretive services, those pertain­
ing to information and direction will be stronger for the less frequently visiting 
tourist [38]. 

9. Crowding (PEOPLE) 

The respondents' ratings of their expectations concerning the number of people 
present. Gramann's analysis of crowding in recreational settings [39] found no 
conclusive impact of crowding on satisfaction, but reports that others have noted 
such responses. 

10. Property Management (AREA) 

A composite score of the respondents' expectations concerning more visitor 
protection, more warning signs, more grooming of landscaped areas, and more 
designated recreation areas. Variables ten through twelve measure different types 
of service levels expected. Again, respondents who have traveled furthest and 
have spent the most time and money are expected to have higher service level 
expectations [11]. 

11. Beach Service (BEACH) 

Respondents' scores on the desirability of more beach rentals. 

12. Food Service (FOOD) 

Respondents' scores on the desirability of providing more food service items. 

13. Satisfaction with the Beach Area (BEACHSAT) 

A composite score of the respondents' ratings of swimming areas, beach clean­
liness, quality of water for swimming and in the pier areas. This synthesized 
variable describes satisfaction with natural sites that are attached to or centered 
around beach or water activities. 

14. Satisfaction with Facilities (FACSAT) 

A composite score of the respondents ratings of shade shelter, restrooms, and 
drinking water. These items may be non-beach related facilities used by a variety 
of visitors including swimmers, tourists, campers, boaters, and others. 

15. Satisfaction with Tourist Site (TOURSAT) 

A composite score of the respondents ratings of the guided fort tour, guardroom 
exhibits, sales items, and outdoor exhibits. This compound element rates tourist 
rather than recreational experiences. These count as expressive rather than instru­
mental factors. 
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16. Satisfaction with Site Activities (DOSAT) 

A composite score of the respondents' ratings of fishing, beach rental service, 
boat moorings and walking trails around the island. While these components are 
also expressive, they reflect activities of an outdoor recreational rather than a 
passive tourist character. 

17. Overall Satisfaction with Fort Massachusetts Site (OVERSAT) 

The response given on the item overall judgment of Fort Massachusetts island 
and beach site. This single item variable was designed to solicit the general 
impression respondents remembered about this site. While responses to specific 
questionnaire items demonstrated considerable differentiation, 89.4 percent of the 
respondents rated this item good or excellent. In essence, this model is designed to 
test how expectations, instrumental or expressive factors influence this rating. 

Latent Variables 

These variables are derived from measured variables [30]. Simultaneous factor 
and path analyses used in testing reduces the effects of unreliability in the 
measured variables. The variables enclosed in ovals in Figure 1 are constructs 
derived from the measured variables described below. 

Past Experience (PASTEXP) is an underlying construct measured by the num­
ber of past visits. 

Trip Characteristics (TRIP) is created through the correlation of variables 
measured by miles, days, or money spent. 

Instrumental Expectations (INSTEXP) developed from personal instrumental 
expectations (PERSFAC) and nonpersonal instrumental expectations (NOPER-
FAC). The measured variables were selected based on their ability to fit the 
definition of expectations that concern factors that facilitate an experience rather 
than factors that are more directly involved with an experience. 

Expressive Expectations (EXPEREXP) is derived from measurements of 
factors that are directly related to experiences. The variables interpretive expres­
sive expectations (INTERPT) and informative expressive expectations 
(INFORM) were selected as elements that directly affect cognitive judgments and 
understanding. 

RESULTS 

Model 1 

Variable means, standard deviations and intercorrelations among the variables 
in the model are delineated in Table 2. The analysis of the initial model (Model 1) 
suggested that the model did not provide a good explanation for the data. The 
statistical fit illustrated in Table 3 which compare the residual differences between 



60 / JUROWSKI ET AL. 

the fitted covariance matrix (the matrix implied by the model) and the sample 
covariance matrix (the matrix used to analyze the model) indicate a relatively 
week correspondence. The chi-square statistic = 125.48, p = .008) was significant 
indicating a poor fit. While the root mean square residual correlation (r = .045) 
was acceptably low, the adjusted goodness of fit index (.886) below .95 confirms 
the weaknesses in the model. 

Model 2 

Adjustments were made to the model. Examination of the correlation matrix 
indicated that the latent variable spatial expectations (SPACE) was highly corre­
lated with two other expectation latent variables, (instrumental-INTEXP, r = .994, 
and expressive-EXPEREXP, r = .841, expectations) causing a problem of multi-
collinearity. These results were surprising because the initial exploratory factor 
analysis suggested that four constructs underlay the expectation variables. As a 
result, the latent construct spatial expectations was deleted from the model. In 
addition, the measured variables of property management (AREA) and crowding 
(CROWDING), and the latent variable (SERVICE) were deleted from the model 
because of these confounding measurement problems. 

The modified model exhibited in Figure 2 demonstrates the changes that 
resulted from the exclusion of the variables. Two of the statistics suggest a 
reasonable fit to the data (root mean square residual correlation = .048; adjusted 
goodness of fit = .907). However the Chi square statistic remains significant and 
the goodness of fit statistic was weak. Modification of the indices implied that the 
addition of a correlation between the error terms of personal instrumental expec­
tations (PERSFAC) and interpretive expressive expectations (INFORM) with 
the error term of satisfaction with an activity would improve the model. This 
implies that there are variables which were not measured in the items used to 
calculate personal instrumental expectation, interpretive expressive expectations 
and satisfaction. 

Model 3 

Figure 3 shows the third model, which includes a correlation between the error 
terms of the measured variables. The statistical change suggests a significant 
improvement in the model. All statistics were improved by the correlation of the 
error terms, and the difference between the Chi squares was significant (p = . 149), 
indicating that Model 3 provided a significantly better fit to the data than did the 
model without the correlations (Chi square = 59.28,/; = .149). 

Although all statistics indicated that the model was adequate, the adjusted 
goodness of fit index (.921) demonstrated that the model needed still further 
refinement. Further modifications suggested by the program did not make 
theoretical sense. However, an examination of the i-values revealed that the 
paths from trip characteristics to the two latent expectation variables, from past 
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Table 3. 

Model 

Fit Statistics for Each Model and the Change among Models 

GFI AGFI RMSR X2(df) 

Change 

P X2 (df) P 

59.28 
(58) 

69.51 
(58) 

.149 

.143 

15.27 
(2) 

10.23 
0) 

.000 

.332 

Model 1 .933 .886 .045 125.48 .008 χ2 (df) 
(90) 

Model 2 .948 .907 .048 74.55 .017 50.93 .096 
(51) (39) 

Model 3 .958 .921 .045 

Model 4 .953 .925 .056 

Note: GFI = Goodness of fit, ADGFI = adjusted goodness of fit, RMSR = root mean 
square, χζ = chi-square statistics, df = degrees of freedom, p = probability (significance of 
chi-square), Change = change in chi-square (degrees of freedom) as adjustments were 
made to the model. 

experience (PASEXP) to instrumental expectations (INSTEXP), from expressive 
expectations (EXPEREXP) to instrumental (INSTRSAT) and overall satisfaction 
(OVERSAT), as well as the paths from instrumental expectation to instrumental 
and overall satisfaction, were insignificant. In an effort to improve the fit of the 
model, these paths were set to zero. Figure 4 depicts the model with the insig­
nificant paths removed. 

Model 4 

While two of the fit statistics (AGFI and RMSR) suggest that the new model 
provided a better fit for the data than Model 3, the change was not statistically 
significant (p = .33). Consequently, Model 3 was chosen for interpretation. 

Interpretation of Model 3 

Once an "adequate" fit has been achieved, the next step is to interpret the struc­
tural equations. Model 3 suggests that the largest impact on overall satisfaction for 
this tourist site comes from satisfaction with instrumental factors (INSTREXP, 
INSTRSAT). However, closer examination provides information on the evalua­
tive processes leading to instrumental satisfaction. 

The strongest direct influence on overall satisfaction was instrumental satis­
faction (INSTRSAT—path or Beta = .51). It was surprising that expressive 
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Figure 2. Modified model with space and service removed. 
Note 1 : Fit Statistics: Goodness of fit = .948, adjusted goodness of fit = .907, 

root mean square = .048, chi-square = 74.55, degrees of freedom = 51. 
Note 2: Key to Symbols (see Table 1 for more detailed explanations). 

satisfaction (EXPERSAT) had an insignificant direct impact on overall satisfac­
tion. Most of the expressive satisfaction was directed through instrumental satis­
faction to overall satisfaction (indirect effects = .36). 

The paths from the two expectation latent variables offer insight into the 
evaluative process. While paths leading from instrumental expectations 
(INSTREXP) to all three satisfaction latent variables are insignificant, the path 
leading from expressive expectations (EXPEREXP) to expressive satisfaction 
(EXPERSAT) is meaningful (Beta = -0.39). This is the only significant path 
leading from expectations to any of the satisfiers. This would suggest that overall 
satisfaction is influenced by expressive expectations first through expressive 
satisfaction and finally through instrumental satisfaction. The relatively large 
size of the negative beta weight and the strong indirect effects of expressive 
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Figure 3. Measured second modified model with the correlations between 
error terms added and space and service removed. 

Note 1 : Fit Statistics: Goodness of fit = .958, adjusted goodness of fit = .921, 
root mean square = .045, chi-square = 59.28, degrees of freedom = 49. 
Note 2: Key to Symbols (see Table 1 for more detailed explanations). 

satisfaction on overall satisfaction imply that expressive satisfiers are much more 
important than is suggested by direct effect measures. The negative direction of 
the beta indicates that higher expectations will lead to lower satisfaction levels. In 
other words, unsurprisingly enough, the more visitors expect the less they will be 
pleased, and the same facilities will be evaluated differently based on expecta­
tions. The path from expressive satisfactions (EXPERSAT) to instrumental satis­
factions (INSTRSAT) is extremely strong (Beta = .71). This implies that positive 
experiences will lead to positive evaluations of instrumental factors. 

The expectations that have influenced the satisfier latent variables were 
presumed to have been influenced by past experience and trip commitment vari­
ables. However, the model suggests that the only significant impact is on expres­
sive expectations (EXPEREXP) from past experience (PASTEXP). The moderate 
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Figure 4. Model with insignificant paths removed. 
Note 1 : Fit Statistics: Goodness of fit = .953, adjusted goodness of fit = .925, 

root mean square = .056, chi-square = 69.51, degrees of freedom = 58. 
Note 2: Key to Symbols (see Table 1 for more detailed explanations). 

negative (Beta = -0.166) suggests that more frequent visitors have lower expres­
sive expectations. 

IMPLICATIONS 

The results of this research imply that instrumental and expressive satisfiers 
work together to produce overall satisfaction. Marketing strategists must recog­
nize that expressive expectations play an important role in the assessment of 
satisfaction while instrumental expectations alone are not nearly as important. 
However, overall satisfaction depends upon instrumental facilitators. Likewise, 
park managers concerned with the allocation of resources must be careful not to 
focus on either instrumental or expressive factors exclusively, in light of the 
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interplay of these variables in influencing how park users evaluate their site 
experiences. 
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