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Reconstructing a visitor typology based on
recreation experiences

Jana Raadik & Stuart Cottrell
Department of Natural Resource Recreation and Tourism

Colorado State University

This paper 'reconstructs' Cottrell et al.'s  (2005) typology of
day-use outdoor recreation experience in a Dutch forest
preserve using 25-items representing five experience modes:
amusement, change, interest, rapture, and dedication. The
aim was to apply a cluster analysis (K-means and ipsative)
to segment visitors based on their recreation experiences
as a visitor typology versus a group allocation technique.
Similar to the original study, change was the most
represented followed by rapture. An ipsative cluster solution
showed a greater diversity of experience preference groups
than the K-means and the group allocation procedure.
Differences among modal types on experience parameters
showed rapture-change and rapture-physical challenge visi-
tors stayed in the forest preserve the longest and tended to
stay on a specific trail. Change-amusement came to hike,
walk the dog and visit the pancake house the most. Dedica-
tion was most satisfied with the area and came to the pre-
serve most often. The Duivelsberg as a forest preserve
offers some of the more physically challenging terrain in
Holland, as well as a temporal change in a daily context as
an escape within nature.

Tourists differ in their appreciation of tourist destinations (Lengkeek 2000) and efforts
have been made to examine differences between tourists in a number of typologies
(e.g., Murphy 1985; Smith 1995; Swarbrooke & Horner 1999). Many of the typolo-
gies have been based on different theoretical constructs and approaches and difficult
to compare across settings because of their classification of tourists. This is especially
true for activity-based typologies since tourists quite possibly participate in similar
activities yet for different reasons (Cottrell, Lengkeek & van Marwijk 2005).
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Sociologists work to find an overall theory to explain the tourist and their behavior,
yet the elusiveness of the topic poses many challenges to overcome in the development
of such theory (Reid 2003). Urry’s (1990) argument that tourism is a departure from
everyday experience, described as the experience of free-time activity contrasting
with daily routine identifiable via ‘signs’ of significance gained through experience is
increasingly contested (Coles, Hall, & Duval 2005; Hall 2005). Lengkeek (2001)
argues that typologies based on experience within the context of activities as a means
to an experience might apply to typologies tailored to particular free-time activities
for comparison across leisure settings. Just as a similar activity performed by several
tourists represent different intentions, similar intentions (such as rest and relaxation)
may imply a diversity of activities. Managers of leisure destinations wish to know
what visitor types visit their areas for effective marketing, to adjust the physical environ-
ment and infrastructure to visitor behavior, and to minimize negative social, cultural,
and environmental impacts of visitor use; a visitor typology can help to accomplish
these goals.

Cottrell et al. (2005) examined the extent a typology of tourist experiences could
be used in a forest preserve and its potential to link experience types to spatial and/
or social conditions in a daily recreational context. Focusing on the definable groups
of visitors in the Duivelsberg Forest Preserve, which emerged from the modes of
experience (MES) typology (Elands & Lengkeek 2000), they examined the relation-
ship between MES and a visitor profile and their activities in the area (i.e., length of
stay, time and day of visit, and places visited).

Cottrell et al. (2005) adapted Kugel, Bakker, & Boerwinkel’s (1991) group
allocation technique to segment each respondent into where they had the highest
score. This is a manual means to represent a respondent’s mode of experience using
‘if’ statements in a statistical program to compute a new independent variable
representing MES. A variety of literature implies that when inhomogeneous populations
are not recognized and accounted for, the use of certain analysis techniques (e.g.,
group allocation technique) can render results invalid, leading to erroneous management
actions (Beaman & Vaske 1995; Greenleaf 1992; Vaske et al. 1996). As a secondary
analysis, this paper reexamines differences in respondents’ modes of experience based
on Lengkeek’s MES typology using cluster analysis as the segmentation technique.
The ‘reconstructed’ visitor typology is used to compare results to Cottrell et al.
(2005) examining the relationship between MES and the demographic profile of
visitors and visitor activity in the area.

Theoretical context

Cohen (1979) in his “Phenomenology of the tourist experience” provides a theoretical
scheme to classify and group tourists into five distinctive forms of experience ranging
from the recreational, diversional, experiential, experimental and existential. The



Jana Raadik & Stuart Cottrell: Reconstructing a visitor typology...

   55

distinctions are based on the way people free themselves from their daily world and
take on the ‘other’ as a means to connect with an imagined, ideal world (Elands &
Lengkeek 2004). Lengkeek (2000) reformulated Cohen’s (1979) modes of expe-
rience using the concept of ‘out-there-ness’ (instead of Cohen’s ‘centre-out-there’),
since “out-there-ness better fits the idea of relating different experiences according
to the parameters of reality to some understanding in terms of language, common or
purely metaphorical” (Elands & Lengkeek 2000, 16). Much of the tourism experience
is related to the concept ‘other’ and to some sense of out-there-ness that one cannot
really take part in (Elands & Lengkeek 2000).

The advantage of experience based modes as a typology is that it overcomes
choices based purely on ‘motivational’ or ‘interactional’ approaches in constructing
typologies (Cohen 1974; Plog 1972). The benefit of Elands and Lengkeek’s (2000)
approach is the rooting of typology construction in a fundamental theory of experiences.
Use of domain-specific variables also enables a consistent link between leisure expe-
riences in different situations with respect to the various activities. Additionally, one
of the more interesting challenges is to investigate the relationship between modes of
experience and associated conditions in a material and symbolic context, which arouse
certain experiences or positive responses. Elands and Lengkeek (2004) expect that
each mode of experience ‘claims’ its own quality conditions in natural settings with its
own landscape preference.

Inspired by Cohen, Elands and Lengkeek (2000) empirically studied MES via
seven comparative studies involving both leisure and tourist experiences in the
Netherlands and Costa Rica. Their work sought to offer a typology tailored to partic-
ular leisure activities and leisure contexts for basis of comparison across leisure settings
versus the traditional typology application to tourist experiences; an ideal supported
by a variety of more recent literature (Coles et al. 2005; Hall 2005). Elands (2001)
sketched a number of characteristics from Cohen’s modes from which to operationalize
statements to measure each mode (Table 1).

Mode Characteristics 

Amusement Fun; Centre-values: familiar environment, your own language, ease; Temporality: a 
short break. 

Change Escape: away from boredom or stress and drag of everyday life; Relaxation; Recovery: 
recharge the battery; Context matters less. 

Interest Search for interesting vistas and stories; Variation derived from ‘elsewhere’ or ‘ever’; 
Stimulation of imagination: not necessarily authentic, like to be informed.  

Rapture Self-discovery: new awareness of own identity; Unexpected: open for the unknown or 
unexpected; Crossing borders: discovery of (physical) boundaries 

Dedication Quest for authenticity: a search for the indisputable authentic otherness; Appropriation and 
devotion; Merge: being absorbed in a ‘back-stage’ world; Timelessness: wish for a 
permanent stay. 

 Source: Elands & Lengkeek, 2000, 19.

Table 1.  Characteristics of Elands and Lengkeek’s Modes of Experience
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Mode Statements 
1. Interest I read information boards in the Duivelsberg 
2. Amusement I gladly visit here because it attracts many visitors that makes it nice when busy  
3. Interest I use a map as preparation to visit the Duivelsberg  
4. Amusement I come here gladly because I feel at home among the people who come here  
5. Rapture In this area, I finally find time for myself 
6. Amusement I come to the Duivelsberg because it is cozy to hike here with family and friends  
7. Change I go to the Duivelsberg to get away from the daily grind 
8. Change I go here regularly for a change of pace 
9. Interest I rather go each time to another area  
10. Change I don’t care where I go, I just have to get away 
11. Dedication I rather go to the Duivelsberg because I really consider it as my place 
12. Dedication If I could I would like to live in the Duivelsberg 
13. Dedication I want to know more about the nature and history of the Duivelsberg 
14. Interest I don’t feel like visiting historical places when I am here  
15. Amusement I find it nice to be here, but not for too long 
16. Change I come to the Duivelsberg for rest and relaxation 
17. Rapture When I’m here I like to be alone in the great outdoors for hours on end 
18. Rapture I like to be active doing strenuous things such as long treks and cycle tours 
19. Amusement For me, having a nice time here means drinking coffee and eating at the pancake house   
20. Rapture In the Duivelsberg I am searching for sportive challenges and surprises 
21. Rapture I like it the most here when, beforehand, I have no idea where I will go 
22. Change I have such a stressful job that I need to escape once in a while 
23. Dedication Once the Duivelsberg starts getting busy I don’t go back again 
24. Dedication In this area I search for wilderness and original landscapes where I won’t meet anybody 
25. Interest Brochures and information boards are not enough, I want to know everything about the area 
Items measured on a 5 point Likert agreement scale 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree 
Italic items not from the original MES statements, but added as more specific indicators for the Duivelsberg 

Table 2. Mode of experience items used in the study

Operationalization of Cohen’s modes was problematic over the various studies;
thus Elands and Lengkeek adjusted and refined the conceptualisation of the five
modes from one case study to another (Elands & Lengkeek 2000). Results of their
work were 36 MES items with five to nine general (non-context specific) items re-
presenting each mode: amusement, change, interest, rapture, and dedication
(Elands & Lengkeek 2000). Table 2 presents 25 of their mode of experience state-
ments used in this study and the associated characteristics of each.

Lengkeek’s (2001, 15–16) explanations of the reformulated modes are based on
a metaphorical perspective.

Mode of amusement – the stories and metaphors that suspend reality
are so well known and trusted that they do not create any tension with
everyday reality. In order to avoid confusion with outdoor recreation it
is better to use the term amusement to refer to that which Cohen called
the ‘recreational’. The carefree separation from the ordinary can have
an effect on many different types of reality parameters. The traditional
fair offers the best ‘array’ of possibilities: fearful creatures in the haunted
house, being spun around on the merry-go-round, having a look at the
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freaks, having your fortune told and rising high above the earth on the
Big Wheel.

Mode of change – the difference with normal, everyday life is more
strongly felt. Cohen couples his diversionary mode to a need to break
out for a time. This mode refers to a more structural tendency amongst
people to experience their identity by sometimes breaking loose (dis-
association) from paramount reality. The metaphor that dominates here
is that of recharging energy. The suspension of reality may no longer be
embedded in the self-evident but the out-there-ness has, as yet, little
form.

Mode of interest – the implications in the stories and metaphors are
much stronger here than what has been made explicit above. Out-there-
ness is created in the sense of attractions, as sketched by MacCannell
and repeated by Cohen. Signs, clichés and travel guides bring fantasy
into being. On the one hand they have considerable power of attraction;
on the other, they contain the quality of the mystical and of something
that cannot be fully understood. Fear and respect begin to play a role: a
view of an immense depth, stories of human sacrifices made by the
Incas, the untamable nature of the primitive ‘Other’, the feeling that
there is more between heaven and earth than we can understand - all
are found here.

Mode of rapture – here the tension between the suspension of the
ordinary and the inaccessibility of the ‘Other’ reaches its climax. Amuse-
ment and rapture flow from this confrontation. It is not for nothing that
Cohen places the emphasis here on the experience of ‘self’. The con-
frontation once again makes the individual aware of his limitations and
creates a determination to begin anew and to advance further. Never-
theless, rapture may also be directly linked to space (immensity), time
(eternity), sociality (paradise lost) and tension of consciousness (con-
templation).

Mode of dedication – the unknown and the inaccessible are opened
up, thanks to a new masking of doubt. A new belief comes into being
that incorporates the earlier, unreachable out-there-ness. New ideas
about what ‘nature’ really is arise. A hobby becomes fulfillment in life.
Migration takes the individual to the promised land. The extraordinary
becomes ordinary or is mastered in a niche in which a fixed place has
been created for it.

Several sub domains within each mode (see characteristics in italic, Table 1) result-
ed from the principal components analysis (PCA) conducted in the seven studies by
Elands and Lengkeek (2000). Although each study PCA resulted in different factors,
there were evident patterns. The five modes were found in each of their studies, yet
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varying in context, dependent on the destination and visitor activity. For instance, the
amusement mode as an independent factor reflected sub domains as familiarity, com-
fort, social interests, and temporality while dedication involved greater context specif-
icity such as appropriation, devotion, and timelessness.

Elands and Lengkeek (2000) developed a generally valid and reliable measuring
instrument for the general aspects of a tourist experience. The next step was to de-
velop a context specific model since there may be a large difference between tourist
experiences for people on a vacation versus a day trip for the weekend. Follow up
research showed that the respondent indicated prevailing tourist mode does not corre-
spond with the prevailing modes of experience related to a more local, next door
type experience (Bakker & Lengkeek 1999). Therefore, an instrument should be
developed that links time-space behavior in a certain area to types of experience and
related to background characteristics. This instrument should be tested repeatedly
and validated with results obtained from other methods (Elands & Lengkeek 2000).
The Cottrell et al. (2005) study was one of those steps taken, examining the role of
the MES typology as a basis for policy intervention for the Dutch Forest Service to
link types of experiences to spatial or social conditions on which they depend. How-
ever, the group allocation technique used for segmentation is a contested methodology
(Beaman & Vaske 1995; Vaske et al. 1996) with limited evidence of its use.

Purpose

The focus of Cottrell et al.’s (2005) study was primarily methodological, aiming to
operationalize a visitor typology within a day-use outdoor recreation experience
context for the Dutch Forest Service. Elands and Lengkeek (2000) assumed that an
experience mode requires a compatible context, an assumption they supported via
numerous empirical studies. Results implied that people indeed belong to several
different modes (or multiple modes) dependent on specific characteristics of the
activity engaged in or the setting where they spend their leisure time. Their findings
indicate MES’s potential application in a leisure or tourism context. Based on their
claims, Cottrell et al. (2005) constructed a visitor typology based on MES and test-
ed for differences between modal types and recreation behavior. However, we ques-
tion the application of the group allocation technique versus a clustering approach for
group segmentation. Our concerns are based on the limited application of the group
allocation technique found in the literature (Elands & Lengkeek 2000; Kugel et al.
1991).

This paper reconstructed a visitor typology using a cluster segmentation technique
versus the group allocation method. The core question is: Do clustering techniques
yield different results than group allocation? Further, if MES results differ, do
cluster findings provide greater explanation in the visitors profile and their
participation behavior during their visit in the Forest Preserve?
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Study Setting

The Duivelsberg is a 125-hectare SBB forest preserve located along the Dutch-
German border east of Nijmegen in The Netherlands. Primarily a nature reserve, the
area offers hiking, mountain biking, and bird watching with minimal recreational
amenities including marked trails, information signs, benches, observation points, a
pancake restaurant in the interior, and one overnight rental house. Private campgrounds,
hotels, restaurants, theme parks, and other recreational related businesses are located
within close proximity to the forest reserve. Although small in size, the area receives
more than 350,000-day users per year in 2003. Recreational use includes both Dutch
and German day users and frequent use by those who live along the borders of the
area. The pancake house (Dutch tradition) is a primary attraction in the Duivelsberg.

Methods

The original data (Cottrell et al. 2005) from 407 visitors (72% response rate) was
collected over a one-week period (May/June 2002) to represent weekly visitation in
the Duivelsberg forest preserve. A seven page interviewer completed structured ques-
tionnaire was based on the Dutch Forest Service visitor monitor survey. The survey
included visitor profile, participation, service quality, and visitor satisfaction items.
Additionally, to examine the application of MES in the Dutch Forest Service visitor-
monitor, 25 MES items from Elands & Lengkeek (2000) were adapted to the
Duivelsberg context with five items to represent each of the modes of experience
(see Table 2).

Analysis

A secondary analysis of the original data was conducted to include principal compo-
nents analysis (PCA), K-means with Euclidean distance and ipsative clustering
procedures, cross tabulations, and one-way analysis of variance. The first step in the
analysis was a PCA to replicate Cottrell et al.’s (2005) mode of experience factors
to cluster visitors.

Next, K-means and ipsative clustering procedures were used to segment re-
spondents to the MES modes versus Kugel et al.’s (1991) group allocation technique.
To understand Elands and Lengkeek’s (2000) reason for using group allocation for
segmentation versus cluster analysis, a summary of their rationale is given.

Group allocation technique
To construct a generic typology of experiences, the distribution of experiences should
be quantified as well as the distribution of tourists across these experiences. Tradi-
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tionally, in group segmentation procedures, grouping respondents is conducted on
the basis of factor scores with cluster analysis. In this case, where seven different
studies were comparatively analyzed, the application of cluster analysis has a dis-
advantage in that each cluster analysis focuses on the internal variation and distribution
of factor scores of the research context in question. This causes problems for com-
parative analysis of multiple settings. Another disadvantage is that every respondent
is forced to one cluster, in spite of relatively divergent factor scores. To overcome
these disadvantages, an allocation technique was developed. This technique first
includes calculation of a weighted sum score to transform the relative value of each
factor into a meaningful value that can be interpreted easily.  The original scores,
which respondents assigned to statements belonging to a specific factor, were first
summed and subsequently divided by the number of summed-up variables. The relative
importance of each item contributing to the explanation of a factor was also taken
into consideration by multiplying the item score with the factor loading. When given
a five-point scale, the final weighted sum score on each factor varies between 1
(strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agree). The next step of the process involved an
allocation procedure to attribute each respondent to one or more factors by defining
a critical value. In principle, a respondent, in order to ‘belong’ to a factor, should at
least ‘agree’ on all items of that factor (critical value 4.0). This would be a very strict
distinction as only once ticking ‘not agree/not disagree’ implies exclusion of the factor.
For finding the right critical value, theoretical as well as statistical arguments were
used. Theoretically, it is possible that people belong to more than one mode, which
means that respondents can score positively on different factors. An assumption was
made that at least 70% of respondents should be classified within at most two factors.
Therefore, it was decided to set the critical value to 3.7. When the items are stable
the critical value can be set to ‘agree with’ (4-value) after repeated research.

Cluster analysis
Although, Elands and Lengkeek’s (2000) rationale is clear, we feel that the group
allocation technique is limited (Beaman & Vaske 1995; Vaske et al. 1996). By
segmenting visitors manually based on a critical value (e.g., 3.7) as a cut point, group
allocation segments visitors based on their highest scores. K-means cluster analysis
uses Euclidean distance which is useful for large data sets and when the number of
clusters is predetermined. In this case, the researcher specifies in advance the desired
number of clusters, K which is the five MES clusters. Initial cluster centers are chosen
randomly in a first rotation of the data, then each additional iteration groups obser-
vations based on nearest Euclidean distance to the mean of the cluster. That is, the
algorithm seeks to minimize within-cluster variance and maximize variability between
clusters in an ANOVA-like fashion. Cluster centers change at each rotation. The
process continues until cluster means do not shift more than a given cut-off value or
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the iteration limit is reached (Harris, Anderson, & Tatham 1990; Johnson & Wichern
2002).

The ipsative (individual) cluster technique can offer a better model than the K-
means (Beaman & Vaske 1995; Vaske et al. 1996) with its focus on group aggregate
scores. This technique takes into account the mean response level of individual res-
ponses (high or low) versus the group mean level and the range of scores from
narrow to wide per individual. Beaman & Vaske (1995) note that the ipsative tech-
nique models data structure better than K-means for attitudinal data such as MES.

Similar to the original paper, cross tabulations were used to examine associations
between the cluster based MES groups and participation behavior. One-way analysis
of variance examined relationships between MES and satisfaction with the overall
experience for potential management implications. Results are compared to Cottrell
et al. (2005).

Results

An initial principle components factor analysis (PCA) with varimax rotation on 25
MES 5-point Likert scale items with an Eigenvalue of one resulted in eight factors,
accounting for 61% of the total variance. Reliability alpha scores for five factors
ranged from .50 to .70 while factors 4, 7 and 8 had low alpha scores as follows
[Factor 4 (a=.430), Factor 7 (a=.215), Factor 8 (a=.403)]. To replicate the previous
study, the same rational was used to not drop the items in a second PCA procedure
to avoid omission of 9 items from the 25 MES statements, which would result in
omission of the interest mode totally. Thus, as in the original paper, a PCA with a 5-
factor extraction to force five factors was run resulting in more clearly defined factors
with higher reliabilities overall (Table 3).

Factors were interpreted respectively as in the previous study (Table 3). Factor 1
represents change, since it includes four change and one rapture item (i.e., In this
area, I finally find time for myself) which logically fits a change mode context for
escape, relaxation, and recovery. Factor 2, amusement, has three amusement and
two dedication items. When recoded the two dedication items, in essence, indicate
that meeting other people, need for less wilderness, and crowdedness is acceptable
as would be expected for amusement visitor types. For Factor 3, interest, three
interest and one dedication item load on this factor. The one dedication item fits this
factor logically since it measures interest in more specific information aspects of the
Duivelsberg. Factor 4 was more difficult to interpret since five items representing
four modes loaded with acceptable scores; however, the two dedication items had
negative scores while the items for change, interest and rapture had positive values.
After a series of reliability analyses, items 11 and 12, which clearly represent a sense
of appropriation for the Duivelsberg Forest Preserve (see Elands & Lengkeek 2000),
were taken to represent a sub-domain of dedication. Recoding items 11 and 12



Matkailututkimus 1 (2007)

62

St
at

em
en

ts
 

C
ha

ng
e 

A
m

us
em

en
t 

In
te

re
st

 
D

ed
ic

at
io

n2  
Ap

pr
op

ri
at

io
n 

R
ap

tu
re

 
Ph

ys
ic

al
 

C
ha

lle
ng

e 
v7

 (C
hg

) I
 g

o 
to

 th
e 

D
ui

ve
ls

be
rg

 to
 g

et
 a

w
ay

 fr
om

 th
e 

da
ily

 g
rin

d 
.7

33
 

  
  

  
  

v2
2 

(C
hg

) I
 h

av
e 

su
ch

 a
 st

re
ss

fu
l j

ob
 th

at
 I 

ne
ed

 to
 e

sc
ap

e 
on

ce
 in

 a
 

w
hi

le
 

.7
31

 
  

  
  

  
v1

6 
(C

hg
) I

 c
om

e 
to

 th
e 

D
ui

ve
ls

be
rg

 fo
r r

es
t a

nd
 re

la
xa

tio
n 

.7
03

 
  

  
  

  
v8

 (C
hg

) I
 g

o 
he

re
 re

gu
la

rly
 fo

r a
 c

ha
ng

e 
of

 p
ac

e 
.6

75
 

  
  

 
  

v5
 (R

ap
) I

n 
th

is
 a

re
a,

 I 
fin

al
ly

 fi
nd

 ti
m

e 
fo

r m
ys

el
f 

.6
26

 
  

  
  

  
v6

 (A
m

u)
 I 

co
m

e 
to

 th
e 

D
ui

ve
ls

be
rg

 b
ec

au
se

 it
 is

 c
oz

y 
to

 h
ik

e 
he

re
 

w
ith

 fa
m

ily
 a

nd
 fr

ie
nd

s 
 

  
  

  
  

p.
v2

 (A
m

u)
 I 

gl
ad

ly
 v

is
it 

he
re

 b
ec

au
se

 it
 a

ttr
ac

ts
 m

an
y 

vi
si

to
rs

 th
at

 
m

ak
es

 it
 n

ic
e 

w
he

n 
bu

sy
 

  
.7

13
 

  
  

  
24

 (D
ed

) I
n 

th
is

 a
re

a 
I s

ea
rc

h 
fo

r w
ild

er
ne

ss
 a

nd
 o

rig
in

al
 la

nd
sc

ap
es

 
w

he
re

 I 
w

on
't 

m
ee

t a
ny

bo
dy

* 
 

.6
57

 
  

  
  

v2
3 

(D
ed

) O
nc

e 
th

e 
D

ui
ve

ls
be

rg
 st

ar
ts

 g
et

tin
g 

bu
sy

 I 
do

n'
t g

o 
ba

ck
 

ag
ai

n*
 

  
.6

13
 

  
  

  
v4

 (A
m

u)
 I 

co
m

e 
he

re
 g

la
dl

y 
be

ca
us

e 
I f

ee
l a

t h
om

e 
am

on
g 

th
e 

pe
op

le
 w

ho
 c

om
e 

he
re

 
  

.5
99

 
  

  
  

v1
9 

(A
m

u)
 F

or
 m

e,
 h

av
in

g 
a 

ni
ce

 ti
m

e 
he

re
 m

ea
ns

 d
rin

ki
ng

 c
of

fe
e 

an
d 

ea
tin

g 
at

 th
e 

pa
nc

ak
e 

ho
us

e 
  

.4
23

 
  

  
 

v1
7 

(R
ap

) W
he

n 
I'm

 h
er

e 
I l

ik
e 

to
 b

e 
al

on
e 

in
 th

e 
gr

ea
t o

ut
do

or
s f

or
 

ho
ur

s o
n 

en
d 

 
 

  
  

  
v2

5 
(I

nt
) B

ro
ch

ur
es

 a
nd

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

bo
ar

ds
 a

re
 n

ot
 e

no
ug

h,
 I 

w
an

t t
o 

kn
ow

 e
ve

ry
th

in
g 

ab
ou

t t
he

 a
re

a 
  

  
.6

86
 

  
  

v1
(I

nt
) I

 re
ad

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

bo
ar

ds
 in

 th
e 

D
ui

ve
ls

be
rg

 
  

  
.6

13
 

  
  

v1
3 

(D
ed

) I
 w

an
t t

o 
kn

ow
 m

or
e 

ab
ou

t t
he

 n
at

ur
e 

an
d 

hi
st

or
y 

of
 th

e 
D

ui
ve

ls
be

rg
 

  
  

.6
02

 
 

  
v3

 (I
nt

) I
 u

se
 a

 m
ap

 a
s p

re
pa

ra
tio

n 
to

 v
is

it 
th

e 
D

ui
ve

ls
be

rg
 

  
  

.4
80

 
  

  
v1

4 
(I

nt
) I

 d
on

't 
fe

el
 li

ke
 v

is
iti

ng
 h

is
to

ric
al

 p
la

ce
s w

he
n 

I a
m

 h
er

e 
  

  
 

  
  

v9
 (I

nt
) I

 ra
th

er
 g

o 
ea

ch
 ti

m
e 

to
 a

no
th

er
 a

re
a 

  
  

  
.6

67
 

  
 



Jana Raadik & Stuart Cottrell: Reconstructing a visitor typology...

   63

v1
1(

D
ed

)  
I r

at
he

r g
o 

to
 th

e 
D

ui
ve

ls
be

rg
 b

ec
au

se
 I 

re
al

ly
 c

on
si

de
r i

t 
as

 m
y 

pl
ac

e 
 

  
  

-.5
44

 
  

v1
0 

(C
hg

) I
 d

on
't 

ca
re

 w
he

re
 I 

go
, I

 ju
st

 h
av

e 
to

 g
et

 a
w

ay
 

  
  

  
.4

62
 

  
v1

2 
(D

ed
) I

f I
 c

ou
ld

 I 
w

ou
ld

 li
ke

 to
 li

ve
 in

 th
e 

D
ui

ve
ls

be
rg

 
  

  
  

-.4
31

 
  

v2
1 

(R
ap

) I
 li

ke
 it

 th
e 

m
os

t h
er

e 
w

he
n,

 b
ef

or
eh

an
d,

 I 
ha

ve
 n

o 
id

ea
 

w
he

re
 I 

w
ill

 g
o 

  
 

  
.4

20
 

  
v1

5 
(A

m
u)

 I 
fin

d 
it 

ni
ce

 to
 b

e 
he

re
, b

ut
 n

ot
 fo

r t
oo

 lo
ng

 
  

  
  

.3
98

 
 

v1
8 

(R
ap

) I
 li

ke
 to

 b
e 

ac
tiv

e 
do

in
g 

st
re

nu
ou

s t
hi

ng
s s

uc
h 

as
 lo

ng
 tr

ek
s 

an
d 

cy
cl

e 
to

ur
s 

  
  

  
  

.8
62

 
v2

0 
(R

ap
) I

n 
th

e 
D

ui
ve

ls
be

rg
 I 

am
 se

ar
ch

in
g 

fo
r s

po
rti

ve
 c

ha
lle

ng
es

 
an

d 
su

rp
ris

es
 

  
  

  
  

.7
70

 
Ei

ge
nv

al
ue

1
3.

27
 

2.
43

 
2.

12
 

2.
0 

1.
77

 
%

 V
ar

ia
nc

e 
Ex

pl
ai

ne
d

16
.9

 
11

.3
 

10
.3

 
10

.1
 

9.
7 

Al
ph

a 
Sc

or
e

.7
9 

.6
1 

.5
8 

.5
9 

.7
0 

Sc
al

e 
M

ea
n

3.
50

 
2.

50
 

2.
80

 
2.

60
 

3.
10

 
St

an
da

rd
 D

ev
ia

tio
n

.6
9 

.6
5 

.6
5 

.9
9 

1.
01

 
Ite

m
s i

n 
bo

ld
 w

er
e 

us
ed

 in
 re

lia
bi

lit
y 

an
al

ys
is

 a
nd

 to
 c

re
at

e 
fa

ct
or

 v
ar

ia
bl

es
 

*I
te

m
 re

co
de

d 
N

ot
e:

 It
em

s w
ith

 F
ac

to
r l

oa
di

ng
 <

.4
0 

no
t i

nc
lu

de
d 

in
 th

e 
re

su
lts

  
1  F

ac
to

r e
xt

ra
ct

io
n 

cr
ite

ria
 se

t t
o 

5 
re

du
ci

ng
 fr

om
 8

 fa
ct

or
 a

t t
he

 E
ig

en
va

lu
e=

1 
de

fa
ul

t s
et

tin
g.

  
2  D

ed
ic

at
io

n 
fa

ct
or

 d
iff

ic
ul

t t
o 

in
te

rp
re

t w
ith

 fi
ve

 it
em

s 
gi

ve
n 

an
d 

re
co

di
ng

 n
ot

 lo
gi

ca
l. 

Tw
o 

de
di

ca
tio

n 
ite

m
s 

of
fe

r 
be

st
 so

lu
tio

n 
fo

r v
ar

ia
bl

e 
co

ns
tru

ct
io

n.
  

 T
ab

le
 3

.  
M

od
es

 o
f E

xp
er

ie
nc

e 
Ite

m
 R

ot
at

ed
 C

om
po

ne
nt

 M
at

ri
x



Matkailututkimus 1 (2007)

64

was not a logical step since that would change each to a negative statement. Meanwhile
recoding the other three items was not logical either, even so, the only combination of
items with a nearly acceptable alpha scores (.59) were 11 & 12. Factor 5, with two
items represents rapture, which we label as physical challenge (see table 4) since
the items reflect preference for strenuous activities and sportive challenges.

While Nunnally (1978) indicates that Cronbach alpha scores equal or greater
than .70 are acceptable, Cortina (1993) states that scales with a smaller number of
items (i.e., 6 or less) with .60 or greater may be acceptable. The reliability scores for
three factors (amusement, interest and dedication) are weak to modest at best,
however, according to de Heus, van der Leeden, & Gazendam (1995) high alpha
scores are not always necessary depending on the context of the series of questions.
These items theoretically are meant to measure five factor domains each with two or
three sub-domains (i.e., physical challenge) therefore, low alpha scores are expected.
Items 6-Cozy hiking with friends, 17-Longer time on my own in nature, and 14-
no interest in culture sites did not load at the .40 factor load cutoff, thus no factor
loading number shows up.  Item 6 (come to…hike here with family and friends) -
was not one of the original Elands & Lengkeek items, but was put into the study to
replace Elands & Lengkeek’s centre value factor (see Table 1) that was not applicable
to the study of the Duivelsberg, namely ‘I like to hear Dutch spoken when I am
here’. Item 17 (alone in the great outdoors for hours on end) reflects more of a
wilderness experience, which the Duivelsberg does not offer because of its limited
size, and item 14, cultural opportunities, are not specifically available in the
Duivelsberg since it is a nature preserve. Consequently, it is logical these items fit the
context of the visitor experience less and did not load on any of the factors.

Similar to other studies (Elands & Lengkeek 2000) the most consistent factors
tend to be amusement, change and interest. Change accounted for the most variance
explained (17%) followed by amusement (11%). Next, factor mode indices were
calculated as the sum of each item multiplied by the factor loadings and then divided
by the sum of the factor loadings. Change had the highest mean (M=3.5) on a 5-
point scale followed by dedication (M=3.1), interest (M=2.8), rapture (M=2.6)
and amusement (M=2.5). Standard deviations for change, amusement and interest
had the narrowest distribution of mean scores (SD=.65 to .69) with rapture and
dedication having wider distributions.

To address the question, Do clustering techniques yield different results than
group allocation?, the K-means and ipsative clustering techniques were used to
segment visitors. MES types based on the group allocation technique were pre-
dominantly change (n=163) followed by rapture (n=112), interest (n=40), dedication
(n=35) and amusement (n=27). K-means clustering analysis yielded three distinctive
clusters with relatively equal proportions (change/amusement, n=119; Rapture, n=123;
dedication/change, n=130). Since the aim of the paper was to compare group allo-
cation technique and cluster analysis results, the K-means with its three clusters was
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limited; the original paper had five modes. K-means cluster results did not allow
sufficient numbers of respondents per cluster when more than three clusters were
used. Further, in K-means with Euclidean distance clustering, social aggregates are
not well recognized (Beaman & Vaske 1995). Respondents falling into the clusters
are not typically homogeneous.

Beaman & Vaske (1995) suggest that similarities between respondents should be
based on individual (ipsative) response patterns rather than the absolute values of
responses. Therefore, the ipsative clustering technique was the next step in the analysis.
Grouping respondents based on their personal response patterns across all items
which the ipsative technique provides better results for segmenting groups with similar
philosophical orientations than K-means clustering, thus matching the theoretical context
of Lengkeek’s of modes of experience. The ipsative cluster analysis revealed six
clusters of respondents with similar response patterns for the five modes of experience
index variables (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Ipsative 6 cluster modes of experience

According to the unique aspects in scoring for each group, each cluster was
assigned a name. Identification of groups was based on Elands and Lengkeek’s
(2000) modes of experience (see Table 1). The six clusters were labeled according
to differences over the modes of experience items: Change – amusement, change
– appropriation, interest, rapture – change, rapture – physical challenge and
dedication – appropriation.

The rapture- change mode (n=94; 25%) and change – appropriation (n=93;
25%) were the most represented followed by change – amusement (n=57; 15%),
dedication – appropriation (n=48; 13%), interest (n=48; 9%) and finally rapture
– physical challenge (n=32; 9%). Different from the previous study, more than five
distinctive groups were identified, with a much greater intermixing of the modes.
These results tend to support Elands and Lengkeek’s (2000, 2004) arguments that
visitors tend to shift between modal types depending on the social and or spatial
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context of the experience opportunities at the destination; thereby creating an overlap
of experience preferences. Rapture mode, reflecting physical activity, clustered on
two subgroups, with one being more about physical challenge (rapture – physical
challenge), and the other one more about change (rapture – change mode) while
engaged in physical activity. Both of those clusters rated low on the dedication
mode index, showing low appropriation for the area. The main distinction between
those clusters was on the change mode index. Rapture – physical challenge was
the only cluster which was not in the change mode. Change – appropriation and
change – amusement differed from each other on rapture and dedication. Change
– amusement was only in some aspects of the amusement and change indexes,
rating low on all other mode indices. The interest cluster had the highest score on
interest and lowest on amusement, recording low on rapture and dedication as
well. Interest, change – amusement and dedication - appropriation rated lowest
on the rapture mode index. There was no distinctively clear amusement mode,
while leaning more towards change via amusing activities (change – amusement).
The predominant modes, however, were similar to the previous study (i.e., change
and physical challenge) and matched preferences with setting attributes available in
the Duivelsberg. This forest preserve has one of the most extensive and challenging
hiking and cycling terrains in Holland, thus providing excellent opportunity for visitors
inclined towards those activities. Yet, situated in a border area and noting Holland’s
dense population with few forest areas, Duivelsberg is a place for the more diverse
visitors with its opportunity for a temporal change in nature for each visitor.

Visitor participation profile in context of MES using ipsative clustering
Cross tabulations with a Chi-square test for association was used to address the
second research question; do cluster findings provide greater explanation in the
visitors profile and their participation behavior during their visit?

Similar to Cottrell et al., results showed no association between MES and the
demographic measures.

Participation
For the participation items (i.e., specific trail followed, length of stay, mode of travel,
frequency of visit, day of visit, reason for coming, and activity participation), significant
associations were found for each except length of stay (Table 4).

Forty-two percent of the sample followed a specific trail, with rapture- change
(61%) following the trail most among the different modes and dedication (79%) and
change – amusement (77%) following a specific trail the least. There were no
significant differences between the modes and their length of stay in the area. Dedi-
cation mode was highest in daily visits to the area (24%), while interest was the
more likely first time visitors (60%). The highest percentage of weekend visitors was
change - amusement (53%). Rapture – physical challenge was most likely to
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   MES Ipsative 6 Cluster solution as Independent Variable (%) 

Dependent variable 
% Total 
Sample 

Rapture/ 
change n=94 

Chang/appro-
priation n=93 

Change/amuse-
ment n=57 

Rapture/cha
llenge n=32 

Interest 
n=48 

Dedication 
n=48 

Followed specific trail***        
     Yes 42 61 35 23 59 42 21 
      No 58 39 65 77 41 58 79 
Length        
     30minutes 8 6 9 14 6 4 13 
     31-60 minutes 17 12 18 18 22 19 15 
     1 to 2 hours 41 47 32 51 28 38 42 
     Longer  34 35 41 17 44 38 31 
1Travel mode***        
     Foot 25 27 29 16 47 8 29 
     Bike 7 10 7 5 9 13 0 
     Car 61 52 54 77 44 71 69 
     Train/bus/other 7 12 11 2 0 8 1 
2How often you visit***        
     First time 30 52 17 12 24 60 12 
     Daily 12 4 17 15 0 8 24 
     Weekly 23 15 22 29 24 12 35 
     Monthly 35 29 44 44 52 20 29 
Day of Visit***        
     During the week 16 15 17 12 19 13 19 
     Weekend 36 32 32 53 44 37 29 
     Weekend & weekday 30 23 40 28 22 19 44 
     Not applicable 17 30 11 7 16 31 8 
1Activity***        
     Hiking 32 38 31 21 29 38 21 
     Walking the Dog 9 7 11 18 7 2 9 
     For Nature 15 14 15 9 10 13 25 
     Sporting 8 10 18 2 10 2 2 
     Visit Pancake House 37 31 25 50 45 44 43 
3Reason for coming***        
     Hiking 55 64 61 32 69 52 44 
     Walking the Dog 9 5 9 23 6 0 13 
     For Nature 7 3 7 15 0 4 12 
     Sporting 6 7 11 5 9 2 0 
     Visit Pancake House 13 12 5 25 9 19 13 
     Other 10 8 7 2 6 23 19 
  *** X2 significant at .001
18 cells have expected count less than 5
25 cells have expected count less than 5
315 cells have expected count less than 5

Table 4. Crosstabulations of respondent participation variables by mode of
experience (n=372)

come to the area by foot (47%), although over all the different modes, the most
frequent form of transportation was the automobile. The change – amusement group
came the most by car (77%).

The main reason for coming to the area was for hiking and for the pancake house.
Again this finding was consistent with the previous study. A majority of modes came
primarily for hiking, rapture – physical challenge rating the highest (69%) and change
– amusement the lowest (32%), while the latter mode was highest on rating the pan-
cake house as the main reason to visit (25%), as well as walking the dog (23%). The
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main activities done in the area were pancake house followed closely by hiking.
Comparing activities by MES, a majority of the change - amusement group (50%)
went to the pancake house and rated the highest mode for walking their dog (18%).
These results differ compared to Cottrell et al. over some activities, while showing
similar patterns on others.

Results from a one–way analysis of variance (Table 5) showed generally high
satisfaction scores across all the modes. Dedication – appropriation [M = (8.34),
SD = (.76)] were the most satisfied followed by change/appropriation [M = (8.19),
SD = (.70)] while interest and rapture/change were the least satisfied. There were
no differences found in the previous study.

Cluster group N M SD 
    
Rapture/Change 94 7.82a .76 
Change/Appropriation 93 8.19b .70 
Change/Amusement 57 7.91 .74 
Rapture/Physical Challenge 31 7.94 .73 
Interest 48 7.71bc 1.05 
Dedication/Appropriation 47 8.34ac .76 
Total 370 7.99 .81 

 F-value = 5.45; p < .001
Means with same superscript are different at the .05 level

Table 5. Mean satisfaction with the experience by cluster group

Discussion and conclusions

This paper was primarily methodological. Findings show that a visitor typology based
on MES using ipsative clustering as a grouping technique may be an improvement
over Kugel et al.’s (1991) group allocation technique. To address the question, do
clustering techniques yield different results than group allocation?, the change
mode was further differentiated as change – amusement and change – appropriation
while the rapture mode became rapture – physical challenge and rapture – change.
Amusement as a distinctive mode in Cottrell et al. merged with the change mode to
represent a greater percentage of the respondents overall.

As it pertains to the second research question, do cluster findings provide
greater explanation in the visitors profile and their participation behavior during
their visit in the Forest Preserve? comes with some conflicting results. Different
from the previous study, MES from ipsative clustering showed that visitors in the
rapture – physical challenge and rapture – change modes stayed longest in the
area, and they were more dedicated to follow a specific trail. This modal group
tended to be involved in mountain biking with its designated trails and or training for
more strenuous hiking vacations which the Duivelsberg setting is noted for. Dedication
– appropriation visited the area most often, both daily and weekly. This is what we
would expect for dedication oriented users. They were also less inclined to stay on
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specific trails. This mode stayed in the area 1 to 2 hours and came mostly by foot and
not by bike. This group also showed the lowest interest in physical challenge which
corresponds to their lifestage (older age) and activity patterns (more passive). Many
of the dedication visitors live nearby and perhaps tend to use the area as an extension
of their backyard (Bakker & Lengkeek 1999) as a form of appropriation.

One of the goals of this paper was to determine if more personal patterns of
visitor responses over the items measuring the modes of experience provide better
or additional findings than the previous study. There was a difference between MES
groups and their satisfaction with their experience to the Duivelsberg which was not
found when using the group allocation based modal groups. Dedication visitors were
the most satisfied with their experience in the area versus the other modal groups.
Meanwhile, results noted in Table 4 were more similar than anticipated and supported
previous study findings.

Obtaining valid clusters has ramifications for management. As indicated by Cottrell
et al. (2005), MES may be a useful addition to the Dutch Forest Service’s visitor
monitoring protocol as a basis for intervention in management and decision making.
All visitor types from this study were engaged in activities related to nature, with a
primary focus on hiking and most of them rated highly on the change and rapture
mode. Thus, visitor activities and preferences in the Duivelsberg tend to support the
Dutch Forest Service’s goal to manage for nature and outdoor recreation experiences
as a means to escape from daily realities.

The previous study found consistencies in the items representing amusement,
change, and interest modes supporting Elands & Lengkeek’s (2000) conclusions
that these were the most stable of the modal types with respect to the items representing
each. Cottrell et al. (2005) also concluded that items from rapture and dedication
tended to load more readily on the amusement, change and interest modes than vice-
versa. This may be dependent on the wording of the question and its’ contextual fit to
the site specifically. For example, one rapture item (i.e., finding time for myself)
loaded on change and two dedication items (representing the need for less wilderness
and preference for crowdedness) loaded on amusement; thus eluding to preference
item shifts according to spatial and social conditions of the experience.

In sum, experiences are complex phenomena to measure, as well as are manage-
ment decisions concerning the recreational experience. Application of MES has been
limited to more of a theoretical debate (Elands & Lengkeek 2000, 2004; Lengkeek
2000, 2001; van der Duim et al. 2005) or a descriptive profile of visitors (Bakker &
Lengkeek 1999; Cottrell et al. 2004) versus application to management and policy
making situations. The group allocation approach in the original paper was intended
to replicate segmentation methods used by Elands and Lengkeek (2000) across
their seven studies. This paper follows up on questions raised in the literature about
valid segmentation methods by applying ipsative clustering. The value of these findings
was the further clarification of experience preferences among respondents providing



Matkailututkimus 1 (2007)

70

further distinctions within modes or the sub-dimensions within. From a methodological
perspective, grouping visitors based on their range of scores both high and low across
the experience preference items should be a more valid approach to segmentation
than group allocation. Further research and application of the MES typology in a re-
creational experience context is recommended using ipsative clustering.
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