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The natural wealth of Canada enhances the daily lives of 20 million 
Canadians, according to a major new survey. The 1996 Survey on the 
Importance of Nature to Canadians (the Nature Survey) also tells us 
that Canadians commit large amounts of their leisure time to activities 
that depend on natural areas and wildlife. Canada's natural wealth 
attracts many visitors from the U.S. The $11.7 billion spent by Canadian 
residents and U.S. tourists on nature-related activities in Canada repre­
sents a significant outlay which has important impacts on the Canadian 
economy. The Nature Survey drew on a nationwide partnership of fed­
eral, provincial and territorial agencies. Statistics Canada carried out 
the survey on behalf of the partnership with a sample of 86,951 Cana­
dians 15 years of age and over. Socioeconomic insights based on survey 
results will contribute to sustaining Canada's wildlife, water, forests 
and protected areas that are essential for the public's enjoyment of 
nature-related activities. 

N ature-related activities 

in Canada 

In 1996, 20 mill ion Canadians (84.6 per­
cent of the population aged] 5 years 
and over) took part in one or more 

nature-related activities in Canada. The 
popularity of these activities was high 
across Canada. Participants spent a 
total of 1 .5 bi l l ion days of their time 
enjoying nature-related activities. 
They took 191 .0 mil l ion trips, of which 

three-quarters were same-day trips and 
one-quarter overnight trips. Expendi­
tures by Canadians on nature-related 

activities in Canada amounted to 
$1 1 .0 bi l l ion. This amount included 

$6.0 bi l l ion for trip-related items 

including transportation, accommo­
dation and food, $3.1 bi l lion for 
special equipment and $1 .8 bi l l ion 
for other items needed to pursue 
nature-related activities. 

More specifically: 

• About 43.7 percent of Canadians 
15 years of age and over participated 

in one or more of 17 specified out­
door activities in natural areas in  
Canada, such as  sightseeing, camping, 
and boating.1 Over half of participants 
visited national or provincial parks 

or other protected areas for these 
activities. These outdoor activities 
appealed more to Canadians under 

the age of 45 years than to those 
over 45. Participation rates near or 
higher than the national rate were 
recorded by residents of eight of the 
10 provinces and the Yukon. On aver­

age, participants committed 16.1 days 

1 The 17 speciiied activities included sightseeing in 

natura! areas, photographing in natural areas, gathering 

nuts. berries anJ firewood, picnicking, camping, swim­

min�/beach activity, can()einglj.;ayakingisaiJing. power 

boating. hiking/backpacking, climbing, horseback riding, 

cycling in natura! areas, off-road vehicle use, downhill 

skiing, x-country skiing/sno\vshoeing, sno\vmobiling 

and relaxing in an outdoor setting 
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per participant to these activities 
during the year. They took an average 
of 13.3 trips per participant. 

• More than one-third (38.3 percent) 

of Canadians observed or cared for 
birds and other wildl ife around their 
homes. These activities appealed 

most to Canadians between the ages 
of 35 and 65, and to rural residents. 
The highest participation rates were 

in several Atlantic provinces (Prince 
Edward Island, Nova Scotia and 

New Brunswick), Ontario, British 
Columbia and the Yukon. Partic­
ipants in residential wildlife-related 
activities committed an average of 
140.1 days per participant to these 
activities during the year. 

• Nearly one in five Canadians 

( 1 8.6 percent) participated in wildlife 
viewing in Canada. This activity 

was most popular among Canadians 
between the ages of 25 and 44. 
Participation rates in wildlife viewing 
were highest among residents of 

New Brunswick, Quebec, Manitoba, 
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British Columbia and the Yukon. 
On average, participants reported 

viewing wildlife on 12.5 trips during 
the year. The average number of days 
spent wildl ife viewing in 1996 is esti­
mated at 17.6 days per participant. 

• About one in six Canadians 
( 1 7.7 percent) took part in recre­
ational fishing in Canada. Higher 

proportions of men, Canadians 
younger than 45 and rural residents 
participated than other groups. 
Participation rates in recreational 
fishing were much higher than the 
national average for residents of the 
Yukon and Newfoundland, and in 
most provinces rates were close to 
the national rate. In al l  provinces, 

interest in participating in recre­
ational fishing was twice as high 
as actual participation, indicating a 
substantial growth potential for this 
activity across Canada. On average, 
participants reported fishing for 
recreation on 12.5 trips during the 
year. The average number of days 
spent recreational fishing in 1996 is 

estimated at 17.2 days per participant. 
• About one in 20 Canadians (5 .1  per­

cent) hunted wildl ife in Canada. The 
l evel of interest in participating in 
hunting was twice as high as the rate 
of active participation. In compari­
son to the general population, hunt­
ing was a more common activity 
among men, Canadians between the 
ages of 25 and 55 years and rural 
residents. Hunting participation 
rates were highest in several of the 
Atlantic provinces (Newfoundland, 
Nova Scotia, New Brunswick) , Quebec, 
Saskatchewan and the Yukon. On 
average, participants reported hunting 
wildlife on 12.7 trips during the year. 
The average number of days spent 
hunting wildlife in  1996 is estimated 
at 16.9 days per participant. 

iv 

• Nearly three-quarters (74.5 percent) 
of Canadians participated in some 
sort of indirect nature-related activity 
in 1996, such as watching nature 
films or television programs, reading 
books or magazines on nature, 
visiting zoos, game farms, aquariums 

or natural history museums. pur­
chasing art, crafts or posters about 
nature, joining or contributing to 
nature-related organizations and 
sustaining land for conservation. 
Participation rates in these activities 
were near or higher than the national 
rate in the 10 provinces. 

N ature-related activities by 

residents of the 10 provinces 

and the Yukon 

In addition to the provincial and terri­
torial comparisons highlighted in this 
report. Chapters 5 to 15 feature one­
page overviews of survey findings for 
residents of each of the 10 provinces 

and the Yukon.2 These overviews focus 
on participation in nature-related 
activities, the number of days spent 
participating, the number of trips 

taken to participate and the expendi­
tures associated with participation. 

Fish and wildlife-based 

tourism between Canada 

and the United States 

Canada's natural wealth attracts many 
visitors from other countries. Selected 
results from the Nature Survey and 

2 Due to the vast size of the ?\orthwest Territories and its 

sparse population, it has heen round to be prohibitively 

expensive to reach t.his population for surveys. In the 

case of the Nature Survey, it \\'3S determined to be well 

beyond the ability oj sponsor:; to afford including the 

i'-:orthwest Territories. 

comparable results from a similar 
survey in the United States are used 
to i l lustrate the positive benefits for 
Canada of nature-based tourism. 
The analysis shows that the flow of 
visitors into Canada from the United 

States for wildl ife viewing or recre­
ational fishing ( 1 . 1  mil l ion visitors) was 

twice as high as the flow out in 1996. 
Further, the American visitors spent 
nearly twice as many days in Canada 
(6.0 mil l ion days) as did the Canadians 
who traveled to the United States for 
wildlife viewing or recreational fishing. 
A comparison of the two surveys 
reveals that while in Canada, the U.S. 
tourists spent three times as much as 
was spent by the Canadians who traveled 
to the United States for such purposes. 
The U.S. tourists spent $705.3 mil-
lion in  Canada in  comparison to the 
$236. 1 mill ion spent by Canadians in 
the U.S. ,  for a net benefit to Canada of 
$469.2 mil lion in  tourism expenditures. 

Policy implications of 

survey results 

The information on socioeconomic 
benefits from the survey can be used 

to devise and justify a wide range of 
policies and programs to sustain the 
benefits from Canada's natural wealth 
at the federal, provincial, territorial and 

local levels. The highlights presented 

in this report wil l  be amplified in 
future reports that will deal with 
the positive impact of spending 
on nature-related activities on the 
national ,  provincial and territorial 
economies in the form of income and 
jobs, and provide estimates of the 
economic value stemming from the 
recreational use of nature. 
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PREFACE 

This project represents the combined 
efforts and expertise of 16 agencies 
in the governments of Canada, the 
10 provinces and the Yukon. The 

unique cooperative partnership of 
the agencies involved has enabled 
the gathering of information useful 
to the partners and other concerned 

researchers and managers. However, 
the ultimate beneficiaries of the study 
will be Canada's natural areas and the 
wildl ife and fish that live in these areas. 
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1 .  I NTRODUCTION 

Canada is recognized internationally 
for its natural wealth. This includes its 
wildl ife, forests, water and protected 
areas. On a global scale, Canada con­
tains 20 percent of the world's remaining 
natural areas, 9 percent of its fresh 
water and 15 percent of its forests.] 

Within its ecosystems are found some 
200 species of mammals, 400 species of 
birds, 1 , 1 00 species of fish, 80 species 
of reptiles and amphibians, 30,000 spe­
cies of invertebrates, and 4,000 species 
of plants.4 About 8 percent of Canada -
nearly 80 mil lion hectares - lies within 
protected areas.5 

Canada's natural environment provides 
an incredible array of goods and ser­
vices that benefit people within its bor­
ders and beyond. On a per capita basis, 
Canada has one of the largest endow­
ments of natural resource wealth in  
the  world.6 

As stewards of these valuable natural 
assets, Canadians are responsible for 
managing them to allow sustainable 
use, and for protecting them from 
unsustainable forms of development. 
This requires understanding of two 
major dimensions. First, it requires 

an understanding of the state of the 
natural environment and the threats 
to its sustainabil ity. Second, it requires 

an appreciation of the ful l  spectrum 

of the ways in which people make use 
of natural assets, and the resulting 
benefits that nature provides. 

The Survey on the Importance of Nature 

to Canadians (the Nature Survey) was 
conducted to shed light on this second 
dimension namely, the role that 

;H See references 1-4 in Appendix IlL 

nature plays in the lives of Canadians 
and the socioeconomic benefits that 
ensue. By i l lustrating to Canadians 
the benefits to the wel l-being of people 

and the economy that result from their 
interactions with nature, the survey 
wil l  help them make sound decisions 
related to sustainable management 

of Canada's natural wealth. 

Federal, provincial and territorial 
governments, which share the respon­
sibility for the use and enjoyment of 
Canada's nature, have worked in part­
nership to complete the Nature Survey, 
building on a record of partnership 
established nearly 20 years ago. It is 
an update and expansion of a survey 
conducted every five years since 
1981 under the name Survey on the 
Importance of Wildl ife to Canadians 
(the Wildl ife Survey), 

In 1997, Statistics Canada conducted 
the Survey on the Importance of 
Nature to Canadians covering nature­
related activities during the calendar 
year 1996. Initial survey findings were 
released in September 1 998. A series of 
reports based on survey results is being 
prepared by a Task Force representing 
survey sponsors. This report presents 
highl ights of the involvement Cana­
dians have with nature through partici­
pation in a variety of nature-related 
activities, A second report in the series 
will assess the positive impact of 
spending on nature-related activities on 
the national, provincial and territorial 
economies in the form of income 
and jobs, and contribute towards an 
estimate of the economic value 

stemming from the recreational use 
of nature. 
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The reports wil l  provide information 
on socioeconomic benefits that can be 
used to devise and justify policies and 
programs to sustain the benefits from 
Canada's natural wealth. For example ,  
information on socioeconomic benefits 
could serve as a powerful tool to influ­

ence federal, provincial , territorial 

and local decision makers in at least 
three ways namely, by 1) incor­
porating socioeconomic indicators 
of sustainabi lity in decisionmaking, 
2 )  enhancing public recognition of the 
important economic contributions 
of Canada's ecosystems and biodiversity 
to governments and industries as 
shown in the national income accounts, 
and 3)  help to demonstrate the signifi­
cant returns to investments in actions 
to sustain Canada's natural assets by 
providing measures of the socioeco­
nomic benefits that may be lost if 
these assets are degraded. 

l1li 
Background 

The Survey on the Importance of 
Nature to Canadians is the result of a 
partnership of 16 federal, provincial 
and territorial government agencies 
responsible for wildl ife, water, forestry, 
tourism and parks and protected areas, 
led by Environment Canada. Statistics 
Canada conducted the survey among a 
sample of approximately 87,000 Cana­
dians on behalf of the partnership. 

A Task Force represented the federal, 
provincial and territorial partners in  
overseeing the design, conduct, analysis 
and reporting of the survey. 
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The objective of the survey was to 
collect basic, accurate and reliable 
socio-economic information on the 
importance of nature to Canadians. 
This information is essential to meet 
the diverse policy and program needs 

of the sponsoring agencies in fostering 
Sustainable Development. The survey 
focussed on people's behaviour. It 

included questions on participation in 
nature-related activities, trips taken for 
these activities, levels of commitment 
of time and money, and the locations 
at which these activities took place. 

The 1996 survey was designed to 
update and enhance information from 
surveys co-sponsored by similar part­

nerships in 1981,  1987 and 1991 under 
the name Survey on the Importance 
of Wildl ife to Canadians. The Nature 
Survey included questions on fish and 
wildlife-related activities similar to those 
in previous surveys. It was expanded to 
include a new set of questions on out­
door activities in natural areas such as 
camping and boating, among others. 

A new dimension was introduced by 
including questions on the locations at 
which various nature-related activities 
took place. This wil l  allow new policy 
and program needs to be met by 
enabling analyses of results by regions 
of interest to survey partners, such 
as ecozones, drainage basins and 
subprovincial management regions, 
among many others. 

This report is the first in a series on 
1996 survey results under the generic 

title "The Importance of Nature to 
Canadians". It was jointly written by 
members of the Federal-Provincial­
Territorial Task Force on the Importance 

of Nature to Canadians. 
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Reports on the 1981,  1987 and 1991 sur­
vey findings are shown in Appendix Ill, 
references 5-13. Copies may be obtained 
from the authors of this report or from 
the agencies sponsoring the survey. 
The 1991 and 1996 reports are also 
available on the Nature Survey website: 
http://www.ec.gc.ca/nature/survey.htm. 

lEW 
Methodology of the Survey 

Statistics Canada administered the 
survey as a supplement to its monthly 
Labour Force Survey (LFS)' The LFS 

is based on a multistage probability 
sample design. Statistics Canada 
employs a national network of inter­
viewers to collect the data, and observes 
high standards for maintaining confi­
dentiality and privacy for individuals 

from whom the data are collected. 

The Nature Survey sample of 

86,951 Canadians was representative 
of approximately 98 percent of the 
Canadian population 15 years of age 
or over in the 10 provinces and the 
Yukon. The sample for the Yukon 
included organized communities only, 
stratified by community size. Residents 
of the Northwest Territories were 
excluded from the sample due to the 
extremely high costs associated with 
surveying this population. Also excluded 

were residents of Indian reserves, full­
time members of the Canadian Armed 
Forces and people living in institutions. 

The survey questionnaire was pre­
pared by the Task Force and tested by 
Statistics Canada in a series of cross­
Canada focus groups in summer-fal l  

1996. It was an update and expansion 
of an instrument used in the 1981 ,  
1987 and 1991 Surveys on the Impor­
tance of Wildl ife to Canadians. The 
questionnaire was carefully designed 
to avoid double-counting of the same 

days, trips and expenditures. Questions 
were included to ensure that the activ­
ity reported was the main reason for 

days spent on an activity, trips taken to 
participate and associated expenditures. 
Other questions were included to 

permit certain activities to be reported 
as secondary reasons for time spent 
and trips taken. These and other 

changes and enhancements made to 
the 1996 survey questionnaire should 
be taken into account when making 
comparisons among the results of the 
four surveys. Guidelines for making 

comparisons with the 1991 Wildlife 

Survey are provided in Appendix II. 

Collection and processing of survey 
data was carried out by Statistics 
Canada. The mai l-outlmail-back 
questionnaire was mailed to the 
86,951 individuals in the sample in 

March 1997. Respondents were asked 
to answer questions regarding their 

activities during the calendar year 
1996. Statistics Canada's 1000 inter­
viewers across Canada conducted 

telephone fol low-ups to encourage 
respondents to complete and return 
the questionnaire. To ensure a good 
response rate, interviewers administered 
the questionnaire over the telephone 
to respondents who had not returned 

questionnaires after the fol low-ups. 
With this combined mail and telephone 
survey, a total of 61 ,348 questionnaires 
(70.6 percent) was completed. After 

edits to ensure a minimum amount 

of questions had been answered, the 

The Importance of Nature to Canadians: Highlights 



number of useable questionnaires was 
60,789 (69.9 percent). The sample size, 
numbers of respondents, response rate 
and numbers of useable questionnaires 
for Canada, the 10 provinces and the 
Yukon are as follows: 

days and dollars spent on nature-related 
activities more closely. Measures of the 
statistical reliability of the data were 
prepared by Statistics Canada to ensure 
that all information released satisfied 
a minimum level of reliabi l ity. 

Number of N�r:Of 
Pro�·�·· Sample ques.tionnaires Response useabi�' 
te#itEiJY · size returned rate(%) �estiOnDaires 

Newfoundland 3,595 2,512 69.9 2,501 

Prince Edward 
Island 2,325 1,551 66.7 1,518 

Nova Scotia 5,715 4,1l3 72.0 4,068 

New Brunswick 5,558 3,580 64.4 3,541 

Quebec 16,960 11,930 70.3 11,857 

Ontario 26,025 18,447 70.9 18,311 

Manitoba 6,088 4,453 73.1 4,414 

Saskatchewan 5,128 3,598 70.2 3,556 

Alberta 6,524 4,711 72.2 4,670 

British Columbia 7,752 5,533 71.4 5,448 

Yukon 1,281 920 72.0 905 

Canada total 86,951 61,348 70.6 60,789 

Data processing of completed question­
naires included data capture under 
strict quality control procedures, an 
exhaustive computer edit for data 
quality and completeness, weighting of 
sample results to obtain corresponding 
population estimates and a procedure 

to l ink demographic data on respon­
dents held by Statistics Canada to 
their responses to the Survey on the 
Importance of Nature to Canadians. 

The majority of survey estimates were 
imputed for non-response to individual 
questions in  order to represent the 
magnitude of amounts such as trips, 

Sponsors of the survey were invited to 

submit their information requirements 
to Environment Canada. These require­
ments formed the basis for tabular data 
requested from Statistics Canada. A set 
of Statistical Compendiums for Canada, 
the 10 provinces and the Yukon con­
sisting of detai led tabulations of survey 
results was prepared for the internal 

use of the agencies sponsoring the 
survey. A Federal-Provincial-Territorial 
Task Force chaired by Environment 
Canada was charged with overseeing 
the analysis and publ ication of 

the results. 

The Importance of Nature to Canadians: Highlights 

Full details of the methodology of 
the survey will be available in a User's 
Guide to be prepared by Statistics 
Canada and Environment Canada. 
This guide will be provided to survey 
sponsors and other users of the results.? 

Statistical reliability 

of survey results 

The Survey on the Importance of 
Nature to Canadians was designed to 
derive reliable estimates of nature­
related activities among Canadians by 
sampling a portion of that population. 
The data included in the tables and 
figures in  this report are estimates 

drawn from that sample. In general, 
the reliabi l ity of any of these estimates 
depends on an adequate number of 
Canadians with all relevant characteris­
tics being included in the sample. The 
reliabil ity of an estimate also depends 

on the variabi l ity of the characteristic 
measured by a question among individ­
uals who responded to the question. 
If there is l ittle variation, the sample 
can be much smaller than if  there is 
high variability. 

In this report, the statistical reliability 
of al l  estimates in tables and figures 
has been assessed by examining the 

sampling variabil ity of each estimate. 
Most estimates meet Statistics Canada 
criteria for a sufficiently low level of 
variabi lity to be used with confidence. 
In some cases, the variabil ity of certain 
estimates is higher than for others. 

7 See reference 14 in Appendix Ill. 
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Such cases are noted in the tables and 
figures by the fol lowing symbol: * This 
symbol should be interpreted as follows: 

Estimates of participation: the sam­
pling variabil ity of this estimate is 
sl ightly higher than for other groups, 
as the sample size on which the esti­
mate is based is small. 

Estimates of days, trips and expendi­

tures: the sampling variability of this 
estimate is s l ightly higher than for 
other groups for reasons such as 
the small sample size on which the 
estimate is based and the degree of 
variation in the distribution of the 
characteristic measured. 

... 
Structure and scope 

of the report 

The report presents survey results in  
four parts. Part A of the  report high­
lights survey results for a number of 

different nature-related activities. The 
fol lowing activities are first presented, 
beginning with those with the highest 
rates of participation: outdoor activities 
in natural areas, residential wildl ife­

related activities, wildl ife viewing, 
recreational fishing and hunting. 
Results for indirect nature-related 

activities are then presented. Each 
of the activities covered is described 
in  chapter 2,  and in  the definitions 
included in  Appendix I. Results for 
nature-related activities are analyzed 
at national, provincial and territorial 
levels, including participation rates, 
the frequency of participation and the 
amount of money committed to these 
activities. Chapters 2 to 4 of Part A 
cover the national level and also 
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provide comparisons among the 

10 provinces and the Yukon, whereas 
Chapters 5 to 15 cover the results for 

the provinces and the Yukon in detail .  
I n  the remaining parts o f  the report. a l l  
chapters cover national, provincial and 
territorial levels together. Important 
guidelines for comparing the Nature 
Survey results presented in Part A of 
the report with those published in 
previous survey reports are included 
in  Appendix II. 

In Part B, the extent to which Cana­
dians took trips for wildlife viewing or 
recreational fishing to the United States, 
the major destination for Canadian 
tourists, is examined. This chapter also 
presents results from a similar survey 

by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
which asked Americans about wildl ife 
viewing and recreational fishing on 
trips taken to Canada. 

Part C includes an examination of the 
Canadian publ ic's interest in partici­
pating in nature-related activities. The 

level of interest expressed in partici­
pating in these activities is contrasted 
with the actual level of participation 
in 1996. 

The conclusion of the report in  Part D 

consists of socioeconomic insights for 
policies and programs pertaining to 
the use and enjoyment of nature that 
emerge from the survey findings. 

DJI 
Data presentation 

The tables and figures in this report 

were prepared based on data tabula­
tions provided by Statistics Canada or 
on additional analyses by Environment 
Canada based on the survey data set. 

A selection of the most significant data 
is included in  these tables and figures 
and discussed in the text. However, al l  
data discussed in  the text are not nec­
essarily displayed in tables and figures. 

Throughout this report, the estimated 
total number of participants is pre­

sented as well as the participation 
rate - that is, the proportion of the 
population represented by participants. 
The rate is based on the unrounded 
survey estimate and is itself rounded 
to one decimal. The estimate itself is 
shown in  this report rounded to the 
nearest thousand. Estimates expressed 

in mil l ions are rounded to one decimal .  
A simi lar procedure is fol lowed for the 
information presented in Part C.  In the 
case of information on days, trips and 
expenditures, the estimated totals are 
presented as well as the average - that 
is, the total days, trips or expenditures 
divided by the total number of partici­
pants. The average is based on the 
unrounded survey estimate and is itself 
rounded to one decimal ( for days and 
trips) or the nearest whole number ( for 
expenditures) .  The estimate itself is 
shown in  this report rounded to the 
nearest thousand. Estimates expressed 
in mil lions or bi l lions are rounded to 

one decimal. In a number of instances, 
comparisons of two or more estimates 
are made in the report and the differ­
ences are expressed in percentages -
for example ,  the proportion of total 
expenditures used to purchase equip­

ment. Such percentages are based on 
unrounded survey estimates and are 
themselves rounded to one decimal. 
The findings in this report may 

be revised as a result of ongoing 

statistical analyses. 

The Importance of Nature to Canadians: Highlights 



PART A 
NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES IN CANADA 

Canada's natural wealth - its wildlife, water, forests and protected areas -
sustains a variety of nature-related activities that enhances the daily 
lives of millions of Canadians. The survey shows that 20 million 
Canadians aged 15 years and over participated in one or more nature-
related activities in Canada during 1996. Participants dedicated 1.5 bil­
lion days of their leisure time and $11.0 billion to these activities. The 
popularity of these activities was high in all 10 provinces and the Yukon. 

In this part of the report, levels of participation, profiles of participants 
and the amounts of time and money committed to nature-related activi­
ties are highlighted. The base for the calculation of the percentages 
presented was the Canadian population aged 15 years and over in the 
10 provinces and in organized communities in the Yukon. Definitions 
of key terms are included in Appendix 1. 

2. PARTICIPATION IN  NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES BY CANADIANS 

Some types of  activity involved visits 
to natural areas, for example,  outdoor 
activities in natural areas, such as 
sightseeing, camping and boating (sec­
tion 2 . 1 ) .  Others involved encounters 
with wildlife or fish near home or 

Nature-related activities enjoyed high 
levels of popularity across Canada. 
More than three-quarters of the 
residents of the 10 provinces and the 
Yukon included in the survey took 
part in one or more of these activities 
during 1996 (Figure 2). Residents of 

Alberta, Manitoba, Saskatchewan, 

The survey covered a number of 

different types of nature-related activi­
ties, including outdoor activities in 

natural areas, residential wildlife­

related activities, wildlife viewing, 

recreational fishing, hunting, and 

indirect nature-related activities. 

Each of these activities is described 
below and defined in  Appendix 1. 

In 1996, an estimated 19.9 mil l ion 
Canadians aged 15  years and over 

(84.6 percent of the population) partic­
ipated in one or more of these nature­
related activities in Canada (Figure 1 ) . 

on trips, such as residential wildl ife­
related activities (section 2.2),  wildl ife 
viewing (section 2.3 ) ,  recreational 

fishing (section 2.4) and hunting (sec­
tion 2.5) .  Nature was also experienced 

in  indirect nature-related activities 
su,ch as reading or watching television 

programs about nature (section 2.6) .  

Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island and 
Ontario recorded participation rates 
near or higher than the national rate 
of 84.6 percent, with Alberta residents 

showing the highest rate of 88.9 per­
cent. The remaining provinces showed 
rates slightly lower than the national 
rate. Although the Yukon's participation 
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N UMBE R AND PERCENTAG E O F C ANADIANS PARTI CIPATING IN 

NATUR E-RELATED ACTI VITIES IN C ANADA IN 1996 

Total num ber of pa rtkip .. nh (millions) 

Outdoor ~ctlviti.U In n~t"r~1 

Residential wlldlife· ...... tKl a<tivit~s •••••••••• • • , 

Wildlifo .'ewlng _ 4.4 

Recreational fishing _ • . 2 

IlUnting . 1.2 

10.1 

Proportion of popula t ion 15 yea rs and over (pl!r~ent) 

Residential wildlife·r.latKi ;Ktivitles 

Wildillo viewing _ 18.6 

R..., ... ational fishing _ '7.7 
IlUnting . S.1 

Indir .. 1 nalllr.· ... latod actlvitle, 

17.6 

P ERCE NTAGE O F C ANADIANS PARTICIPATI NG IN NATUR E· RELATE D ACTIVITIES 

IN 1996, BY PROVINCE OR TERR ITORY Of RESIDENCE 

rates in other ac tivi t ies covered by 
the survey were high, the overall rate 
was lower in the Yukon because fewer 
residents took part in indirect nature­
related activities. 

Some types of nature-related activi ties 
appealed to a representative cross­
section of the Canadian population 
while others appealed to participants 
I"hose profile differed wi th regard to 
se)(, age, urban-rural residence, educa­
tion or personal income. Table I shows 
the profile of the Canadian population 
15 years of age and over, in contrast 
to the profiles of participants in the 
various nature-related activities. It 
shows that the proportions of men and 
women who participated in outdoor 
activities in natural areas, residential 
wildlife-related activities and wildlife 
viewing were quite similar to the pro­
portions of men and women in the 
Canadian population. In contrast, the 
proportions of men and women who 
fished or hunted were qui te different 
from the proportions in the general 
population. 

This chapter provides an overview of 
participation in the different nature­
rela ted activities included in the 
survey. It discusses the levels of partici­
pation and participation rates among 
Canadians during the year 1996_ It 
also includes profiles of participants in 
order to highlight the distinctive char­
acteristics of Canadians who took part 
in the various nature-related activities. 
Results for residents of each of the 
10 provinces and the Yukon are 
reported in a comparative manner 
in each section and are examined in 
more detail in Chapters 5 to IS. 
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Outdoor activities in 

natural areas 

Outdoor activities in natural areas are 
defined as one or more of 17 specified 
recreational activities that take place 
on trips to natural areas. Natural areas 

are defined as forested areas, water 
bodies, wetlands, open fields or other 
types of areas such as a mountains 
or caves, 

In 1996, an estimated 10.3 mil l ion 
Canadians (43.7 percent of the popu­
lation aged 15 years and over) par­
ticipated in outdoor activities in the 

PROFILE OF CANADIANS PARTICIPATING IN NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES IN 1996 

Popula-

tion of 
Canada 

Hunting 15+ 

Total number 1 .2 
of participants million 
1 5  years and over 

Percent of participants 

Male 
Female 

1 5-1 9 years 9.8 6.6 7.8 9.4 6.7 
20-24 years 1 0. 1  6.3 8.8 9.3 8.4 
25-34 years 25.0 1 8.5 2 3.8 23.5 2 1 .9  
35-44 years 25.6 23 .3  25.9 26.8 27.3 
45-54 years 1 5.4 1 8.7 1 7.2 1 6.2 1 9.2 
55·64 years 7.6 1 2.2 8.9 8.0 1 0.2 
65 years and over 6.5 1 4.4 7.6 6.8 6 .3  

Urban 
Rural 

0-8 years 5.1  8.2 5.2 7.6 1 1 .0 
Some secondary 1 6.2 1 6.9 1 4.3  1 9.4 1 9.9 
Graduated from 

high school 1 7.3 1 8. 1  1 7.2 1 8.5 1 7.7 
Some post· 

secondary 1 1 .2 9.9 1 1 .0 1 0.5 8.0 
Post-secondary 

certificate or 
diploma 27.4 26.7 27.8 29.1 32.0 24.6 

University degree 22.8 20.2 24.5 1 4.9 1 1 .3 

Personal income 

No income 1 0. 1  1 0. 1  9 . 3  8.9 6.1 11 .9 
Less than $5,000 1 0.4 9 .3  9.5 9.4 6.0 9.9 
$5,000·$9,999 9.6 1 1 .1 1 0.2 8.7 7.8 12.2 
$1 0,000·$1 9,999 1 6.6 1 9.6 1 7.3  1 6.2 1 5.5 2004 
$20,000·$29,999 1 6.5 1 5.9 1 6.4 1 7.1 20.3 16.5 
$30,000·$39,999 1 3.4 1 2. 1  1 3.4 1 4.5 1 6.4 1 1.3 
$40,000·$49,999 9.0 8.3 9.1 9.5 1 1 .0 7.1 
$50,000 or more 1 4.5 1 3.7 1 4.8 1 5.6 1 7.0 1 0.7 

The Importance of Nature to Canadians: Highl ights 

natural areas of Canada (Figure 1 ) .  
Figure 3 shows the proportions who 
participated in each of the 17 specified 

activities, and Table 2 shows participa· 
tion rates in these activities for resi­
dents of the 10 provinces and the 
Yukon. Figure 3 shows, among other 
things, that: 

• the natural areas of Canada provided 
opportunities for such activities as 
sightseeing (31 . 1  percent of Cana­
dians) ,  picnicking (26.0 percent), 
swimming or beach activity 
(23.7 percent), camping ( 18.8 per­
cent) and nature photography 
( 15.9 percent), among others; 

• natural areas were used for hiking 

or backpacking ( 1 8.5 percent of 
Canadians) ,  cycling (8.6 percent), 
off-road vehicle use (3.4 percent) 
and horseback riding ( 1 .6 percent), 
and in winter for downhi l l  skiing 
(4.7 percent), cross country skiing 

or snowshoeing (3.5 percent) and 
snowmobil ing (2.5 percent); 

• boating was an important outdoor 

activity for Canadians, including 
canoeing, kayaking or sai ling 
(9.9 percent) and power boating 
(9.3 percent). 

The profi le  of the participants in out­

door activities in natural areas was 
similar tb that of the Canadian popu­
lation in terms of the proportions of 

men and women and of urban and 
rural residents (Table 1 ) .  However, the 
profile  differed in several other ways 
from that of the general population. 
Table 1 shows that participation in 
these activities tended to be more pop­
ular among Canadians under the age 
of 45, particularly the 25 to 44 year age 

groups. These activities were also more 
popular among Canadians with an 
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P ERCENTAGE OF CANAOIANS PARTICIPATING IN OUTDOOR ACTiVITIES 

IN NATURAL AREAS IN 1996 

Proportion of Canadlan population (percent) 

Rela.ingln an outdoor "'!ling 

$iglll$ef:ing in nalural arus 

Picnicking 

Swimming/B~acll a<li~ily 

Camping 

Hiklng/ Ba<kpacking 

Photographing In natufal afU' 

Cathering nuto, berries. fifewood 

Can""ing/ KayalJng/ Sailing 

Power booting 

11 .0 

•• .. , 
Cydlng In natural ..... a, 8.6 

Downhill .kiing _ 4.1 

Climbing _ 4.3 

)(.counlry .kiing/ Snnw,h""ing _ 3.5 

Off' road ~ellide u.e _ 3.4 

Snowmoblling . 2.S 

HOf<eba<k t iding . 1.6 

15.9 

18.8 

18.5 

26.0 

23.7 

PERCENTAGE OF C ANADIANS PARTICIPATING IN OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES IN 

NATURAL AREAS IN 1996, 6Y PROVINCE OR TERRITORY OF RESIDENCE 

N' " NS NB 

PetCenl of population 
Canadian rate ( - - ) 43.7% 

QC ON MB BC 

12 .4% 

31.1 

education beyond secondary school 
and those with personal incomes of 
$30.000 or more in 1996. 

Participation rates for residents of 
eight of the provinces and the Yukon 
were near or slightly higher than the 
national rate of 43.7 percent. with 
Alberta showing the highest rate 
at 50.5 percent (Figure 4). Quebec 
and Prince Edward Island residents 
recorded partiCipation rates lower 
than the national rate. 

Other findings : 

• The majority of participants 
(96.4 percent) took part in these 
activities within the borders of thei r 
province or terr itory of residence. 
Fewer (l7.0 percent) went to other 
provinces or territories. 

• Over half (56.9 percent) of partiCi­
pants indicated that they had visited 
national or provincial parks or other 
protected areas for the main reason 
of taking part in outdoor activities. 
Residents of the three prairie prov­
inces, British Columbia and Prince 
Edward Island recorded rates that 
were higher than the national rate, 
with Manitoba and Saskatchewan 
residents showing the highest rate of 
73.6 percent each (Figure 5). In the 
remaining provinces approximately 
one-half of participants visited parks 
and other protected areas fo r out­
door activities. 

• Participants were asked whether 
wildl ife viewing. fish ing or hu nting 
were secondary reasons for thei r 
trips to natural areas for outdoor 
act ivit ies. Just unde r half (5.0 mil ­
lion or 48.7 percent) indicated that 
they participated in wildlife viewing, 
fishing or hunting as secondary 
activi t ies while on these trips. Sur­
vey results for these 5.0 mi llion 
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Nova Scotia and New Brunswick. (01-
lowed by Ontario. British Columbia 
and the Yukon (Figure 6). Residents 
of the remaining provinces reported 
rates close to the national rate, with 
the exception of Quebec, where partici­
pation rates v:ere somewhat 1000'er. 

Other findings: 

• Watching wildlife was the most popular 
form o( residential wildlife-related 
activity, with 84.2 percent of partici­
pants reporting this form in 1996. 
Purchasing or putting out special 

PERCENTAGE OF PARTICIPANTS IN OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES 

IN NATURAL AREAS IN 1996 WHO VISITED PARKS OR OTHER PROTECTED AREAS, 

BY PROVINCE OR TERRITORY OF RESIOENCE 

" 

' ..cwt of partklpanll 
C..,adl.n ,.te ( ) Sfi.91IIo 

.. ., •• '" • • " 

PERCENTAGE OF CANADIANS PARTICIPATING IN RESIDENTIAL WILDLlFE·RELATED 

ACTIVITIES IN 1996, BY PROVINCE OR TERRITORY Of RESIDENCE 

P_ent of poput.tion 
C .... IdI.., ,.Ie ( I Ja.l 'li. 

•• .. ., •• '" • • " 

feed for wildlife was undertaken by 
57.3 percent of participants, and 
52.6 percent maintained plants, 
shrubs, or birdhouses for wildlife. 
Studying and identifying wildlife 
(43.3 percent) and photographing 
wildlife 122.2 percent) were other 
reported forms of activit)' . 

• Birds other than waterfowl, such as 
warblers and robins, were observed 
or cared for by 90.7 percent of 
participants. Smaller proportions 
observed or cared for small mam· 
mals such as squirrels (57.2 per­
cent), waterfowl such as ducks and 
geese (26.7 percent). large mammals 
such as deer (18.7 percent) and 
other wildlife such as butterflies 
and frogs (20.4 percent). 

Wildlife viewing 

Wildlife viewing is defined as watching. 
photographing, studying or feeding 
wildlife on trips taken for the purpose 
of enjoying wildlife and natural areas. 
Wildlife encounters on trips taken fo r 
purposes such as vacation or business 
are excluded from the definition. 

In 1996. an estimated 4.4 million 
Canadians (18.6 percent of the popu­
lation aged 15 years and over) partici­
pated in wildlife viewing in Canada 
(Figure 1). The profile of these par­
ticipants was similar to that of the 
Canadian population in terms of the 
proportions of men and women and 
of urban and rural residents (Table I). 
However, the profile differed in several 
other ways from that of the general 
population. Table 1 shows that partici­
pation in wildlife viewing tended to be 
more popular among Canadians between 
the ages o( 20 and 55, particularly the 
25 to 44 rear age groups. This activity 
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was also more popular among Cana­
dians with an education beyond sec­
ondary schoo! and those with personal 
incomes of $30,000 or more in 1996. 

Residents of New Brunswick, Quebec, 
Hanitoba. British Columbia and the 
Yukon recorded participation rates 
higher than the national rate of 
18.6 percent, with British Columbia 
and the Yukon residents recording 
the highest rates at 20.8 percent and 
27.9 percent respectively (Figure 7). 
Residents of the remaining provinces 
recorded participation rates dose to 
the national rate. with the exception 
of Prince Edward Island and Saskatch­
ewan residents. who recorded somewhat 
lower rates. 

The forms that wildlife viewing took 
varied. and to distinguish bet .... 'een 
them. two forms ,rere defined. The 
first, wildlife viewing as the main 
activity, occurs when watching, pho­
tographing, studying or feeding wildlife 

are the main reasons for a trip. The 
second. wildli fe viewing as I secondary 
activity. occu rs when watching. pho· 
tographing, studying or feeding wi ldlife 
are secondary reasons for a trip taken 
for the outdoor activities described in 
section 2.1. The survey induded more 
detailed questions for wildlife "iewing 
as the main activity. the results of 
which are reported below. 

In 1996. 1.5 million Canadians 
(6.2 percent of the population) par­
ticipated in wildlife viewing as the 
main activity. whereas 3.7 million 
Canadians (15.5 percent of the popu­
lation) participated in wildli fe viewing 
as a secondary activity (Figure 8). 

Highlights for the 1.5 million partici­
pants with wildlife viewing as the main 
activity include the following: 

• Watching wi ldlife was the most 
popular activity, with 83.1 percent 
of these participants reporting having 

P ERCENTAGE OF CANADIANS PARTICIPATING IN WIL DLIfE VIEWING AS MAIN OR 
SECONDARY ACTIVITIES IN 1996, BY PROVINCE OR TERRITORY Of RESIDEN CE 

Per<ent of popul.tlon 
Canadl ... rote ( 1 I a_~ 
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"' " " " Q< 0' M' " " " n 

The Importance of Nature to Canadians: Highlights 

watched wildlife on their trips. Pho­
tographing wildlife was undertaken 
by 45.8 percent of participants. 
studying wildlife by 42.0 percent, 
and feeding wildlife by 24.9 percent. 

• These participants reported seeing 
waterfowl such as geese (57.7 per­
cent of participants). other types 
of birds such as warblers (61.3 per­
cent). small mammals such as foxes 
(48.8 percent), large mammals such 
as moose and whales (43.3 percent), 
and other wildlife such as butterflies 
(3 1.8 percent). 

• The majority of participants (96.0 per­
cent) took part in wildlife viewing 
within their province or territory 
of residence. re'lver went to other 
provinces or territories (12.7 percent). 

• Parks and other protected areas 
were important locations for wildlife 
viewing. Just over half (50.8 percent) 
of participants reported they had 
taken trips to national or provincial 
parks or other protected areas for 
the main reason of viewing wildlife. 

N UMBER AND PERCENTAG E OF 
C ANADIANS PART ICIPATI NG IN 

WILDLIfE VI EWING IN 19% 

Any wildlife ..... .., 
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Recreatio nal fishing 

In 1996. an estimated 4.2 million 
Canadians fished for recreation in 
Canada (17.7 percent of the population 
aged 15 years and over) (Figure I). 

Table I shows that in comparison with 
the population in generaL recreational 
fis hing was more popular among men 
than women. Fishing was also more 
popular among rural Canadians than 

among urban Canadians. Participation 
was more concentrated among those 
younger than 45 years of age than 
among the older age groups. The 
table also shows that fishing was more 
popular among Canadians with educa­
tion beyond high school but less than 
university. The personal incomes of 
participants were higher than for 
the Canadian population in 1996 and 
were particularly concentrated in the 

$30.000 or more personal income 
ranges. 

Residents of the Yukon and Newfound­
land recorded participation rates in 
recreational fishing that were much 
higher than the national rate of 
17.7 percent. at 32.2 and 30.6 percent. 
respectively (Figure 9). In the other 
provinces, the proportions of residents 
who fished during the year were close 
to the national rate. wi th the exception 
of Prince Edward Island where rates 
were lower than the national rate. 

The forms thaI recreational fishing 
took varied. and to dist inguish between 
them, two forms were defined. The 
first. fi shing as the maio activity. 
occurs when recreational fishing is 
the main reason for a trip. The second. 
fi shing as a secondary activity. occurs 
when fishing is a secondary reason for 
taking a trip fo r the types of outdoor 

P ERCENTAG E OF CANADIANS PARTICIPATING IN RE CREATIONAL FI SHING AS MAIN OR 

SECONDARY ACTIVITIES IN 1996, BY PROVINCE O R TERRITOR Y OF RESIDENC E 
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activities described in section 2.1. Jl.\ore 
detailed results are available from the 
survey for participants in fishi ng as the 
main activity. and are reported below. 

In 1996.3.1 million Canadians (13.2 per­
cent of the population) participated in 
recreational fishing as the main activ­
ity. whereas 2.2 million (9.4 percent) 
fished a~ a secondary activity (Figure 10). 

Highlights for the 3. 1 million 
Canadians with fishing as the main 
activi ty include the following: 

• The majority of these anglers fi shed 
in freshwate r lakes, rivers or streams 
(96.4 percent) . Fewer fished in the 
Pacific Ocean (5.8 percent) or the 
Atlantic Ocean (4. 1 percent). 

• Three quarters (75.6 percent) caught 
fish on their trips during the year. 

• Nearly one-third of these anglers 
(30.4 percent) visited national or 
provincial parks or other protected 
areas fo r the main reason of fishi ng 
for recreation 

N UMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF 

C ANAD IANS PARTIC IPATING IN 

RECREATIONAL FISHING IN 1996 
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FDI 
Hunt ing 

In 1996, an estimated. 1.2 million 
Canadians hunted wildlife in Canada, 
representing 5.1 percent of the popula­
tion aged 15 years and Q\'er (Figure I). 
The profile of the 1.2 million hunters 
differs from the profile of the Canadian 
population. In comparison to the gen­
eral population. hunting was a more 
common activity among men than 
women in 1996 and among rural resi· 
dents than urban residents ('fable I ), 
lt was also more popular among Cana­
dians in the 25 to 54 year age groups, 
and less popular among those under 25 
and over 54. Table 1 also shows that 
hunting activity was more concen­
trated among those wi th some sec­
ondary schooling and among those 
with a post-secondary S(hool certificate 
or diploma. The personal incomes of 
hunters were higher than those of the 
Canadian population as a whole, with 
64.7 percent reporting incomes higher 
than $20,000 compared to 45.6 percent 
for the Canadian population. 

Hunting participation rates were higher 
than the national ra te of 5. 1 percent in 
several of the eastern provinces. with 
residents of Newfoundland recording 
the highest rate, followed by residents 
of New Brunswick and Nova Scotia 
(Figure II). Rates were also higher 
than the national rate in the Yukon, 
Quebec and Saskatchewan. Rates lower 
than the national rate were recorded 
by residents of t>1anitoba, Alberta, 
British Columbia, Ontario and 
Prince Edward Island. 

Two forms of hunting were distin­
guished in the sUI'\'Cy. The first. 
hunting as the main activity, occurs 
when hunting is the main reason 
for a trip. The second, hunting as 
a secondary activity, occurs when 
hunting is a secondary reason for a tr ip 
taken for the types of outdoor activities 
described in Section 2.1. The survey 
included more detailed questions for 
hunting as the main activity, including 
a breakdown by four types of hunting: 
waterfowl. other birds. small mammals 
and large mammals. 

PERCENTAGE OF CANADIANS PARTICIPATING IN HUNTING AS MAIN OR 
SECONDARY ACTIVITIES IN 1996, BY PROVINCE OR TERRITORY OF RESIDENCE 
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In 1996. 1.0 million Canadians (4.2 per­
cent of the population) participated in 
hunting as the main activity, whereas 
416,000 Canadians (1.8 percent) hunted 
as a secondary activity (Figure 12). 

Highlights for the 1.0 million Canadians 
with hunting as the main activity 
include the following: 

• Nearly three-quarters of these hunters 
(72.4 percent or 721.000 Canadians) 
sought large mammals such as deer. 
Birds other than waterfowl, such as 
grouse, were sought by 37.6 percent 
of these hunters (375,000 Cana­
dians). Approximately one-quarter 
sought waterfowl such as ducks and 
geese (23.6 percent or 235.000 Cana­
dians), or small game mammals 
such as rabbi ts (23. 1 percent or 
230,000 Canadians). 

• The proportion of hunters who 
harvested wildlife varied by type of 
wildlife: The rates were 68.9 percent 
for those who hunted birds other 
than waterfowl, 64.1 percent for 
waterfowl hunters, 61.6 percent 
for those who hunted small game 
mammals and 42.0 percent for those 
who hunted large game mammals. 

N UMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF 
C ANADIANS PARTICIPATING 

IN HUNTING IN 1996 

" 
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m 
Ind irect nature· related 
act ivit ies 

In 1996, an estimated 17.6 million 
Canadians (74.5 percent of the popula­
tion) participated in some form of indi­
rect nature-related activity (Figure 13). 

Watching films or television programs 
on nature was the most popular form 
of indirect activity. attracting 16.4 mil­
lion Canadians (69.6 percent of the 
population). Reading about nature was 
reported by 10.2 million Canadians 
(43.4 percent), followed by visiting a 
zoo, game farm. aquarium or natural 
history museum. which attracted 

PERCENTAGE OF C ANADIANS PARTICIPATING IN INDIRECT 

NATURE·RELATED ACTIV IT IES IN 1996 
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6.7 million Canadians (28.6 percent). 
The purchase of art. crafts or posters 
of nature was reported by 3.9 million 
Canadians (16.5 percent). Nature·related 
organizations attracted 1.3 million 
Canadians (5.4 percent) as members or 
contributors. fo laintaining, restoring or 
purchasing land for fish and wildlife 
habitat or to sustain a natural setting 
was reported by 760.000 Canadians 
(3.2 percent). 

The profile of the 17.6 million partici· 
pants in these activities is very similar 
to that of the Canadian population as 
a whole that is shown in Table L The 
proportions of provincial residents who 
participated in indirect nature· related 
activities were slightly higher than the 
national rate of 74.5 percent among 
residents of Alberta and Manitoba, and 
near the national rate in the remaining 
provinces (Figure 14). The rate for 
Yukon residents was lower than the 
national rate. 

Other findings for the core groups of 
Canadians who joined or contributed 
to nature·related organizations or who 
maintained, res tored or purchased land 
for conseIVation include the foIlOl~ing: 

• In comparison with the general popu­
lation , the 1.3 million Canadians 
who joined or contributed to nature­
related organizations tended to be 
more concentrated among men, 
Canadians between the ages of 35 
and 54, those with post·secondary 
education and those with personal 
incomes of $30,000 or more. 

a The proportions joining or con· 
tributing to natu re· related organiza· 
tions were higher than the national 
rate of 5.4 percent in Ontario. the 
four western provinces and the 
Yukon. Residents of the Yukon. 
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Manitoba, Saskatchewan and British 
Columbia recorded rates of seven 
percent or more. The rates were 

lower than the national rate in  the 
remaining provinces, with residents 
of Newfoundland and Quebec record­

ing rates of three percent or less. 

• The 760,000 Canadians who main­
tained, restored or purchased land 
for conservation tended to be more 
concentrated among men, those over 
35 years of age, rural residents, those 
who had completed postsecondary 

school education and those with 
personal incomes of $30,000 or 
more in 1 996. 

• The proportions of provincial resi­
dents who maintained, restored or 
purchased land for conservation were 
near the national rate of 3.2 percent 

in most provinces. Rates somewhat 

higher than the national rate were 
recorded in the Yukon (5 . 1  percent) 
and Prince Edward Island (4.8 per­
cent), and the lowest rate of 2.0 per­
cent was recorded by Newfoundland 
residents. 

Comparability with 

previous surveys 

The questionnaire for the 1996 Survey 
on the Importance of Nature to 
Canadians included questions similar 

in many respects to those used in the 
1981 ,  1987 and 1991 Surveys on the 

Importance of Wildlife to Canadians. 
For example, question wording in  the 
sections on Trips Taken to Watch, Feed, 
Photograph or Study Wildl ife, Fishing 

for Recreation, Hunting Waterfowl ,  

The I m portance of  Nature to Canadians: Highl ights 

Other Birds, Small Mammals and Large 
Mammals, and other sections in the 
surveys may appear to be very similar. 
However, as a result of changes and 
enhancements made to the 1996 ques­

tionnaire, differences between the 1996 

and the previous surveys may be due 
in  part to changes in  the questionnaire 
and not necessarily to actual increases 
or declines in participation in those 
activities over time. For example, this 
chapter presented survey results for 
wildlife viewing, recreational fishing 
and hunting according to whether 
they were the main activity on trips 
or a secondary activity. Guidel ines for 

taking these and other changes and 
enhancements to the questionnaire 
into account when making compar­
isons with the 1991 Wildl ife Survey 
are provided in Appendix I I .  
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3. FREQUENCY OF PARTICIPATION IN NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES BY CANADIANS 

T he frequency of participating in an 
activity provides a measure of the 
contribution of nature to Canadians' 
enjoyment of leisure. It also serves as 
an indicator of the pressures placed on 
Canada's biological resources and 
ecosystems by different types of partici­
pants. In this report , two measures of 
the freq uency of participation are dis­
cussed. The first of these that will be 
reported is the number of days spent 
on a given activity. One day is defined 
as all or any part of a calendar day 
(24 hours or less). The second measure 
of frequency that wi ll be reported is 
the number of trips taken for a given 
activity. A same-day trip is defined as 
the number of times a participant 
left his or her residence for a given 
activity and returned on the same 
day. An overnight trip is defined as the 
number of times a part icipant left his 

or her residence for a given activity 
and spent at least one night away 
from home. 

In 1996. Canadians spent an estimated 
1.5 billion days enjoying one or more 
nature-related activities in Canada 
(Figure 15). The sections that follow 
are based on the responses of partici­
pants to questions on the days they 
spent on each of the following activi­
ties: outdoor activities in natural areas 
(section 3. 1). residential wildlife-related 
activities (section 3.2). wi ldlife viewing 
(section 3.3), recreational fishing (sec­
tion 3.4) and hunting (section 3.5). 
Each of these activities were defined 
in chapter 2. 

Canadians took 191.0 mill ion trips 
away from home for nature-related 
activities in 1996 (Figure 16). In the 

T OTAL AND AVERAGE NUMBER Of OAYS ON WHICH PARTICIPANTS ENGAGED 
IN NATURE·RElATED ACTIVITIES IN C ANADA IN 1996 

Millions of days for all partklpanls 

Wildlife viewing 

RKrutJonai fhhing 

H ...... ting 

Average number of days ptr participant 

Outdoor ac:tivitie.ln n~t"rol ...-u . .. 

Re.identlat wildlife actlvltle. 

WildlWevIrooIng .. 

ItH,eotiorwlt Ii'hlng! III 
...... lIng . 

--

sections that follow. the responses of 
participants to questions on the trips 
they took for the following activities 
are reported: outdoor activities in 
natural areas (section 3.l), wildlife "ie\\'­
ing (section 3.3), recreational fishing 
(section 3.4) and hunting (section 3.5). 

The base for the calculation of averages 
presented in this chapter was participants 
from among the Canadian population 
aged 15 years and over in the 10 prov­
inces and in organized communities 
in the Yukon. The responses of these 
provincial and territorial residents are 
highlighted in each section and will be 
covered in more detail in chapters 5 to 
15. Definitions of key terms are included 
in Appendix I. 

l1li 
Outdoor activities in 
natural areas 

In 1996. Canadians recorded that they 
spent 166.0 million days of their time 
enjoying outdoor activities in the nat­
ural areas of Canada, or an average of 
16. 1 days per participant (Figure 15). 
Residents of Newfoundland, Prince 
Edward Island, Nova Scotia, Manitoba, 
British Columbia and the Yukon 
exceeded the national average, whereas 
residents o( the remaining provinces 
were very near the national average 
(Figure 17). 

Participants spent the majority of the 
166.0 million days recorded within the 
borders of lheir province or territory of 
residence. The proportion of days spent 
within the province or terri tory of resi ­
dence was 85 percent or more for all 
provinces and the Yukon, with the 
exception of Manitoba at 76.5 percent 
and Alberta with 79.2 percent. 

18 The Importance of Nature to Canadians: High lights 



Canadians took 137.1 million trips to 
the natural areas of Canada fo r outdoor 
activities in 1996 (Figure 16). The 
majority of these trips (96.6 million 
or 70.4 percent of the total) were 
same-day trips where participants left 
home and returned on the same day. 

Participants also recorded 40.5 million 
overnight trips. 

On average, Canadians took 13.3 trips 
per participant for outdoor activities 
during the year (Figure 16). Partici­
pants who took same-day trips averaged 
12.2 same-day trips per participant, 
whereas participants who took over­
night trips a\'eraged 5.8 overnight trips 
per participant. Figu re 18 shows the 
average number of same-day and over­
night t rips by province or territory of 
residence. Residents of the four Atlantic 
provinces, Quebec, British Columbia 
and the Yukon exceeded the national 
average for same-day trips, whereas 
residents of the remaining provinces 
were below the national average. It also 
shows that residents of all provinces 
were above the national average for 
overnight trips, with the exception 
of Prince Edward Island, Quebec and 
Alberta which were below the average. 

In section 2.1, it was reported that a 
number of participants in outdoor 
activities in natural areas also took part 
in wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting 
as secondary activities. In sections 3.3, 
3.4 and 3.5 of this chapter, the days 
spent and t ri ps taken by participants in 
wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting as 
secondary activities are combined with 
those fo r participants in viewing, fishing 
and hunting as main activities to arrive 
at an estimate of total days and total 
trips for each of these activities. 

TOTAL AND AVERAGE NUMBER OF TRIPS TAKEN TO PARTICIPATE 
IN NATURE·RELATED ACTIVITIES IN CANADA IN 1996 
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Residentia l wildlife-re lated 
activities 

around their residences. an average of 
140.1 days per participant (Figure lSI. 
Residents of the four Atlantic prov­
inces, Ontario. British Columbia and 
the Yukon devoted greater amounts 

In 1996, Canadians recorded that they 
spent approximately 1.3 bi l1 ion days 
engaged in wildlife-related activities 

of time than the national average to 
residential wildlife-related activities. 
whereas Canadians from Quebec and 
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the three Prairie provinces devoted 
less time to these activities than the 
average (Figure 19). 

Wild life viewing 

In 1996, wildlife viewing by Canadians 
in Canada involved an estimated 
77.4 million days. or an average of 
17.6 days per participant (Figure 15). 
Figure 20 shows that residents of the 
three easternmost provinces, the three 
westernmost provinces and the Yukon 
exceeded the national average, whereas 
the residents of the remaining prov­
inces were at or slightly below the 
national average . 

Wildlife viewing by Canadians in Canada 
involved an estimated 55.0 million trips 
in 1996. or an average of 12.5 trips 
per participant (Figure 16). Residents 
of the four Atlantic provinces. Saskatch­
ewan. Alberta. British Columbia and 
the Yukon were near or higher than 
the national average. whereas the 
remaining provinces \\'ere below 
the national average (Figure 21). 

In section 2.3, two forms of wildlife 
viewing were distinguished: wildlife 
viewing as the main acth'ity. and wild­
li fe viewing as a secondary activity. 
Participants who viewed wildlife as 
the main activity recorded 16.4 million 
days of activity during the year, whereas 
vin .... ing as a secondary activity was 
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estimated to involve 60.9 mill ion days.9 
In terms of trips taken for wildl ife 
viewing, participants who viewed 

wildl ife as the main activity took 
15.3 mil l ion trips in 1996, whereas 
viewing as a secondary activity involved 
39.7 mil lion trips.9 

Highlights of the days spent and trips 
taken for wildlife viewing as the main 
activity include the fol lowing: 

• The majority of the 16.4 mil l ion days 
(92.1 percent) spent wildl ife viewing 
were within the borders of the 

province or territory of residence . 
• The majority of the 1 5.3 mil l ion 

trips (82 . 1  percent) were same-day 
trips where participants l eft home 
and returned on the same day. 

'" 
Recreational fishing 

In 1996, recreational fishing by Cana­
dians in Canada involved an estimated 
72.0 mil lion days, or an average of 
17.2 days per participant (Figure 15 ) .  
Residents of  a l l  provinces and the 
Yukon exceeded the national average, 
with the exception of residents of 

Prince Edward Island and Quebec who 
recorded lower averages (Figure 22) .  

9 The 60.9 mi!lion days ior wildlife viewin� a s  a secondary 

activity are the days reported by participants in outdoor 

activities in natural areas who combined secondary 

wildlife vie\\'in� with these ;lctivities. They are a portion 

of the 166.0 million days reported for outdoor activities 

in section :U. Similarly, the 39.7 million trips for 

wildlife viewing as a secondary activity are the trips of 

participants who combined outdoor activities in natura! 

areas with v,:ildlife ViC\lo'ing, and are a portion of the 

137.1 million trips reported in section 3.1. These estimates, 

combined with those for viev.'ing as a main activity, per­

mit a closer estimation of the days and trips associated 

with wildlife viewing than would be provided by the 

estimates for viewing as the main activity alone. The 

combined estimates may be revised as a result of 

ongoing statistical analyses. 

Hecreat ional  fish ing hy Canadians i n  

Canada i nvolved an est i mated 52.!! m i l ­

l ion t rips i n  1 996.  or a n  average o f  

1 2 .5 t rips  pa part i c i pant ( F i gUlT ] (i ) .  
Figure 2:1 shows t h a t  residt:nts of  a l l  

provi nces a n d  t h e  Yukon were near or 
higher  than t h e  nat ional  average, with 
t h e  except ion of residents of  Quebec 

and Manitoha who recorded lower 
average tr ips .  

AVERAGE N U MBER OF DAYS THAT INVOLVED WILDLIFE  VIEWING AS MAIN O R  
SECONDARY ACTIVITIES I N  1 996, BY PROVINCE O R  TERRITORY OF RESIDENCE 
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'* See note on the statistical reliability of survey in results in section 1 . 3. 
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I n  sect ion :2 .!j ,  h\' ( )  forms of recrea­

t ional fishing \\'ere dist inguished: fishing 
as the main activity, and fishing as a 
secondary activity. I n  krms of days 

spent.  the sun'e;; shows that Canadians 

who fished as t hl:: main act iv i ty spent a 

total of :n,() m i l l i on days on this  activity 

during t h e  year, whereas fishing as a 
secondary act iv i ty i nvolved 39,0 mil l ion 
days, i < l  In terms of  t rips taken, the sur­
vey shows t hat part i c i pants in fishing as 
the  main activity took 29,3 mil l ion trips 

in 1 996,  whereas fish ing as a secondary 
act iv i ty i nvolved 23,1 mil l ion trips,1O 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS THAT I NVOLVED RECREATIONAL F ISHING AS MAIN OR 
SECONDARY ACTIVITIES IN 1 996, BY PROVINCE OR TERRITORY OF RESIDENCE 
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Highlights of days spent and trips 
taken for recreational fishing as the 
main activity include the fol lowing: 

• Of the 33.0 mil l ion days spent fishing, 
93.7 percent took place in fresh water, 
3.9 percent in the Pacific Ocean, and 
2.4 percent in  the Atlantic Ocean. 

• The majority of the 29.3 mil lion 
trips (78.1 percent) were same-day 

trips where participants l eft home 
and returned on the same day. 

.. 
Hunting 

In 1996, hunting by Canadians in Canada 
involved an estimated 20.2 mil l ion days, 

or an average of 16.9 days per hunter 
(Figure 15) .  Residents of all provinces 
and the Yukon were near or higher 

than the national average, with the 
exception of Quebec and Manitoba 
where average days were s l ightly lower 
than the national average (Figure 24). 

Hunting by Canadians in Canada 
involved an estimated 15 .1  mil lion trips 
in 1996, or an average of 12.7 trips per 
hunter (Figure 16 ) ,  Figure 25 shows 
that the national average was exceeded 
by residents of the four Atlantic prov­
inces, Ontario, Saskatchewan, Alberta 
and British Columbia, whereas resi­

dents of the remaining provinces and 
the Yukon recorded trips below the 

national average. 

Section 2.5 distinguished two forms of 
hunting: hunting as the main activity, 

and hunting as a secondary activity. In 
terms of days spent, the survey shows 

10 See footnote 9 in Section 3.3. A similar procedure was 

used to estimate days and trips for recreational fishing. 
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that Canadians who hunted as the 
main activity spent a total of 12.4 mil­
l ion days on this activity during the 
year, whereas participation in  hunting 
as a secondary activity involved 
7.7 million days. l l  In terms of trips 
taken, the survey shows that partici­
pants in hunting as the main activity 
took 9.3 million trips in 1996, whereas 
participation in hunting as a secondary 
activity involved 5.8 mill ion trips. 1 1  

Highlights of  the days spent and trips 
taken for hunting as the main activity 
include the following: 

• These hunters spent the vast majority 
(over 95 percent) of the 12.4 mil l ion 
days recorded within the borders 
of their province or territory of 
residence. 

• The greatest amount of these 
12.4 mil lion hunting days were 
spent hunting large game mammals 
(7.2 mil l ion days) ,  followed by birds 
other than waterfowl (3.2 million 
days) ,  small game mammals 
(2.5 million days) and waterfowl 
(2.0 mill ion days) .  

• Participants hunted on an average 
of 12.5 days during the year. Average 
days were 8.3 for waterfowl hunting, 
8.5 for hunting other birds, 10 .7  
for hunting small game mammals 
and 10 .1  for hunting large game 
mammals. 

• The majority of the 9.3 million 
hunting trips (80.3 percent) were 
same-day trips where participants 
left home and returned on the 
same day. 

I I  See footnote 9 in Section 3.3. A similar procedure \.,'a$ 

used to estimate days and trips ior hunting. 

• The greatest numhcr of the lJ.:l mil­

lion hunting t tips were takt'n to 

• On average .  participants took 

hunt game mZlm mals ( 5 . ::!  mil-

lion trips ) .  f( ) l l owed hy hirds ot hcr 

than waterfowl ( : l . I )  mil lioll trips ) .  

sma l l  g:lmc mammals (:: .-'1 millioll 

trips) and waterfowl ( l .tl mil l ion trips) .  

tU trips p e r  hunter during the year. 
,\\'cragc trips \\TlT 7.7 for waterfowl 
hunting. tl . 1 I  for the hunting of other 
birds. ] 1 J . ( i  for hunting small game 
mammals and 7.:: for hunt i ng large 

game mammals.  

AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS THAT I NVOLVED HUNTING WILDLIFE AS MAIN OR 
SECONDARY ACTIVITIES I N  1996, BY PROVI NCE OR TERRITORY OF RESIDENCE 
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'" See note on the statistical reliability of survey results in section 1 .3. 
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Comparability with 

previous surveys 

The questionnaire for the 1996 
Survey on the Importance of Nature to 
Canadians included questions similar 
in many respects to those used in the 
1981,  1987 and 1991 surveys on the 
importance of wildl ife to Canadians. 
For example,  question wording in the 

24 

sections on Trips Taken to Watch, Feed, 
Photograph or Study Wildl ife, Fishing 
for Recreation, Hunting Waterfowl ,  
Other Birds, Small Mammals and Large 
Mammals, and other sections in the 
surveys may appear to be very similar. 
However, as a result of changes and 
enhancements made to the 1996 ques­
tionnaire, differences between the 1996 
and the previous surveys may be due in 
part to changes in the questionnaire 
and not necessarily to actual increases 

or declines in participation in those 
activities over time. For example,  this 

chapter presented survey results for 
wildl ife viewing, recreational fishing 
and hunting according to whether 
they were the main activity on trips 
or a secondary activity. Guidelines for 
taking these and other changes and 
enhancements in the questionnaire 
into account when making compar­
isons with the 1991 survey are provided 
in Appendix II. 
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4. EXPENDITURES ON NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES BY CANADIANS 

Canadians spend money for a variety 
of purposes in order to take part in 
nature-related activities. They incur 
trip-related expenditures for trans­
portation, accommodation and food. 
They also purchase equipment, sup­
plies and other items needed to pursue 
nature-related activities, such as 
camping gear, outdoor clothing, 
boats, trucks, hunting and fishing 
equipment and supplies, license and 
entry fees, cameras and binoculars. 
Other examples of expenditures for 
nature-related activities are member­
ship fees or donations to nature-related 
organizations, costs to maintain land 

for conservation, and purchase of 
feeders and feed for wildlife .  A further 
description of expenditures that were 

recorded in the survey is provided in 
Appendix I .  

In 1996, Canadians spent approxi­
mately $1 1 .0  bi l lion on various nature­
related activities in Canada (Table 3 ) .  
The  total rises to  $1 1 .2 bi l l ion when 

expenditures by Canadians on two 
nature-related activities wildl ife 
viewing and recreational fishing - in 

the United States are included. Part B 
of this report describes survey coverage 
of these activities in the U.S. 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES BY PARTICIPANTS IN NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES 
IN CANADA IN 1 996, BY PROVINCE OR TERRITORY OF RESIDENCE 

Province or te� ft 

: " 
:,� < ' i ' 

" . , . 

Newfoundland $ 1 93 . 7  

Prince Edward Island $24.6 

Nova Scotia $244.8 

New Brunswick $208.2 

Quebec $2,060.7 

Ontario $4,283.4 

Manitoba $427.6 

Saskatchewan $387.8 

Alberta $ 1 , 1 70.9 

British Columbia $ 1 ,938.0 

Yukon $ 1 6.0 

Canada $10,955.7 
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On average, Canadians spent $549 per 
participant on nature-related activities 
in Canada. Figure 26 shows that par­
ticipants from Ontario and the west 
of Canada exceeded the national 

average, with residents of British 
Columbia and the Yukon recording 

the highest averages at $767 and 
$1,052 respectively. 

Of the $ 1 1 .0  b i l l ion in expenditures, 

approximately $3. 1 b i l l ion, or 28.4 per­
cent, was spent on equipment used 

primarily for nature-related activi-
ties (Figure 27) .  Another $2.6 bil-
l ion (23.5 percent) was spent on 
transportation, $2.0 bi l l ion ( 18.4 per­
cent) on food, $ 1 .4 bi l l ion 02.7 per­
cent) on accommodation and $639.8 
mil l ion (5.8 percent) on other items 
such as entry fees. The remaining 
$ 1 .2 bi l lion 0 1.2 percent) was spent on 
contributions to nature-related organi­
zations, sustaining land for conserva­
tion, and residential wildlife-related 
activities (these costs were not broken 
down by category).  The expenditures of 
residents of the 10 provinces and the 
Yukon, and a breakdown by category of 

expenditure are discussed in Chapters 5 
to 15.  

The next report in the Nature Survey 
series will focus on the economic sig­
nificance of nature-related activities. 
It will assess the positive impact of 
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AVERAGE EXPENDITURES BY PARTICIPANTS IN NATURE.RELATED ACTIVITIES IN C ANADA IN 1996, 

BY PROVINCE OR TERRITORY OF RESIDENCE 

Average yearly e~penditures per partkipant (dollars) 

Canada 

"' 
" 
"' 
"' 

"' 
" 

" 

spending on these ac tivities on the 
national, provincial and territorial 
economies in the fo rm of income 
and jobs. Further resul ts on expendi­
tures for the individual nature· related 
activit ies covered by the survey will be 
included in that report, as wi!1 in(or· 
mation on respondents' will ingness to 
pay (or these act ivit ies over and above 
their 1996 expenditures. Th is vital 
information will be used to assess 
the economic value stemming (rom 
Canada's natural wealth. 

26 

"" 
$415 

$418 

S549 

S519 

" .. 
5616 

$767 

51 ,052 

D ISTRIBUTION OF SILO BILLION NATURE· RELATED EXPENDITURES 

IN CANADA IN 1996 

Tra .... portatlon 
($1_6 billion) 

2l.S% 

Other Item. 
(1639.8 million) , .... 

Accommod.ho ... 
(51 .4 billion) 

12. 7'11> 

,­
($1.0 billion) 

18.4% 

EqUipment 
(H_l billion) 

28.4% 

Co.1S for other nature· 
relatw aCllvitle.' 

(51 .2billion) 
11.2% 

• COlI. I".. oll>et ""10,.-,,,,,10<1 ",!MI;e, indOOo e.penditu .... on """'1'''''''9 "00 lor COOiefV'tK>n. n'lure-rflol<d 
or9O"iutionr .00 _, ... 0<'_. 0.10 on tI>e1e "',"'''''' __ nol b<oI<O<1 '""'" by eocpenditvre COl"9"'Y_ 
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5. NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES BY RESIDENTS OF N EWFOUNDLAND 

The Survey o n  the Importance of 

Nature to Canadians shows that the 
natural environment enhances the 
daily l ives of Newfoundland residents. 
In 1 996, an estimated 373,000 New­
foundland residents (82 .7  percent 
of the population aged 15 years and 
over) participated in a wide range of 
nature-related activities. An estimated 
206,000 residents participated in out­
door activities in natural areas, and 
1 66,000 in residential wildlife-related 
activities (Table  4). Wildlife viewing 
attracted 78,000 participants, fishing 
138,000 participants and hunting 
68,000 participants. An estimated 
319,000 Newfoundland residents took 
part in indirect nature-related activities. 
One of these indirect activities 
joining or contributing to nature­
related organizations - was reported 
by 1 0,000 Newfoundland residents. 

Table  4 presents an overview of the 
31.7 million days on which Newfoundland 
residents took part in nature-related 

activities in Canada during 1 996. Partic­
ipants in residential wildlife-related activ­
ities spent 25.0 mil l ion days on these 
activities, and participants in outdoor 
activities in  natural areas spent 3.9 mil­
l ion days. Wildlife viewing involved 
1 . 6  mil l ion days, recreational fishing 
3.3 mil l ion days and hunting wildlife 
1 .6  mi l l ion days. The table also shows 

that Newfoundland residents took 
6.2 mil l ion trips for one or more nature­
related activities during 1 996.  Partic­
ipants in outdoor activities in natural 
areas reported taking 3.6 mil l ion trips. 
Wildlife viewing involved 1 .3 million trips, 
recreational fishing 2.7 mil l ion trips 
and hunting wild-life 1 .3 mil lion trips. 

In 1 996, Newfoundland residents spent 
an estimated $ 193.7 mil l ion on various 
nature-related activities in Newfound­
land and other parts of Canada. The 
total rises to $ 194.7 million when expen­
ditures by Newfoundland residents on 
two nature-related activities wildl ife 

viewing and recreational fishing - in 

PARTICIPATION, DAYS A N D  TRIPS OF N EWFOUNDLAND PARTICIPANTS 
IN NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES IN 1 996 

• Total number 
of participants 206,000 1 66,000 78,000 1 38,000 68,000 

• Participation 
rate 45.6% 36.8% 1 7.3% 30.6% 1 5. 1 %  70.8% 

• Total days 3,939,000 1 ,584,000 3, 349,000 n/a 
• Average days 

per participant 1 9. 1  1 50.6 20. 3 24.2 2 3 . 1  n/a 

3,567,000 n/a 1 ,263,000 2,704,000 1 , 3 1 6,000 n/a 

n/a 

1 These estimates include wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting as main and secondary activities combined, as 

described in Chapters 2 and 3. As a result, the total participants, days and trips presented at the bottom of 

the table are less than the sum for the individual activities, See Appendix I I  for guidelines on comparing results 

on wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting with those from the 1 991  Survey on the Importance of Wildlife 

to Canadians. 
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the United States, are included. Part B 
of this report describes survey coverage 
of these activities in the U.S. Of the 
$ 193.7 mil l ion spent in Canada, approx­
imately 58.9 percent went for trip-related 
items including transportation, accom­
modation and food, 29.8 percent went 
for special equipment and 1 1 .3 percent 
went for other items needed to pursue 
nature-related activities (Table  5 ) .  

Additional survey results for Newfound­

land residents in comparison to those 
from other parts of Canada are pre­
sented in Parts A, B and C of this report. 

The next report in the Nature Survey 
series will focus on the economic sig­
nificance of nature-related activities. 
It will include further details on expen­
ditures by Newfoundland residents on 
individual activities and the impacts of 
this spending on the provincial econ­
omy in the form of income and jobs. 
Survey information on respondents' 
wil l ingness to pay more for these activ­
ities will be used to assess the economic 
value stemming from the enjoyment 

of nature. 

DISTRIBUTION OF NATURE­
RELATED EXPENDITURES FOR 

N EWFOUNDLAND IN 1 996 

;c:a� , 
Of expen�e 

Accommodation 1 4.5 7.5 
Transportation 58.7 30.0 
Food 40.8 2 1 . 1  
Equipment 57.8 29.8 
Other items 1 5.9' 8.2 
Costs for other nature-

related activities 1 6.0 3.1  

Total $193.7 100%2 

.. See note on the statistical reliability of survey results 

in section 1 . 3 .  
1 Costs for other nature�related activities include 

expenditures on maintaining land for conservation, 

nature-related organizations and residential activities. 

Data on these activities were not broken down 

by expenditure category. 

2 Some figures may not total perfectly because of 

rounding. 
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6. NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES BY RESIDENTS OF PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND 

The Survey o n  the Importance of 
Nature to Canadians shows that the 
natural environment enhances the 
daily lives of Prince Edward Island 
residents. In 1996, an 91 ,000 Prince 
Edward Island residents (85 percent 
of the population aged 15 years and 
over) participated in a wide range of 
nature-related activities. An estimated 
40,000 residents participated in  out­
door activities in  natural areas, and 
57,000 in  residential wildlife-related 
activities (Table 6 ) .  Wildlife viewing 
attracted 13,000 participants, fishing 
13,000 participants and hunting 
4,000 participants. An estimated 
77,000 Prince Edward Island residents 
took part in indirect nature-related 
activities. One of these indirect activities 
- joining or contributing to nature­
related organizations - was reported 
by 6,000 Prince Edward Island residents. 

Table  6 presents an overview of the 
1 l .2 mil lion days on which Prince 
Edward Island residents took part in 

nature-related activities in Canada 
during 1996. Participants in residential 
wildlife-related activities spent 10.2 mil­
l ion days on these activities, and partic­
ipants in outdoor activities in natural 
areas spent 727,000 days. Wildlife view­
ing involved 304,000 days, recreational 
fishing 2 1 6,000 days and hunting wild­
life 79,000 days. The table also shows 
that Prince Edward Island residents took 
868,000 trips for one or more nature­
related activity during 1996. Partic­
ipants in outdoor activities in natural 
areas reported taking 668,000 trips. 
Wildl ife viewing involved 194,000 trips, 
recreational fishing 178,000 trips and 
hunting wildl ife 57,000 trips. 

In 1996, Prince Edward Island resi­
dents spent an estimated $24.6 mil lion 
on various nature-related activities in 

Prince Edward Island and other parts 
of Canada. The total rises to $24.8 mil­
lion when expenditures by Prince 

Edward Island residents on two nature­
related activities - wildlife viewing 

PARTICIPATION, DAYS AND TRIPS OF PRINCE E DWARD ISLAND PARTICIPANTS 
IN NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES IN 1 996 

• Total number 
of participants 40,000 57,000 1 3,000 

• Participation 
rate 3 7.6% 5 3 . 1  % 1 2.2% 

Days 

• Total days 727,000 l O,21 3,000 304,000 
• Average days 

per participant 1 8. 1  1 79 . 5  2 3 . 3  

Trips 

• Total trips 668,000 n/a 1 94,000 
• Average trips 

per participant 1 6.6 n/a 1 4.9 

1 3,000 

1 2 .5% 

21 6,000 

1 6.2 

1 78,000 

1 3. 3  

Grand total = 91,000 participants, 1 1 .2 million days, 868,000 trips 

.., See note on the statistical reliabi lity of survey results in section 1 . 3 .  

4,000 

3.5% 

79,000' 

20.9 

57,000' 

1 5 .0 

77,000 

71 .8% 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

1 These estimates include wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting as main and secondary activities combined, as described 

in Chapters 2 and 3. As a result, the total participants, days and trips presented at the bottom of the table are less 

than the sum for the individual activities. See Appendix II for guidelines on comparing results on wildlife viewing, 

fishing and hunting with those from the 1 991  Survey on the Importance of Wildlife to Canadians. 

and recreational fishing - in the 
United States, are included. Part C of 

this report describes survey coverage 
of these activities in the U.S. Of the 
$24.6 mil l ion spent in Canada, approxi­
mately 54.5 percent went for trip-related 
items including transportation, accom­
modation and food, 22.5 percent went 
for special equipment, and 23.0 percent 
went for other items needed to pursue 
nature-related activities (Table 7) .  

Additional survey results for Prince 
Edward Island residents in comparison to 
those from other parts of Canada are pre­
sented in Parts A, B and C of this report. 

The next report in the Nature Survey 

series will focus on the economic signifi­
cance of nature-related activities. It will 
include further details on expenditures 
by Prince Edward Island residents on 
individual activities and the impacts of 
this spending on the provincial economy 
in the form of income and jobs. Survey 
information on respondents' willingness 
to pay more for these activities will be 
used to assess the economic value stem­
ming from the enjoyment of nature. 

DISTRIBUTION OF NATURE· 
RELATED EXPENDITURES FOR 

PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND IN 1 996 

Category 
of expenditure $mlliion % 

Accommodation 2.9 1 l .8 
Transportation 6 . 3  25.4 
Food 4 . 3  1 7. 3  
Equipment 5.5* 22.5 
Other items 1 .5' 6. 3 
Costs for other nature-

related activities 1 4 . 1  1 6. 7  

Total 00%2 
I 

... See note on the statistical relJablilty of survey results 
in section 1 . 3. 

1 Costs for other nature�re!ated activities include 

expenditures on maintaining land for conservation, 

nature-related organizations and residential activities. 

Data on these activities were not broken down 

by expenditure category. 

2 Some figures may not total perfectly because of 

rounding. 
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7. NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES BY RESIDENTS OF N OVA SCOTIA 

The Survey on the Importance of Nature 

to Canadians shows that the natural 
environment enhances the daily lives of 
Nova Scotia residents. In 1996, an esti­
mated 630,000 Nova Scotia residents 
(85.2 percent of the population aged 
15 years and over) participated in a 
wide range of nature-related activities. 
An estimated 326,000 residents partici­
pated in outdoor activities in natural 
areas, and 366,000 in residential 

wildl ife-related activities (Table 8) .  
Wildlife viewing attracted 130,000 par­
ticipants, fishing 1 1 0,000 participants 
and hunting 60,000 participants. An 
estimated 546,000 Nova Scotia residents 
took part in indirect nature-related 
activities. One of these indirect activi-
ties joining or contributing to nature-
related organizations - was reported 
by 33,000 Nova Scotia residents. 

Table  8 presents an overview of the 
65.8 mil lion days on which Nova Scotia 
residents took part in  nature-related 
activities in Canada during 1996. 

Participants in residential wildlife­
related activities spent 57.5 mi llion 
days on these activities, and partici­
pants in outdoor activities in  natural 
areas spent 5.6 mil lion days. Wild life 
viewing involved 2.5 mil l ion days, 
recreational fishing 2.2 mil l ion days 
and hunting wildlife 1 .2 mi l l ion 
days. The table also shows that Nova 
Scotia residents took 7.4 mil l ion 
trips for one or more nature-related 
activities during 1996. Participants 
in outdoor activities in natural areas 
reported taking 5.0 mil l ion trips. Wild­
l ife viewing involved 2 .0 mi ll ion trips, 
recreational fishing 1 .8 mil l ion trips 
and hunting wildl ife 1 .0 mil l ion trips. 

In 1996, Nova Scotia residents spent 
an estimated $244.8 mil l ion on various 

nature-related activities in Nova Scotia 
and other parts of Canada. The total 
rises to $247.7 million when expen­
ditures by Nova Scotia residents on 
two nature-related activities - wildlife 
viewing and recreational fishing - in 

PARTICIPATION, DAYS A N D  TRIPS OF NOVA SCOTIA PARTICIPANTS 
IN NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES IN 1 996 

• Total number 
of participants 326,000 

• Participation 
rate 44.0% 

Days 

1 30,000 

49.5% 1 7.6% 

• Total days 5,560,000 57,530,000 2,497,000 
• Average days 

per participant 

Trips 
• Total trips 
• Average trips 

per participant 

1 7. 1  

4,960,000 

1 5.2 

1 5 7 . 1  1 9.2 

n/a 2,024,000 

n/a 1 5 .5 

1 4.9% 

2,21 9,000 

20.2 

1 , 760,000 

1 6.0 

1 ,2 3 3,000 

20.6 

1 ,0 1 1 ,000 

1 6.9 

Grand total = 630,000 participants, 65.8 million days, 7.4 million trips 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

J These estimates include wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting as main and secondary activities combined, as 

described in Chapters 2 and 3 .  As a result, the total participants, days and trips presented at the bottom of 

the table are less than the slim for the individual activities. See Appendix II for guidelines on comparing results 

on wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting with those from the 1 991  Survey on the Importance of Wildlife 

to Canadians. 
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the United States, are included. Part B 
of this report describes survey coverage 
of these activities in the U.S. Of 
the $244.8 mil l ion spent in Canada, 
approximately 60.9 percent went for 
trip-related items including transpor­
tation. accommodation and food.  
21 .1  percent went for special equip­
ment, and 1 7.9 percent went for other 
items needed to pursue nature-related 
activities (Table 9 ) .  

Additional survey results for Nova Scotia 
residents in comparison to those from 
other parts of Canada are presented in  
Parts A, B and C of  this report. 

The next report in the Nature Survey 
series wil l  focus on the economic sig­
nificance of nature-related activities. It 
will  include further details on expendi­
tures by Nova Scotia residents on indi­
vidual activities and the impacts of this 
spending on the provincial economy in 
the form of income and jobs. Survey 
information on respondents' wil l ing­
ness to pay more for these activities 
wil l  be used to assess the economic 
value stemming from the enjoyment 

of nature. 

DISTRIBUTION OF NATURE·RELATED 
EXPENDITURES FOR NOVA SCOTIA 

IN 1 996 

Category 
of expendifure $million % 

Accommodation 26.8 1 0.9 
Transportation 76.3 3 1 .2 
Food 46.1  1 8.8 
Equipment 5 1 . 7  2 1 . 1  
Other items 1 5.0 6 . 1  
Costs for other nature-

related activities 1 28.9 1 1 .8 

Total $244.8 100%2 

1 Costs for other nature-related activities include 

expenditures on maintaining land for conservation, 

nature-related organizations and residential activities. 

Data on these activities were not broken down 

by expenditure category. 

2 Some figures may not total perfectly because of 

rounding. 
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8. NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES BY RESIDENTS OF N EW BRUNSWICK 

The Survey on the Importance of 
Nature to Canadians shows that the 
natural environment enhances the 
daily lives of New Brunswick residents. 
In 1996, an estimated 502,000 New 
Brunswick residents ( 83.3 percent 
of the population aged 15 years and 
over) participated in a wide range of 
nature-related activities. An estimated 
266,000 residents participated in out­
door activities in natural areas, and 
276,000 in residential wildlife-related 
activities (Table 10) .  Wildlife viewing 
attracted 1 15,000 participants, fishing 
103,000 participants and hunting 
79,000 participants. An estimated 
427,000 New Brunswick residents took 
part in indirect nature-related activities. 
One of these indirect activities ­
joining or contributing to nature-related 
organizations was reported by 
32,000 New Brunswick residents. 

Table  10 presents an overview of the 
50 million days on which New Brunswick 
residents took part in nature-related 

activities in Canada during 1996. Partic­
ipants in residential wildlife-related 
activities spent 44.0 mil l ion days on 
these activities, and participants in out­
door activities in natural areas spent 
4.0 mil l ion days. Wildl ife viewing 

involved 1 .9 mil l ion days, recreational 
fishing 1 .8 mil lion days and hunting 
wildlife 1 .3 mil l ion days. The table 
also shows that New Brunswick resi­
dents took 5.7 mil l ion trips for one or 
more nature-related activities during 

1996. Participants in  outdoor activ­
ities in natural areas reported taking 
3.9 mil l ion trips. Wildlife viewing 
involved 1 .7  mil l ion trips, recreational 
fishing 1 .5 mil l ion trips and hunting 
wildl ife 1 .2 mil l ion trips. 

In 1996, New Brunswick residents spent 
an estimated $208.2 mil l ion on various 
nature-related activities in New Bruns­
wick and other parts of Canada. The total 
rises to $209.9 mill ion when expendi­
tures by New Brunswick residents on 
two nature-related activities - wildlife 

PARTICIPATION, DAYS AND TRIPS OF NEW BRUNSWICK PARTICIPANTS 
IN NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES IN 1 996 

• Total number 
of participants 266,000 276,000 1 1 5,000 1 03,000 

• Participation 
rate 44. 1 %  45.9% 1 9.0% 1 7.0% 

• Total days 3,963,000 43,998,000 1 ,943,000 
• Average days 

per participant 1 4.9 1 59.2 1 7.0 1 7.4 

3,863,000 n/a 1 , 692,000 n/a 

n/a 

1 These estimates include wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting as main and secondary activities combined, as 

described i n  Chapters 2 and 3 .  As a result, the total participants, days and trips presented at the bottom of 

the table are less than the sum for the individual activities. See Appendix I I  for guidelines on comparing results 

on wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting with those from the 1 991 Survey on the Importance of Wildlife 

to Canadians. 

viewing and recreational fishing in  
the  United States, are included. Part B 
of this report describes survey coverage 
of these activities in the U.S. Of the 
$208.2 mil lion spent in Canada, approxi­

mately 51 .6  percent went for trip-related 
items including transportation, accom­
modation and food, 27.3 percent went 
for special equipment, and 2 1 . 1  percent 
went for other items needed to pursue 
nature-related activities (Table 1 1 ) .  

Additional survey results for New Bruns­
wick residents in comparison to those 
from other parts of Canada are pre­
sented in Parts A, B and C of this report. 

The next report in the Nature Survey 
series will focus on the economic sig­
nificance of nature-related activities. It 
will include further details on expendi­

tures by New Brunswick residents on 
individual activities and the impacts of 
this spending on the provincial econ­
omy in  the form of income and jobs. 
Survey information on respondents' 
wil l ingness to pay more for these activ­
ities wil l  be used to assess the eco­
nomic value stemming from the 
enjoyment of nature. 

DISTRIBUTION OF NATURE­
RELATED EXPENDITURES FOR 
NEW BRUNSWICK IN 1 996 

Categ4ry 
. " i .. . . 

of �ture $mmiOO .. . �/ " 
Accommodation 20.4 9.8 
Transportation 49.3  23.7  
Food 37.7 1 8. 1  
Equipment 56.9* 2 7 . 3  
Other items 1 1 .3 5.4 
Costs for other nature· 

related activities 1 32.6* 1 5. 7  

Total $208.2 100%2 

,. See note on the statistical reliability of survey results 
i n  section 1 .3 .  

1 Costs f o r  other nature-related activities include 

expenditures on maintaining land for conservation, 

nature-related organizations and residential activities. 

Data on these activities were not broken down 

by expenditure category. 

2 Some figures may not total perfectly because or 

rounding. 
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9. NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES BY RESIDENTS OF QUEBEC 

The Survey on the Importance of 
Nature to Canadians shows that the 
natural environment enhances the 
daily l ives of Quebec residents. In 1996, 
an estimated 4.9 mill ion Quebec resi­
dents (83.5 percent of the population 
aged 15 years and over) participated in a 
wide range of nature-related activities. 
An estimated 2.3 mil lion residents par­
ticipated in outdoor activities in nat­
ural areas, and 1 .7  million in residential 
wildlife-related activities (Table 12) .  
Wildl ife viewing attracted 1.2 mil l ion 
participants, fishing 1.0 mil lion partici­

pants and hunting 394,000 participants. 
An estimated 4.4 mil l ion Quebec resi­
dents took part in indirect nature­
related activities. One of these indirect 
activities - joining or contributing 
to nature-related organizations - was 
reported by 184,000 Quebec residents. 

Table 12  presents an overview of the 
262 . 1  mil l ion days on which Quebec 
residents took part in nature-related 
activities in Canada during 1996. 

Participants in residential wildlife­
related activities spent 212.8 mi ll ion 
days on these activities, and partici­
pants in outdoor activities in natural 
areas spent 35.4 mil l ion days. Wild life 

viewing involved 17.0 mil l ion days, 
recreational fishing 13.6 mil l ion days 
and hunting wildlife 5 .7 mill ion days. 
The table also shows that Quebec resi­

dents took 42.0 mil lion trips for one or 
more nature-related activities during 
1996. Participants in outdoor activities 
in natural areas reported taking 30.4 mil­
lion trips. Wildlife viewing involved 
12.0 mil lion trips, recreational fishing 
9.8 mil lion trips and hunting wildl ife 
3.8 mil lion trips. 

In 1996, Quebec residents spent an 
estimated $2,060.7 mil lion on various 
nature-related activities in Quebec and 
other parts of Canada. The total rises to 
$2. 105.3 mil lion when expenditures by 
Quebec residents on two nature-related 
activities - wildl ife viewing and recre­
ational fishing - in the United States, 

PARTICIPATION, DAYS AND TRIPS OF QUEBEC PARTICIPANTS 
IN NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES IN 1 996 

• Total number 
of participants 

• Participation 
rate 

• Total days 
• Average days 

per participant 1 4.5 

3, 759,000 

74.0% 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

1 These estimates include wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting as main and secondary activities combined, as 

described in Chapters 2 and 3. As a result, the total participants, days and trips presented at the bottom of 

the table are less than the sum for the individual activities. See Appendix II for guidelines on comparing results 

on wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting with those from the 1 991  Survey on the Importance of Wildlife 

to Canadians. 
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are included. Part B of this report 
describes survey coverage of these 
activities in the U.S. Of the $2,060.7 
mil lion spent in Canada, approximately 
55.1 percent went for trip-related items 
including transportation, accommoda­
tion and food, 28.1 percent went for 
special equipment, and 16 .7 percent 
went for other items needed to pursue 
nature-related activities (Tabl e  13) .  

Additional survey results for Quebec 
residents in comparison to those from 
other parts of Canada are presented 
in Parts A, B and C of this report. 

The next report in the Nature Survey 
series wil l  focus on the economic sig­
nificance of nature-related activities. 
It will  include further details on expen­
ditures by Quebec residents on individ­
ual activities and the impacts of this 
spending on the provincial economy in 
the form of income and jobs. Survey 
information on respondents' wil l ing­
ness to pay more for these activities 
wil l  be used to assess the economic 
value stemming from the enjoyment 
of nature. 

DISTRIBUTION OF NATURE­
RELATED EXPENDITURES FOR 

QUEBEC IN 1 996 

Accommodation 3 1 7.4 1 5 .4 
Transportation 4 1 7.8 20. 3 
Food 400.8 1 9.4 
Equipment 579.3 28.1  
Other items 1 1 2. 3  5 . 4  
Costs for other nature-

related activities 1 2 3 3 . 1 ' 1 1 . 3 

Total , i�06&.7 -100%2 

* See note on the statistical reliability of survey results 
in section 1 . 3 .  

1 Costs for other nature-related activities include 

expenditures on maintaining !and for conservation, 

nature-related organizations and residential activities. 

Data on these activities were not broken down 

by expenditure category. 

2 Some figures may not total perfectly because of 

rounding. 
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1 0. NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES BY RESIDENTS Of ONTARIO 

The Survey on the Importance of 

Nature to Canadians shows that the 
natural environment enhances the 
daily lives of Ontario residents. In 
1 996, an estimated 7.6 mi ll ion Ontario 
residents (84.8 percent of the popula­
tion aged 15 years and over) partici­
pated in  a wide range of nature-related 
activities. An estimated 3.9 mil l ion resi­
dents participated in outdoor activities 
in natural areas, and 3.8 mil l ion in 
residential wildlife-related activities 

(Table 14) .  Wild life viewing attracted 
1 .6 mil lion participants, fishing 
1.5 mill ion participants and hunting 

3 14,000 participants. An estimated 
6.6 mil l ion Ontario residents took part 
in indirect nature-related activities. 
One of these indirect activities -
joining or contributing to nature­
related organizations - was reported 
by 529,000 Ontario residents. 

Table  14 presents an overview of the 
634.4 mil l ion days on which Ontario 
residents took part in nature-related 

activities in Canada during 1996. Partic­
ipants in residential wildlife-related 
activities spent 554.0 mil l ion days on 
these activities, and participants in  
outdoor activities in  natural areas spent 
58.5 mil l ion days. Wildl ife viewing 
involved 25.9 mil l ion days, recreational 
fishing 27.4 mil l ion days and hunting 
wildlife 5.4 mil l ion days. The tab le  
also shows that Ontario residents 
took 66.3 mil l ion trips for one or 
more nature-related activities during 
1996. Participants in  outdoor activities 
in  natural areas reported taking 
46.9 mil lion trips. Wildlife viewing 

involved 18.0 mil l ion trips, recreational 
fishing 20.1 mil l ion trips and hunting 
wildl ife 4.1 mill ion trips. 

In 1996, Ontario residents spent an 
estimated $4,283.4 mil l ion on various 
nature-related activities in Ontario and 
other parts of Canada. The total rises to 
$4,392.1  mil lion when expenditures 
by Ontario residents on two nature­
related activities wildlife viewing 

PARTICIPATION, DAYS AND TRIPS OF ONTARIO PARTICIPANTS 
IN NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES IN 1 996 

• Total number 
of participants 

• Participation 
rate 

Days 

• Total days 
• Average days 

per participant 

Trips 

• Total trips 
• Average trips 

per participant 

58,525,000 55 3,975,000 25,869,000 27,4 32,000 5,41 3,000 

1 5. 1  1 45.0 1 6. 6  1 7.9 1 7. 3  

46,91 0,000 n/a 1 7,989,000 20, 1 1 7,000 4,1 23,000 

1 2. 1  n/a 1 1 .5 1 3. 1  1 3. 1  

Grand total = 7.6 million participants, 634.4 million days, 66.3 million trips 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

1 These estimates include wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting as main and secondary activities combined, as 

described in Chapters 2 and 3. As a result, the total participants, days and trips presented at the bottom of 

the table are less than the sum for the individual activities. See Appendix II for guidelines on comparing results 

on wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting with those from the 1 99 1  Survey on the Importance of Wildlife 

to Canadians. 

and recreational fishing - in the United 
States, are included. Part B of this report 
describes survey coverage of these 
activities in the U.S. Of the $4,283.4 mil­
l ion spent in Canada, approxtmately 
54.9 percent went for trip-related items 

including transportation, accommoda­
tion and food, 26.5 percent went for 
special equipment, and 18.7 percent 

went for other items needed to pursue 
nature-related activities (Table 15 ) .  

Additional survey results for Ontario 
residents in comparison to those from 
other parts of Canada are presented in  
Parts A,  B and C of  this report. 

The next report in the Nature Survey 
series wil l  focus on the economic sig­
nificance of nature-related activities. It  
wil l  include further details on expendi­
tures by Ontario residents on individ­
ual activities and the impacts of this 
spending on the provincial economy 
in the form of income and jobs. Survey 
information on respondents' wil l ing­
ness to pay more for these activities 
wil l  be used to assess the economic 
value stemming from the enjoyment 
of nature. 

DISTRIBUTION OF NATURE­
RELATED EXPENDITURES FOR 

ONTARIO IN 1 996 

. Clltegory 
. '  

of �xpenditure $million %, .' 

Accommodation 598.8 1 4.0 
Transportation 991 . 7  23.2 
Food 756.4 1 7. 7  
Equipment 1 , 1 3 6 . 1  26.5 
Other items 21 8.9 5.1 
Costs for other nature-

related activities 1 581 .5* 1 3. 6  

Total $4,283.4 1()0%2 

11 See note on the statistical reliability of survey results 
in section 1 . 3.  

1 Costs for other nature-related activities include 

expenditures on maintaining land for conservation, 

nature-related organizations and residential activities. 

Data on these activities were not broken down 

by expenditure category. 

2 Some figures may not total perfectly because of 

rounding. 
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1 1 . NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES BY RESIDENTS OF MANITOBA 

The Survey on the Importance of 
Nature to Canadians shows that the 
natural environment enhances the 

daily lives of Manitoba residents. In 
1996. an estimated 751 ,000 Manitoba 

residents (87.4 percent of the popula­
tion aged 15 years and over) partici­
pated in a wide range of nature-related 
activities. An estimated 405,000 resi­
dents participated in outdoor activ­
ities in natural areas. and 320,000 
in residential wildlife-related activi­
ties (Table 1 6) .  Wildl ife viewing 
attracted 1 63,000 participants, 
fishing 1 70,000 participants and 
hunting 42,000 participants. An esti­
mated 678,000 Manitoba residents took 
part in indirect nature-related activi­
ties. One of these indirect activities -
joining or contributing to nature­
related organizations - was reported 
by 66,000 Manitoba residents. 

Table 16 presents an overview of the 
48.8 mill ion days on which Manitoba 

residents took part in nature-related 
activities in Canada during 1 996. Partic­
ipants in residential wildlife-related 

activities spent 40.3 mill ion days on 
these activities, and participants in  
outdoor activities in  natural areas 
spent 6.7 mill ion days. Wildl ife viewing 
involved 2.8 million days, recreational 

fishing 3.0 mil l ion days and hunting 
wildl ife 655,000 days. The table also 

shows that Manitoba residents took 
6.3 million trips for one or more nature­

related activities during 1 996. Partic­
ipants in outdoor activities in natural 
areas reported taking 4.6 million trips. 

Wildlife viewing involved 1 .7 million 
trips, recreational fishing 1 .9 mill ion 
trips and hunting wildlife 423,000 trips. 

In 1996, Manitoba residents spent an 
estimated $427.6 million on various 
nature-related activities in Manitoba and 
other parts of Canada. The total rises to 
$431 .8 mill ion when expenditures by 
Manitoba residents on two nature-related 

PARTICIPATION, DAYS AND TRIPS OF MANITOBA PARTICIPANTS 
IN NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES IN 1 996 

• Total number 
of participants 405,000 

• Participation 
rate 47.1  % 

Days 

320,000 1 63,000 

3 7.3% 1 9.0% 

• Total days 6,653,000 40,277,000 2,800,000 
• Average days 

per participant 

Trips 

• Total trips 
• Average trips 

per participant 

1 6.4 

4,565,000 

1 1 . 3 

1 25 . 7  1 7. 1  

n/a 1 ,685,000 

n/a 1 0. 3  

1 70,000 42,000 

1 9.8% 4.9% 

3,038,000 655,000* 

1 7.8 1 5.4 

1 ,876,000 423,000 

1 1 .0 1 0.0 

Grand total = 751,000 participants, 48.8 million days, 6.3 million trips 

• See note on the statistical reliability of survey results in section 1 . 3 .  

678,000 

78.9% 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

1 These estimates include wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting as main and secondary activities combined, as 

described in Chapters 2 and 3 ,  As a result, the total partiCipants, days and trips presented at the bottom of 

the table are less than the sum for the individual activities. See Appendix II for guidelines on comparing results 

on wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting with those from the 1 991  Survey on the Importance of Wildlife 

to Canadians. 
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activities wildlife viewing and recre­

ational fishing in the United States, 
are included. Part 13 of this report 
describes survey coverage of these 
activities in the U.S. Of the $427.6 mil­
lion spent in Canada, approximately 
52.0 percent went for trip-related items 
including transportation, accommoda­
tion and food, 38. 1 percent went for 
special equipment. and 9.8 percent 
went for other items needed to pursue 
nature-related activities (Table 17 ) .  

Additional survey results for Manitoba 
residents in comparison to those from 
other parts of Canada are presented in  
Parts A,  B and C of this report. 

The next report in the Nature Survey 

series will focus on the economic sig­
nificance of nature-related activities. It 
will include further details on expendi­
tures by Manitoba residents on individ­
ual activities and the impacts of this 
spending on the provincial economy in 
the form of income and jobs. Survey 
information on respondents' will ing­
ness to pay more for these activities 
will be used to assess the economic 
value stemming from enjoyment 

of nature. 

DISTRIBUTION OF NATURE­
RELATED EXPENDITURES FOR 

MANITOBA IN 1 996 

Category 
of expenditure $million % 

Accommodation 46.9 1 1 .0 
Transportation 94.5 22.1  
Food 81 . 0  1 8.9 
Equipment 1 63 . 1 * 38.1  
Other items 21 .0 4.9 
Costs for other nature-

related activities 1 2 1 . 1  4.9 

Total $427.6 . 100%2 

'. 

" See note on the statistical reliability of survey results 
i n  section 1 . 3  . 

1 Costs for other nature-related activities include 

expenditures on maintaining land for conservation, 

nature-related organizations and residential activities. 

Data on these activities were not broken down 

by expenditure category. 

2 Some figures may not total perfectly because of 

rounding. 
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1 2. NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES BY RESIDENTS OF SASKATCHEWAN 

The Survey on the Importance of 

Nature to Canadians shows that the 
natural environment enhances the 
daily lives of Saskatchewan residents. 
In 1996. an estimated 648.000 Saskatch­
ewan residents (85.6 percent of the 
population aged 15  years and over) 
participated in a wide range of nature­
related activities. An estimated 
346,000 residents participated in out­
door activities in natural areas, and 
273,000 in residential wildlife-related 
activities (Table  18 ) .  Wildl ife viewing 
attracted 1 15,000 participants, fish-
ing 1 7 1 ,000 participants and hunting 
47,000 participants. An estimated 
562,000 Saskatchewan residents took 
part in indirect nature-related activi­
ties. One of these indirect activities ­
joining or contributing to nature­
related organizations - was reported 
by 58,000 Saskatchewan residents. 

Table 18 presents an overview of 
the 41 . 0  mil l ion days on which 
Saskatchewan residents took part 

in nature-related activities in Canada 
during 1996. Participants in residen­
tial wildl ife-related activities spent 
33.3 mil l ion days on these activities, 

and participants in outdoor activities 
in natural areas spent 5.4 mil l ion days. 
Wildl ife viewing involved 2.4 mill ion 
days, recreational fishing 3.3 mil l ion 
days and hunting wildl ife 756,000 days. 
The table  also shows that Saskatchewan 
residents took 6 . 1  mi l l ion trips for 
one or more nature-related activities 
during 1996. Participants in outdoor 
activities in natural areas reported 
taking 4 . 1  mill ion trips. Wildlife viewing 
involved 1 .4 mil l ion trips, recreational 
fishing 2.3 mil lion trips and hunting 
wildlife 610 ,000 trips. 

In 1996, Saskatchewan residents spent 
an estimated $387.8 mil l ion on various 
nature-related activities in Saskatchewan 
and other parts of Canada. The total 
rises to $39l.2 mil lion when expendi­

tures by Saskatchewan residents on 
two nature-related activities - wildl ife 

PARTICIPATION, DAYS AND TRIPS OF SASKATCHEWAN PARTICIPANTS 
IN NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES IN 1 996 

• Total number 
of participants 1 71 ,000 47,000 562,000 

• Participation 
rate 1 5. 1 %  22.6% 6.2% 74.2% 

• Total days 3,260,000 756,000 n/a 
• Average days 

per participant 20.5 1 9.0 1 6.2 n/a 

1 ,435,000 2,296,000 61 0,000 n/a 

1 3.4 1 3. 1  n/a 

1 These estimates include wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting as main and secondary activities combined, as 

described in Chapters 2 and 3 .  As a result, the total partiCipants, days and trips presented at the bottom of 

the table are less than the sum for the individual activities. See Appendix II for guidelines on comparing results 

on wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting with those from the 1 991  Survey on the Importance of Wildlife 

to Canadians. 

viewing and recreational fishing - in 
the lmited States, are included. Part B 
of this report describes survey cover­

age of these activities in the U.S. Of the 
$387.8 mill ion spent in Canada. approxi­
mately 53.0  percent went for trip-related 
items including transportation, accom­
modation and food,  35.5 percent went 
for special equipment, and 1 1 .6 percent 
went for other items needed to pursue 
nature-related activities (Table 19 ) .  

Additional survey results for Sas­
katchewan residents in comparison 
to those from other parts or' Canada 
are presented in Parts A, B and C of 
this report. 

The next report in the Nature Survey 
series will focus on the economic sig­
nificance of nature-related activities. It 
wi l l  include further details on expendi­
tures by Saskatchewan residents on 
individual activities and the impacts of 
this spending on the provincial economy 
in the form of income and jobs. Survey 
information on respondents' wil l ing­
ness to pay more for these activities 
will be used to assess the economic 
value stemming from the enjoyment 
of nature. 

DISTRIBUTION OF NATURE­
RELATED EXPENDITURES FOR 

SASKATCHEWAN IN 1 99 6  

Category 
of. expenditure Sroillion % ............ 

Accommodation 46.4 1 2.0 
Transportation 92.1  23.8 
Food 66.5 1 7.2 
Equipment 1 3 7.8 35.5 
Other items 22.7 5.9 
Costs for other nature-

related activities 1 22.2 5.7 

Total $387.8 100%2 

1 Costs for other nature-related activities include 

expenditures on maintaining land for conservation, 

nature-related organizations and residential activities. 

Data on these activities were not broken down 

by expenditure category. 

2 Some figures may not total perfectly because of 

rounding. 
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1 3 . NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES BY RESIDENTS OF ALBERTA 

The Survey on the Importance of 

Nature to Canadians shows that the 
natural environment enhances the 
daily lives of Alberta residents. In 1 996, 
an estimated 1 .9 million Alberta residents 
(88.9 percent of the population aged 
15 years and over) participated in  a 
wide range of nature-related activities. 
An estimated 1 . 1  mil l ion residents par­
ticipated in outdoor activities in nat­

ural areas, and 779,000 in residential 
wildl ife-related activities (Tabl e  20).  
Wildlife viewing attracted 397,000 par­
ticipants, fishing 361 ,000 participants 
and hunting 84,000 participants. An 
estimated l .7  mill ion Alberta residents 

took part in indirect nature-related 
activities. One of these indirect activi­
ties - joining or contributing to 
nature-related organizations was 
reported by 142,000 Alberta residents. 

Table 20 presents an overview of the 
124.6 mil l ion days on which Alberta 
residents took part in nature-related 
activities in Canada during 1996. 

Participants in residential wildl ife­
related activities spent 103.1  mil l ion 
days on these activities, and partici­
pants in outdoor activities in natural 
areas spent 16.2 mil l ion days. Wildl ife 
viewing involved 7.6 mil l ion days, 
recreational fishing 6.9 mil l ion days 
and hunting wildlife 1 .4 mil lion days. 
The table also shows that Alberta resi­
dents took 1 6.4 mil l ion trips for one or 
more nature-related activities during 

1 996. Participants in outdoor activi­
ties in natural areas reported taking 
12.0 mil lion trips. Wildlife viewing 
involved 5 . 1  mil lion trips, recreational 
fishing 4.4 mil l ion trips and hunting 
wildl ife 1 . 1  mil l ion trips. 

In 1996, Alberta residents spent an 
estimated $ 1 , 1 70.9 mil l ion on various 
nature-related activities in Alberta and 
other parts of Canada. The total rises to 
$ 1 , 1 88.7 mil lion when expenditures by 
Alberta residents on two nature-related 
activities - wildlife viewing and recre­
ational fishing - in the United States, 

PARTICIPATION, DAYS AND TRIPS OF ALBERTA PARTICIPANTS 
IN NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES IN 1 996 

• Total number 
of participants 361 ,000 84,000 1 , 728,000 

• Participation 
rate 1 8.6% 1 6.9% 3.9% 80.9% 

• Total days 7,572,000 6,851 ,000 1 , 398,000 n/a 
• Average days 

per participant 1 9. 1  1 9.0 1 6.6 n/a 

4,41 9,000 1 , 1 1 4,000 n/a 

n/a 

1 These estimates include wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting as main and secondary activities combined, as 

described in Chapters 2 and 3. As a result, the total participants, days and trips presented at the bottom of 

the table are less than the sum for the individual activities. See Appendix II for guidelines on comparing results 

on wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting with those from the 1 991  Survey on the Importance of Wildlife 

to Canadians. 
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are included, Part B of this report 
describes survey coverage of these 
activities in  the U,S, Of the $ 1 , 170,9 mil­
l ion spent in Canada, approximately 
57.4 percent went for trip-related items 
including transportation, accommoda­
tion and food,  29.8 percent went for 
special equipment, and 12.8 percent 
went for other items needed to pursue 
nature-related activities (Table 2 1 ) .  

Additional survey results for Alberta 
residents in comparison to those from 
other parts of Canada are presented 
in Parts A, B and C of this report. 

The next report in the Nature Survey 

series wi l l  focus on the economic sig­
nificance of nature-related activities. It 
wil l  include further details on expendi­
tures by Alberta residents on individual 
activities and the impacts of this spend­
ing on the provincial economy in  the 
form of income and jobs. Survey infor­
mation on respondents' wil l ingness to 
pay more for these activities wil l  be used 
to assess the economic value stemming 
from the enjoyment of nature. 

DISTRIBUTION O F  NATURE­
RELATED EXPENDITURES FOR 

ALBERTA IN 1 996 

Accommodation 1 49.0 1 2. 7  
Transportation 300.0 25.6 
Food 223. 3 1 9. 1  
Equipment 349.2 29.8 
Other items 79.3 6.8 
Costs for other nature-

related activities' 70.2' 6.0 

Total 1�2 

* See note on the statistical reliability of survey results 
in section 1 . 3.  

1 Costs for other nature�related activities include 

expenditures on maintaining land for conservation, 

nature�related organizations and residential activities. 

Data on these activities were not broken down 

by expenditure category. 

2 Some figures may not total perfectly because of 

rounding. 
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1 4. NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES BY RESIDENTS OF BRITISH COLUMBIA 

The Survey on  the Importance of 

Nature to Canadians shows that the 
natural environment enhances the daily 
lives of British Columbia residents. In 
1 996, an estimated 2.5 mil lion British 

Columbia residents (82.2 percent 
of the population aged 15 years and 
over) participated in a wide range of 
nature-related activities. An estimated 
1 .5 mil l ion residents participated in  
outdoor activities in natural areas, 
and 1 .3 mil lion in residential wildlife­
related activities (Table  22).  Wildl ife 
viewing attracted 639,000 participants, 
fishing 537,000 participants and 
hunting 98,000 participants. An esti­
mated 2.2 mil l ion British Columbia 
residents took part in indirect nature­
related activities. One of these indirect 
activities - joining or contributing 
to nature-related organizations -
was reported by 215,000 British 
Columbia residents. 

Table 22 presents an overview of 
the 221 .6 mil l ion days on which 
British Columbia residents took part 

in nature-related activities in Canada 

during 1996. Participants in residen­
tial wildl ife-related activities spent 
1 83.4 mil l ion days on these activities, 
and participants in outdoor activities in 
natural areas spent 29.4 mil lion days. 

Wi ldlife viewing involved 1 5.3 mil l ion 
days, recreational fishing 10.1 mil l ion 
days and hunting wildl ife 2.0 mil l ion 

days. The table also shows that British 
Columbia residents took 33.6 mil lion 

trips for one or more nature-related 
activities during 1996. Participants 
in outdoor activities in natural areas 
reported taking 25.9 mil l ion trips. Wild­
l ife viewing involved 1 1 .5 mil l ion trips, 
recreational fishing 7.7 mil lion trips 
and hunting wildl ife 1 .4 mil l ion trips. 

In 1 996, British Columbia residents 
spent an estimated $ 1 .938 mil l ion 

on various nature-related activities in 
British Columbia and other parts of 
Canada. The total rises to $ 1 ,988.2 mil­

l ion when expenditures by British 
Columbia residents on two nature­
related activities - wildl ife viewing 

PARTICIPATION, DAYS AND TRIPS O F  BRITISH COLUMBIA PARTICIPANTS 
IN NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES IN 1 996 

• Total number 
of participants 

• Participation 
rate 

• Total days 
• Average days 

per participant 20.1  

5 3 7,000 98,000 

3.2% 

n/a 

n/a 

1 These estimates include wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting as main and secondary activities combined, as 

described in Chapters 2 and 3. As a result, the total participants, days and trips presented at the bottom of 

the table are less than the sum for the individual activities. See Appendix II for guidelines on comparing results 

on wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting with those from the 1 991 Survey on the Importance of Wildlife 

to Canadians. 

and recreational fishing in the 
United States, are included. Part B of 
this report describes survey coverage 
of these activities in the U.S. Of the 

$ 1 .938 mil l ion spent in Canada, approxi­
mately 5 1 .7 percent went for trip-related 

items including transportation, accom­
modation and food ,  29.5 percent went 
for special equipment, and 1 8.9 percent 
went for other items needed to pursue 
nature-related activities (Table  23).  

Additional survey results for British 
Columbia residents in comparison to 
those from other parts of Canada are pre­
sented in Parts A, B and C of this report. 

The next report in the Nature Survey 
series wil l  focus on the economic sig­
nificance of nature-related activities. It 
will  include further details on expendi­
tures by British Columbia residents on 
individual activities and the impacts of 
this spending on the provincial econ­

omy in the form of income and jobs. 
Survey information on respondents' 
wil l ingness to pay more for these 
activities wil l  be used to assess the 
economic value stemming from the 
enjoyment of nature. 

DISTRIBUTION OF NATURE­
RELATED EXPENDITURES FOR 

BRITISH COLUMBIA IN 1 996 

Category 
of expenditure $million % 

Accommodation 1 72.2 8.9 
Transportation 479.2 24.7 
Food 350.4 1 8. 1  
Equipment 5 7 1 . 1  29.5 
Other items 1 40 . 7* 7 .3  
Costs for other nature-

related activities 1 224.4* 1 l .6 

Total $1,938.0 100%2 

,. See note on the statistical reliability of survey results 
in section 1 . 3. 

1 Costs for other nature�related activities include 

expenditures on maintaining land for conservation, 

nature"related organizations and residential activities. 

Data on these activities were not broken down 

by expenditure category. 

2 Some figures may not total perfectly because of 

rounding. 
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1 5. NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES BY RESIDENTS OF THE YUKON 

The Survey on the Importance of 
Nature to Canadians shows that the 
natural environment enhances the 
daily lives of Yukon residents. In 1996, 
an estimated 15,000 Yukon residents 
(76.9 percent of the population aged 
15 years and over) participated in a 
wide range of nature-related activities. 
An estimated 8,900 residents partici­
pated in outdoor activities in natural 
areas, and 8,200 in residential wildl ife­
related activities (Table 24).  Wildlife 
viewing attracted 5,500 participants, 
fishing 6,400 participants and hunt­
ing 2,200 participants. An estimated 
1 1 ,000 Yukon residents took part in 

indirect nature-related activities. One 
of these indirect activities - joining 
or contributing to nature-related 

organizations - was reported by 
1 ,700 Yukon residents. 

Table 24 presents an overview of the 
1.6 mil l ion days on which Yukon 
residents took part in nature-related 

activities in Canada during 1996. 
Participants in residential wildlife­
related activities spent 1 .3 mil l ion days 
on these activities, and participants in 
outdoor activities in natural areas 
spent 2 1 1 ,000 days. Wildl ife viewing 
involved 140,000 days, recreational 
fishing 125,000 days and hunting 

wildl ife 43,000 days. The table also 
shows that Yukon residents took 
232,000 trips for one or more nature­
related activities during 1996. Partic­
ipants in outdoor activities in natural 
areas reported taking 162,000 trips. 
Wildl ife viewing involved 95,000 trips, 
recreational fishing 86.000 trips and 
hunting wildl ife 24,000 trips. 

In 1996, Yukon residents spent an esti­
mated $16.0  mil l ion on various nature­
related activities in the Yukon and 
other parts of Canada. The total rises 
to $ 17.5 mil l ion when expenditures 
by Yukon residents on two nature-
related activities wildlife viewing 

PARTICIPATION, DAYS AND TRIPS OF YUKON PARTICIPANTS 
IN NATURE-RELATED ACTIVITIES IN 1 996 

Outdoor Residentflf 
activities willJnf� .. • 

in natural . rehl�� •• Wildlife Rec(eatiOl1a1 
areas ad:tv�..:: viewing1 fishingl Hu"ti�t 

• Total number 
of participants 8,900 8,200 5,500 6,400 2,200 

• Participation 
rate 45.3% 4 1 . 3% 27.9% 32.2% 1 1 .0% 

· . 
• Total days 21 1 ,000 1 ,267,000 
• Average days 

per participant 23.5 1 55 . 5  

Total trips 1 62,000 n/a 95,000' 86,000 24,000' n/a 
Average trips 
per participant 1 8. 1  nla 1 7.2 l 3 .5 1 1 .0 nla 

Grand total = 15,000 participants, 1.6 milliOl1 days, 232,000 trips 

,. See note on the statistical reliability of survey results in section 1 . 3.  
1 These estimates include wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting as main and secondary activities combined, as 

described in Chapters 2 and 3.  As a result, the total participants, days and trips presented at the bottom of 

the table are less than the sum for the individual activities. See Appendix I I  for guidelines on comparing results 

on wildlife viewing, fishing and hunting with those from the 1 991  Survey on the Importance of Wildlife 

to Canadians. 
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and recreational fishing - in the 
United States, are included. Part B of 
this report describes survey coverage 
of these activities in the U.S. Of the 
$16.0  mil lion spent in Canada. approxi­

mately 5 1 . 1  percent went for trip-related 
items including transportation, accom­
modation and food, 37.5 percent went 
for special equipment, and 1 1 .4 percent 

went for other items needed to pursue 
nature-related activities (Table 25).  

Additional survey results for Yukon 
residents in comparison to those from 
other parts of Canada are presented in 
Parts A, B and C of this report. 

The next report in the Nature Survey 
series wil l  focus on the economic sig­
nificance of nature-related activities. 
It will include further details on expen­
ditures by Yukon residents on individ­
ual activities and the impacts of this 
spending on the territorial economy 

in the form of income and jobs. Survey 
information on respondents' will ing­
ness to pay more for these activities 
will be used to assess the economic 
value stemming from the enjoyment 
of nature. 

DISTRIBUTION Of NATURE­
RELATED EXPENDITURES FOR 

THE YUKON IN 1 996 

Category 
of expenditure $milllOl1 % 

Accommodation 0.9 5.6 
Transportation 4 . 6  28.8 
Food 2.7 1 6.7 
Equipment 6.0' 37.5 
Other items 1 .0' 6.4 
Costs for other nature· 

related activities I 0.8' 5.0 

Total $16.0 100%2 

* See note on the statistical reliability of survey results 
in section 1 . 3 .  

1 Costs for other nature¥re!ated activities include 

expenditures on maintaining land for conservation, 

nature-related organizations and residential activities. 

Data on these activities were not broken down 

by expenditure category. 

2 Some figures may not total perfectly because of 

rounding_ 
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Survey results show that although Canadians enjoyed most of their 
wildlife viewing and recreational fishing within the borders of Canada, 
a number also traveled to the United States to do SO.12 A similar survey 
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 13 which asked Americans about 
trips taken to Canada for wildlife viewing or for recreational fishing, 
shows that many Americans visited Canada for its fish and wildlife. 
Results from these two surveys on fish- and wildlife-based tourism 
between Canada and the United States are reported below in a compara­
tive manner. They reveal, among other things, that the flow of visitors 
into Canada and the associated time and money spent were significantly 
greater than the flow out in 1996. 

1 6. A COMPARISON OF F ISH- AND WILDLIFE-BASED TOURISM BETWEEN 
CANADA AND THE UN ITED STATES 

In 1996, many more Americans trav­
eled to Canada for fish- and wildlife­
based tourism than did Canadians to 
the United States. Figure 28 shows 
that 1 . 1  mill ion U.S. tourists came 
to Canada for wildlife viewing or 
recreational fishing in 1996, whereas 
438,000 Canadians went to the United 
States for these activities. 

12 Hunting wildlife in the U.S. was not covered in the 

1996 �ature Survey since results from the 1991 Wildl ife 

Survey n:veaJed that few Canadians went hunting in 

the U.S. 

IJ See reference 15 i n  Appendix III. Hunting wildlife in 

Canada was not covered i n  the 1996 U.S. survey since 

the 1991 survey had revealed that few Americans 

traveled to Canada to hunt. 
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While  in Canada, the U.S. tourists 
spent nearly twice as many days as 
the Canadians visiting the United 
States. The U.S. tourists spent a total 
of 6.0 mil lion days in  Canada, whereas 
the Canadian travelers spent 3.5 mil lion 
days in the United States. 

A comparison of the surveys also 
reveals that, while in Canada, the U.S. 
tourists spent three times as much 
money as the Canadians visiting the 
United States for this purpose. The U.S. 
tourists in Canada spent $705.3 mil l ion, 

in  contrast to the $236.1 mil lion spent 
by Canadian tourists in the United 
States ( in 1996 Canadian dollars). 

Highl ights of survey results for the 
1 . 1  mil lion U.S. visitors who came to 
Canada for wildlife viewing or recre­
ational fishing include the fol lowing: 

• Wildlife viewing attracted 526,000 U.S. 
visitors to Canada and recreational 
fishing attracted 542,000 visitors. 
About half of the days and expendi­
tures were spent on wildlife viewing 
and half on recreational fishing 

in Canada. 

The I mportance of Nature to Canadians: Highl ights 



• Host of the U.S. visitors went to hvo 
provinces - Ontario (50.0 percent 
of U.S. visitors) and British Columbia 
(20.9 percent of U.S. visitors). Ontario 
was a particularly attractive destina­
tion for recreational fishing. 

• Three categories of expendi ture 
accounted for 85.6 percent of the 
$705.3 million spent by U.S. visitors 
in Canada. Lodging accounted for 
38.9 percent of expenditures. food 
and beverages for 25.2 percent and 
transportation for 21.5 percent. The 
remaining 14.4 percent of expendi­
tures went for fees for guides, pack­
ages and land access, boating costs 
for anglers, equipment rental and 
purchases, and other items. 

Highlights of survey results for the 
438.000 Canadians who traveled to the 
U.S. for wildlife viewing and fishing 
include the following: 

• Wildlife viewing was the reason 
331,000 Canadians took trips to the 
U.S.: recreational fishing was the 
reason 142,000 took trips. About 
three-quarters of days and expen­
ditures were spent on wildlife 
viewing and one-quarter on 
recreational fishing. 

• The American states to which 
Canadians went the most were 
Florida. Washington and New York. 

• Most Canadians who traveled to the 
United States for wildlife viewing 
came from three provinces -
Ontario (42.7 percent of travelers), 
Quebec (25.5 percent), or British 
Columbia (21.1 percent). Similar 
provincial origins were observed for 
Canadians who took recreational 
fishing trips to the United States. 

Tourism surveys have demonstrated 
that fo r tourism in general many more 
Canadians travel to the United States 

than do Americans to Canada. and 
Canadian tou rists spend considerably 
greater amounts of time and money on 
these trips to the United States than do 
U.S. tourists in Canada. On the basis 
of the survey results described above, 
it can be concluded that the reverse 
is the case for fish- and wildlife-based 
tourism. Hany more Americans come 
to Canada for its fish and wildlife 
than the reverse. and the spending of 
Canadians who travel to the United 
States for its fish and wildlife is greatly 
exceeded by the spending of Americans 
who come to Canada for fish- and 
wildlife-based tourism. 

T HE FLOW OF FISH- AND WILDLIFE-BASED TOURISM BETWH N 
C ANADA AND THE U NITED STATES IN 1996 

• U.S. touri.hln Canada Canadian trav~U~r. in th~ U.S. 

Total participants 

1 1 m,llIon 

Total day~ 

bOm,lh,," 

Total expenditures (in Canadian dollars) 

HOS } molh<>n 

SlJb 1 moM ... n 
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Whether current rates of participation in nature-related activities will 
change in the future was addressed in part in the Nature Survey. There 
are many indicators that must be monitored when assessing future rates 
of participation in nature-related activities, such as changes in the abun­
dance of natural areas and wildlife, the age structure of the Canadian 
population and income levels, among others. The survey contributed 
to the assessment of the likelihood of current rates of participation 
continuing into the future by asking Canadians about their degree of 
interest in participating in nature-related activities or, if they already 
participated, the interest they had in continuing to do so. 

Respondents were asked to indicate if they would be interested in par­
ticipating in outdoor activities in natural areas such as camping and 
boating. They were also asked about their interest in participating in 
watching, feeding, photographing or studying wildlife. In a similar 
manner, respondents were asked about their interest in participating 
in the consumptive activities of hunting and fishing, and in joining 
or contributing to nature-related organizations such as naturalist, 
conservation or sportsmen's clubs. 

This part of the report presents the responses of Canadians to these 
questions. It contrasts the resulting rates for this "potential participa­
tion" with the rates for "active participation" reported in Part A. This 
line of inquiry permits an assessment of the likelihood of current rates 
of participation continuing into the future based on the degree of 
interest expressed in participation. For example, participation rates 
in nature-related organizations, hunting and fishing could more 
than double if current levels were maintained and if, in addition, non­
participants who expressed interest in participating were to do so. The 
findings in this chapter demonstrate that it is important to Canadians to 
have the option of participating in nature-related activities in the future. 
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17. A CTIVE AND POTENTIAL PARTICIPATION IN NATURE RELATED ACTIVITIES 

mp 
Outdoor activit ies in 
natura l areas 

Nearly three-quarters of Canadians 
(74.0 percent of the population) indicated 
great or some interest in participating 
in outdoor activi ties in natural areas 
such as camping, picnicking, hiking, 
ridi ng, cycl ing, skiing, snowshoeing, off­
road vehicle use. swimming or boating 
(Figure 29), Interest was high across 
Canada. Approximately 70 percent or 
more of residents of each of the 10 prov­
inces and the Yukon expressed interest 
in part icipating in these activities. 

In section 2.1, the participation rate in 
outdoor ac tivi ties in natural areas was 
reported as 43.7 percent of the popula­
tion. By comparing this ra te of active 
participation with the level of potential 
participation in these activities of 
74.0 percent of Canadians. we are led 
to the observation that the level of 
potential participation was over one 
and a half times higher than the rate of 
active participation in 1996. Thus, we 
can say that there is some potential for 
gains to be made in participation in 
these activities. The pattern of active 
versus potential participation in out­
door activities in natural areas was 
evident in all provinces. 

mn 
Watching, photographing, 
studying or feeding 
wildlife 

Appro)[ imately 57 percent of Cana­
dians expressed an inte rest in partici ­
pating in watching, photographing, 
studying or feeding wildlife (F'igure 30). 
Interest was consistently high across 
the country, wi th 52 percent or 
more of residents of each of the 
10 provinces and the Yukon expressi ng 
an interest in participation in these 
activities. 

P ERCENTAG E Of C ANADIANS EXPRESS ING GR EAT O R SOME INTEREST IN PARTICIPATI NG IN OUTDOOR ACTIVITI ES 

IN NATURAL AREAS, BY PROVINCE O R TER RITORY Of RESIDENC E 

NIIUonli1 respon!-e 
Per(entllge of popuilition 

1S )lurs lind ow . 

NO In tt ' tlt 
26.0 

,..,. 
Intt~lt 

32.3 

Percent txprenlng grell t o r some inter'"st 
Cl nKllan fli t'" ( ) 7,U)% 

P ERCE NTAGE OF CANADIANS EXPRESSING GREAT OR SOME INTER EST IN PA RTICIPATI NG IN WATCHING, PHOTOGRAPHING, 

STUDYING O R FEEDING WILD LI FE, 8Y PROVINCE O R TERRITO RY Of RES IDENCE 

Nlillonlil r,"spons," 
Percentllge of popuilition 

1 S yellrs lind oyer 

No 1n101""0I 
.0.1 
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Percent expressing grut or !-Ome intn,"st 
Cllnadlan rate ( . ) 56.9% "., 
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In 1996, 44.9 percent of Canadians 
actively participated in watching, pho· 
tographing. studying or feeding wildlife 
around their homes or on trips. Thus. 
at the national level. it would appear 
that though much of the potential for 
participation in these acth'ities has 
already been realized. there remains 
some potential for increases in partici­
pation. This pattern was observed in att 
provinces, with the participation rate 
being fai rly close to the level of interest 
expressed in participating. except for 
Quebec and the Yukon where greater 
gains could be realized. 

IfD 
Recreational fi shing 

Nearly 40 percent of Canadians expressed 
great or some interest in participating 
in recreational fishing (F'igure 31). 
Interest was highest in Newfoundland, 
Saskatchewan and the Yukon at rates 
in excess of 49 percent. The remaining 
provinces showed rates of interest 
between about 37 and 44 percent. 

The rate of active participation in 
recreational fi shing was 17.7 percent 

in 1996 (Section 2.5). By comparing 
this rate with the 39.8 percent of Cana­
dians indicating an interest in partici­
pating in fishing. we observe that the 
level of interest in participation was 
over twice as high as the rate of active 
participation. In all provinces. the 
levels of potential participation were 
twice as high as the acth'e participation 
rates. indicating a substantial growth 
potent ial for this activity. 

Hunting 

Approximately I I percent of Canadians 
showed great or some interest in 
participating in hunting (Figure 32). 
Interest varied considerably among 
residents of the 10 provinces and the 
Yukon. Interest was highest among 
residents of Newfoundland, New 
Brunswick and the Yukon, at rates in 
excess of 20 percent. All other provinces 
showed levels of interest between about 
9 and 17 percent. 

In section 2.4, the rate of active partic­
ipation in hunting during 1996 was 
reported. By comparing the participation 

rate of 5.1 percent of the population 
with the level of interest in participating 
in hunting of 10.6 percent. we are led 
to the observation that the level of 
interest in participating was twice as 
high as the rate of active participation 
in 1996. 

In all provinces and the Yukon. interest 
in participating was between one and 
one half and three times as high as 
active participation. The greatest 
potential gains to be made in participa­
tion in these activities are in Alberta. 
British Columbia and the Yukon. with 
about three times as many residents 
expressing an interest in participating 
in hunting as actively hunted in 1996. 

lflii 
Nature-related organizations 

Nearly one quarter of Canadians indi­
cated great or some interest in joining 
or contributing to a nature-related 
organization (F'igure 33). The highest 
levels of support for these organiza­
tions was expressed by residents of 
New Brunswick and the Yukon. at 
41.8 and 33.8 percent respectively. 

PERCENTAGE OF CANADIANS EXPRESSING GREAT OR SOME INTEREST IN PARTICIPATI NG IN REC REATIONAL FISHING, 
BY PROVINCE OR TERRITORY OF RESI DE NCE 

National response 
Percentage of population 

1 S yean and over 

Grut Some 
Intere" 

lIIo lntetest "'., 
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~. 

I 
" .. )66 

N' ,.. N' 

Percent e~P'"enin9 great Of" wme In teren 
Canad i ~n ... Ie ( ) ]9.8% 

"., 

18 .8 ~ .. '" 
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Rates were close to the average in the 
remaining provinces, with the excep­
tion of Newfoundland. Prince Edl"ard 
Island and Nova Scotia with slightly 
lower rates of about 20 percent each. 

By comparing the ra te of active 
involvement in nature-related organi­
zations of 5.4 percent with the level of 
potential involvement of 24.4 percent 
of Canadians, we observe that the 
level of potential involvement was 
over four times higher than the 
ra te of active involvement in 1996. 

Thus, I~e can say that there are great 
potential gains to be made in support 
of these organizations, The pattern 
of active versus potential support 
for nature-related organizations was 
evident in all provinces, 

Comparab il ity wit h 
previous survey 

In comparing the 1991 Wildlife Survey 
and 1996 Nature Survey, similar patterns 

of active \'ersus potential participation 
are observed for wildlife viewing, 
fishing and hunting. It appears that 
in 1996 as in 1991. a large amount 
of the potential for participation in 
wildlife viewing activities has been 
realized. whereas there are potential 
gains to be made in participation in 
hunting and recreational fishing. The 
enormous growth potential fo r involve­
ment in nature-related organizations 
such as naturalist groups identified in 
the 1991 survey was also demonstrated 
in the 1996 survey. 

P ERCENTAGE OF C ANADIANS EXPRESSING GREAT OR SOME INTEREST IN PARTICIPATING IN HUNTING, 
BY PROVINCE OR TERRITORY OF RES IDENCf 

National response 
Percentage of population 
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P ERCENTAGE OF CANADIANS EXPRESSING GREAT OR SOME INTEREST IN PARTICI PATING IN NATURE·RELATED 
ORGANIZATIONS, BY PROVINCE OR TERRITORY Of RESIDENCE 
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PART 0 
COM£tlJs1ON{�N8 POttCY 'IMN..ICATIONS 

The results from the Statistics Canada Survey on the Importance of 
Nature to Canadians constitute an important source of information on 
the socioeconomic benefits of Canada's natural wealth. The Nature 
Survey partnership has made a unique contribution by bringing 
together socioeconomic information that crosses traditional manage­
ment divisions such as wildlife, forests, water and protected areas. 
The highlights provided in this publication will be amplified in future 
reports dealing with economic and emerging sustainability issues in 
order to meet a diversity of needs among agencies, organizations 
and individuals. Such social and economic findings will be useful to 
senior decision makers in a number of policy and planning areas, 
as outlined below. 

In the introduction to this report, the 
responsibi l ity of all Canadians to act 

industry, organizations and individual 
Canadians to sustain Canada's natural 
wealth. For example, it can be used to: 

sustainable  development to mean 
that future generations are left 

as stewards of Canada's natural wealth 
was introduced. Fundamental to this 
responsibi l ity is the need to understand 
the ful l  range of socioeconomic bene­

fits to people that enable them to use 
and enjoy Canada's nature while ensur­
ing it is sustained for future generations. 

Information on socioeconomic bene­
fits revealed by the Nature Survey 

can serve as a tool to influence the 
decisions of governments at al l  levels, 
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• Develop new socioeconomic 

indicators of sustainability to 

improve decision-making. 

In 1 995, the World Bank proposed a 
new approach to valuing national 
wealth that includes the traditional 

economic components as well as 
three other wealth measures -
social capital, natural capital and 
human capital. This broader mea­
sure would allow the concept of 

with as many opportunities as, if not 
more than, the previous generations 
had. Work is under way in Canada to 
develop socioeconomic indicators of 
sustainability modeled on the World 
Bank's new concept of national 
wealth. The Nature Survey results 
wil l  contribute vital information for 

this work by providing the basis for 
national estimates of recreational 

values for water, biodiversity and 
other components of natural wealth. 
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• Enhance public recognition of the 

important economic contributions 

of Canada's ecosystems and bio­

diversity in the national income 

accounts. 

Canada's national income accounts 
are intended to provide indicators 
that assess the performance of 
the economy. However. environmen­
tal goods and services are not fully 
reflected as a productive input in 
these accounts. Efforts to correct 
this omission are under way in a set 
of Environmental Satellite National 
Income Accounts. Identifying the 
various goods and services provided 
by biological resources and eco­
systems and estimating their eco­
nomic value are essential in  efforts 
to reform national income account­
ing practices. Vital information 
from the Nature Survey will play 
an important role in this task. 

• Help to demonstrate the significant 

returns to investment in actions to 

sustain Canada's natural assets by 

providing measures of the socio­

economic benefits that may be lost 

if these assets are degraded. 

The Nature Survey results confirm 
the significance of nature as an 
important social and economic 
asset to Canadians. Knowledge of 
the benefits they derive from nature 
assists Canadians in their effort to 
recognize the magnitude of the lost 
benefits should natural assets be 
managed in unsustainable ways. 
Because these assets are renewable, 

the benefits derived from them can 
be enjoyed in perpetuity, provided 
that programs aimed at sustainability 

are maintained or developed. 

• Apply social and institutional incen­

tives and design economic programs 

in support of sustaining Canada's 

natural wealth. 

Given the environmental signifi­
cance and the immense popularity 
of nature-related recreational activi­

ties demonstrated by the Nature 
Survey, government agencies and 
non-government organizations are 
accountable to diverse and nation­
wide constituencies. Socioeconomic 

findings such as these are essential 
inputs in  policy review, legislation 
development, land use planning, 
allocation decisions, marketing 
strategies and monitoring processes 

designed to support the sustain­
ability of natural wealth. Further, 
findings from the Nature Survey on 
the high levels of expenditures by 

Canadians on nature-related activi­
ties, and their will ingness to pay 

more than what they currently 
spend to enjoy these activities pro­

vide managers with an opportunity 
to develop creative ways to encour­

age agencies, organizations and indi­
viduals to contribute to the cost of 
maintaining and enhancing Canada's 
ecosystems and biodiversity. 

• Recognize the need to adopt sus­

tainable lifestyles by demonstrating 

the costs to society of environmen­

tal degradation or damage. 

Information from the Nature Survey 
on the benefits of abundant and 
diverse ecosystems and biological 
resources to the well-being of 
Canadians can be employed to weigh 
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the benefits of sustainability against 
activities that endanger the health 
and integrity of Canada's ecosystems 
and biodiversity. The emerging 
importance of such evidence in 
natural resource damage assess­
ments and in compensation and 
mitigation claims underscores the 
need to continuously monitor these 
benefits across Canada. 

• Understand the important role of 

preserving Canada's natural environ­

ment in maintaining and enhancing 

Canada's tourism industry. 

In every season of the year, Canada's 

natural environment provides oppor­
tunities both to Canadians traveling 
in their own country and visitors 
from other countries to experience 
outstanding scenery and wildlife. 
Nature Survey results can be used 
to enhance understanding of this 
nature-based tourism. In particular, 
they can be used to i l lustrate how 
expenditures by tourists who engage 
in nature-related activities contribute 
significantly to the Canadian econ­
omy in the form of income and jobs. 
Such insights can provide powerful 
financial incentives to maintain and, 
where possible, enhance Canada's 
natural wealth through job creation 
and capital investment. 

• Contribute to the sustainable 

management of forest resources 

by providing information on non­

timber uses and values of forests. 

Since the early 1990's, forest man­
agement and forest policy has been 
significantly re-defined at interna­
tional, national, and local levels, in  
response to  changing values, new 
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scientific knowledge, institutional 
changes and a perception of a growing 
scarcity of environmental attributes 
and opportunities for nature experi­

ences. The overall goal of the new 
forest policies and new approaches 
is to provide a framework for the 
sustainable management of forest 

resources for a broad spectrum of 
economic and social values while 
protecting biodiversity and ecosys­
tems for future generations. How­
ever, in many cases, information on 
non-timber uses such as recreation, 
nature study, hunting and fishing is 
lacking. Socioeconomic information 
such as that provided by the Nature 
Survey is essential for assessing these 
uses and their relative value to society. 
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• Enlist support for protected areas 

by increasing awareness among 

Canadians of the importance of 

these areas to their lives and to 

the society in which they live. 

While the major purpose of estab­

lishing protected areas is to preserve 
natural environments that might 
otherwise be degraded, many of 
these areas, in  particular national 
and provincial parks, also provide 
tourism and recreation opportunities. 
The Nature Survey establishes that 
nature-based tourism opportunities 
draw mil lions of Canadians to parks 
and other protected areas. The 
sustainable use of these areas 
by nature-based tourists can repre­

sent an important source of eco­
nomic benefits for surrounding 

communities to help offset the costs 
of establ ishing and maintaining 

these areas. 

• Provide for a more informed public 

which in turn will lead to a more 

effective public participation process. 

In recent years, public participation 

processes have played an increasingly 
important role in decision-making. 
These processes work most effec­
tively if the participants as well as 
decision-makers are fully informed 
about the socioeconomic benefits 
to people that enable them to use 

and enjoy Canada's nature while 
ensuring it is sustained for future 
generations. The socioeconomic 
information provided by the Nature 
Survey can make a significant 
contribution to these processes. 
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ApPENDIX I .  DEFIN ITION OF TERMS 

Key terms as they are defined in this 
report are explained below. 

Active participation - the proportion 

of the Canadian population that actually 
takes part in a nature-related activity 
(compare with potential participation). 

Day all or any part of a calendar day 
(24 hours or less) spent participating 
in a given nature-related activity. For 
example, if  a hunter hunted two hours 
one day and three hours another day, 
it would be recorded as two days of 
hunting. If a hunter hunted two hours 
in the morning and one hour in the 
evening of the same day, it would  be 
considered one day of hunting. 

Expenditures expenses personally 
incurred by the participant for the pur­
chase of goods and services to be used 
primarily for participation in a nature­
related activity. Goods bought for other 
purposes but used in nature-related 
activities are not considered to be 
legitimate costs of nature-related 
activities. Expenditures are divided 
into the fol lowing categories: 

Expenditures on land for conserva­

tion: Costs include the maintenance, 
restoration or purchase of land to 
provide food or shelter for fish or 
wildlife, or to conserve or restore a 
natural setting. An example would 
be maintaining or adding to an 
area certain types of plants for the 
purpose of feeding or sheltering 
wildl ife. The respondent could not 
include, for example, hislher cottage. 

Expenditures on residential wild1ife­

related activities: Such items as 
the cost of feeders, feed for wildl ife, 
birdhouses, magazines, films and 
cameras used primarily for wildlife 
would be included. 

Expenditures on transportation: 

Such items as the cost to operate 
private vehicles (gas and repairs for 
autos, private boats, planes, RVs . . .  ) ,  
vehicle rental (rental and insurance 
costs for autos, boats, trucks, RVs . . .  ) ,  
local transportation ( including 
taxis, city buses . . .  ), fares for air­
planes, boats, trains and buses 
would be included. 

Expenditures on accommodation: 

Such items as the costs of camp­
grounds, cabins, lodges, hotels, 
motels and resorts would be 
included. 

Expenditures on food: Such items as 
food and beverages bought at stores 
and restaurants would be included. 

Expenditures on equipment: Includes 
equipment personally purchased by 
the participant for a given activity 
in Canada in 1996; for example:  

• general outdoor equipment 
(cameras and accessories, record­
ing equipment, binoculars, bikes, 
camping gear, special clothing, 
footwear, luggage, backpacks . . .  ) 

• skiing (skis, ski boots, ski clothing, 

other ski equipment. . . )  
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• snowmobiling (snowmobi les, 
snowmobiling clothing, other 
snowmobil ing equipment. . .  ) 

• hunting (guns and accessories, 
game carriers, cal ls, dogs, 
decoys . . .  ) 

• fishing (rods, reels, other fishing 
equipment. .. ) 

• boats/motors (boats, canoes, 
kayaks, sailboats, boat motors . . .  ) 

• vehicles (trucks, campers, 
RVs/motorhomes, ATVs . . .  ) 

• any other equipment. 

Expenditures on other items: 

Includes such items as recreation 
and entertainment costs ( l icenses, 
entry fees, guide fees . . .  j ,  retail 
purchases (souvenirs, books, maga­
zines, film and photographic ser­
vices, equipment rental and repairs, 
batteries . . .  ) and special items for 
hunting (ammunition, dog mainte­
nance) or fishing (bait, tackle, line . . .  ) .  

Fish - fish found in  fresh and salt 
water ( lakes, rivers, streams, oceans 

or other natural water bodies); for 
example, salmon, cod, trout, walleye, 
perch, pike, smelt, etc. 

Fishing - See Recreational fishing 

Frequency of participation the 
number of times during the year 
that a participant takes part in a given 
nature-related activity. Two measures 
of frequency are discussed in the 
report: the number of days of participa­
tion in  an activity, and the number of 
trips taken to participate in  an activity. 
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Hunting - searching for, pursuing, 
stalking, trai l ing or lying in wait for 
game which may or may not be har­
vested. In this report, hunting taking 
place as the main activity is distin­
guished from hunting that takes place 
as a secondary activity on trips taken 
for outdoor activities in natural areas. 

Indirect nature-related activity - an 
activity that al lows the participant to 
experience nature indirectly. Indirect 
nature-related activity includes reading 
about nature, watching films or tele­
vision programs about nature, pur­
chasing art, crafts or posters of nature, 
visiting zoos, game farms, aquariums 
or natural history museums, joining or 
contributing to naturalist, conservation 
or sportsmen's clubs and maintaining, 
restoring or purchasing land for 
conservation. 

Large mammals - big game and 
non-game species, such as deer, bears, 
cougar, moose, mountain sheep, 
caribou, seals, whales, etc. 

Location - the place at which a partic­

ipant took part in nature-related activi­
ties. Participants were asked to name 
the province, nearest city, town or 
vi llage and distance from their resi­
dence of the major locations for their 
nature-related activities. 

Natural area - the areas at which 
nature-related activities take place. 
Natural areas include forests, water 

bodies, wetlands, open fields and other 
areas such as scrubland and caves. 

48 

Nature - natural areas and the 
wildlife and fish that live in  these areas. 

Nature-related activity - a recre­
ational activity that includes, in some 

form, either direct or indirect contact 
with nature. Outdoor activity in nat­

ural areas, residential wildlife-related 

activity, wildlife viewing, recreational 

fishing, hunting, and indirect nature­

related activity are included in this 
category. 

Nature-related organization -

organizations such as naturalist 
and conservation organizations and 
sportsmen's clubs. 

Other birds wild birds other than 
waterfowl ;  for example, robins, spar­
rows, warblers, hawks, owls, grouse, 
partridge, pheasants, etc. 

Other wildlife - wildlife other than 
waterfowl, other birds, smal l  mammals, 
and large mammals; for example, 
butterfl ies, frogs, snakes, l izards, etc. 

Outdoor activity in natural areas -

one or more of 1 7  specified recre­
ational activities that take place on 
trips to natural areas such as forests, 
water bodies, wetlands, open fields and 
other areas such as scrub lands and 
caves. Types of outdoor activity included 

are: sightseeing in  natural areas, pho­
tographing natural areas, gathering 
nuts, berries or firewood, picnicking, 
camping, swimming/beach activity, 
canoeing/kayaking/sailing, power boat­

ing, hikinglbackpacking, climbing, horse­
back riding, cycling, off-road vehicle 

use, downhi l l  skiing, cross-country 

skiing/snowshoeing, snowmobi ling 

and relaxing in  an outdoor setting. 

Overnight trip - an occasion on 
which a participant left his or her 

residence for a given activity and spent 
at least one night away from home. 

Park or protected area a national or 
provincial park or other protected area. 

Participation rate the proportion 
of the population 15 years of age and 
over represented by participants in a 
nature-related activity. 

Population - the Canadian popula­
tion 15 years of age and over in the 
10 provinces and the Yukon in 1996. 
Excluded are residents of the Northwest 
Territories, residents of Indian reserves, 
full-time members of the Canadian 
Armed Forces and people living in 
institutions. 

Potential participation the propor-
tion of the Canadian population that 
indicates an interest in taking part in a 
nature-related activity, without neces­
sarily doing so (compare with active 

participation) . 

Recreational fishing - catching 
or attempting to catch fish for non­
commercial purposes. In this report, 
recreational fishing that takes place 

as the main activity on trips is distin­
guished from fishing as a secondary 
activity on trips taken for outdoor 
activities in natural areas. 
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Residential wildlife-related activities 

activities that take place around the 
residence. and involve watching, 
photographing, feeding or studying 
wildlife, or maintaining shrubs, plants 
or birdhouses for wildl ife. 

Rural residence - an area (rural farm 

or non-farm) with under 1 0,000 people. 

Same-day trip - an occasion on which 

a participant l eft his or her residence 
for a given activity and returned on 

the same day. 

Small mammals small game and 
nongame species. such as rabbits, 
squirrels, raccoons. foxes, groundhogs, 
beaver, other furbearers, etc. 

Trip - an occasion on which a partici­

pant left his or her residence for a given 
activity. Same-day trips and overnight 
trips are included in this category. 

Urban residence a community of 
10.000 people or more. 

Waterfowl ducks. geese, herons, 
cranes, etc. 

Wildlife wild birds and other wild 
animals, not pets or other domesti­
cated animals. It includes waterfowl, 
other birds, small and large mammals 
and other wildlife in a natural environ-
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ment. Animals in zoos or game farms 
were not classified as wildlife in this 
study, except with respect to indirect 

nature-related activities. 

Wildlife viewing - watching, pho­
tographing. feeding or studying wildlife 
on trips taken for the purpose of enjoy­

ing wildlife and natural areas. Wildl ife 
encounters on trips taken for purposes 
such as vacation or business are excluded 
from the definition. In this report, wild­
l ife viewing taking place as the main 
activity on trips is distinguished from 
wildlife viewing that takes place as a 
secondary activity on trips taken for 
outdoor activities in natural areas. 
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ApPENDIX I I .  COMPARABILITY OF 1 996 AND 1 991 SURVEYS 

The questionnaire for the 1996 Survey 
on the Importance of Nature to 
Canadians included questions similar 
in many respects to those used in the 
1991 Survey on the Importance of 

Wildlife to Canadians. For example, in  
the two surveys similar questions were 
used in the sections on Trips Taken 

to Watch, Feed, Photograph or Study 
Wildlife, Recreational Fishing, Hunting 
Waterfowl, Other Birds, Small Mammals, 
Large Mammals and other sections. 
However, due to the impact of changes 
to the questionnaire for the 1 996 
Nature Survey, estimates from that 
survey may not be directly comparable 
with similar estimates from the 1991 
Wildlife Survey. 

When attempting to compare results 

from the 1996 and 1991 surveys, 

users should be aware that the differ­

ences may be due in part to changes in 

the questionnaire and not necessarily 

to actual increases or declines in par­

ticipation in those activities over time. 

Guidelines for taking changes in the 

questionnaire into account when making 

comparisons are provided below. 

Tables 26 and 27 present selected 
results for fish and wildl ife-related 
activities in Canada from the 1996 
Nature Survey and the 1991 Wild life 
Survey. Table  26 includes results on 
participation and Table 27 includes 

days spent. 
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Changes made in the 1996 Nature 
Survey and their impact on compara­
bi lity with the 1991 Wildl ife Survey 
include: 

1 .  The 1996 Nature Survey question­

naire was designed so that respon­
dents would not report the same days, 
trips and expenditures in more than 
one section of the questionnaire. 

Respondents were asked to com­
plete a section only when the activ­
ity covered was the main reason 

for their nature-related trips. As 

a result, the 1996 Nature Survey 
should provide estimates of days 
and expenditures that are more rep­
resentative of nature use than would 
be the case if the effort to avoid dou­
ble counting had not been as great. 

COMPARISON OF NUMBER OF CANADIANS PARTICIPATING IN SElECTED ACTIVITIES, 
1 991 WILDLIFE SURVEY AND 1 996 NATURE SURVEY 

DATA COMPARABILITY: Results for 1 996 in this table may not be directly comparable to 
those for 1 991, as a result of enhancements to make the 1 996 survey more representative 
of nature use. See points 1 to 7 of Appendix II for guidelines on making comparisons 
between 1991 and 1 996 survey results. 

• residence and cottage 
combined 
1 4.5 million 
69.5% 

Primary non-consumptive 
wildlife-related trips 

• residence only 

9.0 million 
3 8 . 3% 

in Canada Wildlife viewing in Canada 

· as main or · as main 
secondary 
activity' 

activity 

3 . 8  million 4.4 million 1 .5 million 
1 8.0% 1 8.6% 6.2% 

Recreational fishing 
in Canada Recreational fishing in Canada 

(main and secondary · as main or 
reasons not specified) secondary 

activity' 
5.5 million 4.2 million 
26.2% 1 7.7% 

Hunting in Canada Hunting in  Canada 

(main and secondary · as main or 
activity not specified) secondary 

activity' 
1 .5 million 1 .2 million 
7.3% 5 . 1 %  

· as main 
activity 

3 . 1  million 
1 3.2% 

· as main 
activity 

1 .0 million 
4.2% 

· as secondary 
activity 

3 . 7  million 
1 5 .5% 

· as secondary 
activity 

2.2 million 
9.4% 

· as secondary 
activity 

0.4 million 
1 .8% 

1 The total for main and secondary activity combined is less than the sum of main and secondary activity considered 

separately since some Canadians participated both as a main and secondary activity during the year. 
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2. The 1996 Nature Survey included 

sections on Trips Taken to Watch, 
Feed, Photograph or Study Wildl ife, 
Hunting and Recreational Fishing 
similar to those in  the 1991 Wildl ife 
Survey. However, the 1 996 survey 
also included a new section on 
Outdoor Activities in Natural Areas. 
This section covered nature-related 
trips taken for the main reason of 

one or more of a l ist of specified 
outdoor activities, such as camping 
or boating (see Section 2 . 1  for the 

complete list) . A separate question 
in the new section asked about par­
ticipation in fish and wildl ife-related 
activities as a secondary reason 

for trips. 

The inclusion of the section had 
an impact on survey estimates for 
Wildl ife Viewing, Recreational 
Fishing and Hunting. Due to this 
change, examining 1 996 Nature 
Survey results on these activities 
is more complex than in the 1991  

COMPARISON O F  DAYS SPENT ON SELECTED ACTIVITIES, 
1 991 WILDLIFE SURVEY AND 1 996 NATURE SURVEY 

DATA COMPARABI�! R,esu!ts for 1 996 in this tablE! may not be directly comparable to 
those for 1991, as lIresultof E!nhancements to lTia�ia,the 1996 surveY more representative 
of nature use. S'ee pOints l to 7  of AppendiJ< lI forguidelines on makiflg£omparisons 
between 1991 and 19% survey results. 

• residence and cottage 
combined 
1 . 1 million 
74.4 mean days 

Primary non-consumptive 
wildlife-related trips 

• residence only 

1 . 3 billion 
1 40.1  mean days 

in Canada Wildlife viewing in Canada 

8 1 . 5  million 
2 1 .6 mean days 

Recreational fishing 

• as main and 
secondary 
activity combined 
77.4 million 
1 7. 6  mean days 

• as main 
activity 

1 6.4 million 
1 1 .2 mean days 

in Canada Recreational fishing in Canada 

(main and secondary as main and 
activity not specified) secondary 

activity combined 
78,3 million 72,0 million 
1 4, 3  mean days 1 7.2 mean days 

Hunting in Canada Hunting in Canada 

(main and secondary 
activity not specified) 

24,1  million 
1 5 , 7  mean days 

• as main and 
secondary 
activity combined 
20,2 million 
1 6,9 mean days 

· as main 
activity 

33,0 million 
1 0, 6  mean days 

• as main 
activity 

1 2 .4 million 
1 2 ,5 mean days 
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• as secondary 
activity 

60.9 million 
1 6.2 mean days 

as secondary 
activity 

39.0 million 
1 7,6 mean days 

• as secondary 
activity 

7.7 million 
1 8.5 mean days 

Wildlife Survey, since both main 
and secondary reasons must now be 
taken into account. 

There are two major benefits result­
ing from this change: a) for the first 
time, the mix of outdoor activities 
with wildlife viewing, fishing and 
hunting is revealed and b) core 

groups of participants whose main 
activity on trips is wildlife viewing, 
fishing or hunting can be distin­
guished from those for whom these 
are secondary activities on trips 
taken for outdoor activities such 
as camping or boating. 

Examples of comparisons: 
Participation: Table  26 shows that 
1 .5 mil lion Canadians hunted in  
Canada in 1991 .  Hunting as  a main 
or secondary activity was not speci­
fied in the 1991  Wildlife Survey. In 
comparison, the table shows that 
1 .2 mi l l ion Canadians hunted in 
Canada in 1 996. This includes the 
1 .0 mill ion reporting hunting as 
the main activity in the 1 996 Nature 
Survey and 0.4 mill ion reporting 
hunting as a secondary activity. 
(The total of 1 .2 mil lion hunters is 
less than the sum of those who 
hunted as the main activity and 
those who hunted as a secondary 
activity since some Canadians 
hunted as both a main and sec­
ondary activity during the year.) 

Days: Table  27 shows that hunters 
spent 24. 1 mi l l ion days on this 
activity in  Canada in  199 1 .  Days 

associated with hunting as a main 
or secondary activity were not speci­
fied in  the 1991 survey. In compari­
son, the table shows that in 1 996, 
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hunters spent a total of 20.2 mil lion trips for which the primary purpose (Incidental Wildlife Encounters) 

days hunting in Canada, of which was to watch, feed, photograph or were covered in the 1991 Wildl ife 

12.4 mil l ion days were spent hunting study wildlife. The question was Survey, whereas these activities 

as the main activity and 7.7 mil lion intended and expected to determine were not included in the 1996 
days involved hunting as a secondary participation where the main inten- Nature Survey. 

activity. tion of the activity was wildlife 

viewing. The 1 996 Nature Survey 7. The 1991 survey covered four types 

3. The coverage and wording of made a distinction between wildlife of hunting waterfowl,  other 
the sections on Indirect Activities, viewing as the main activity and birds, small mammals and large 

Memberships/Contributions to wildlife viewing as a secondary mammals. It did not make a distinc-
Organizations, and Maintaining activity. As a result, core groups tion between hunting as a main or 

Land for Conservation were of participants whose main activity secondary activity. The 1996 survey 

changed in the 1 996 Nature Survey, on trips was watching, feeding, pho- covered the four types of hunting as 

so careful attention should be made tographing or studying wildl ife are main activities, and hunting as a 

to differences in the questions when distinguished from those for whom whole as a secondary activity. As a 

attempting to make comparisons. these were secondary activities on result, estimates of participation, 
trips taken for outdoor activities days and expenditures for the four 

4. Residential Wildlife-related Activities such as sightseeing or camping. types of hunting are not directly 

included both those around the res- These differences in the two surveys comparable in the two surveys. The 

idence and cottage in the 1991 sur- should be taken into account when benefit of this change is that core 
vey, whereas only activities around attempting comparisons between groups of participants whose main 

the residence were included in the two surveys of results on the activity on trips was hunting water-

the 1996 survey. watching, feeding, photographing fowl,  other birds, small mammals 

or studying of wildlife on trips. or large mammals can be distin-
5. Primary Nonconsumptive Wildlife- guished from those for whom 

related Trips were defined in the 6. Watching, feeding, photographing or hunting was a secondary activity on 

1991 Wildlife Survey to include studying wildlife as incidental activ- trips taken for outdoor activities 

ities on vacation or business trips such as camping or boating. 
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