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RESEARCH ARTICLES

Explicit versus implicit motivations: Clarifying how experiences
affect turkey hunter satisfaction using revised
importance-performance, importance grid, and
penalty-reward-contrast analyses
Susan A. Schroedera,c, Louis Cornicellib,c, David C. Fultona, and Steven S. Merchantb

aU.S. Geological Survey, Minnesota Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Unit, University of Minnesota, St.
Paul, MN, USA; bMinnesota Department of Natural Resources, St. Paul, MN, USA; cDepartment of Fisheries,
Wildlife, and Conservation Biology, University of Minnesota, St. Paul, MN, USA

ABSTRACT
Although research has advanced methods for clarifying factors that
relate to customer satisfaction, they have not been embraced by
leisure researchers. Using results from a survey of wild turkey hunters,
we applied traditional and revised importance-performance (IPA/
RIPA), importance-grid analysis (IGA), and penalty-reward-contrast
analysis (PRCA) to examine how activity-specific factors influenced
satisfaction. Results suggested differences between the explicit and
implicit importance of factors related to turkey hunting.
Opportunities to kill turkeys were explicitly rated as less important
than seeing, hearing, or calling in turkeys, but opportunities for
harvest had relatively higher levels of implicit importance. PRCA
identified “calling turkeys in” and “hearing gobbling” as minimum
requirements that cause dissatisfaction if not fulfilled, but do not
provide satisfaction, whereas “seeing turkeys” and an “opportunity
to kill a turkey” related to both satisfaction and dissatisfaction. RIPA,
IGA, and PRCA could provide valuable insights about factors that may
improve satisfaction for leisure participants.

KEYWORDS
importance-grid analysis;
importance-performance
analysis; penalty-reward
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Introduction

Outdoor recreation research has long focused on the antecedents of participant satis-
faction (Manning, 2011; Williams, 1989). This focus on satisfaction came from the need
for evaluative communication between stakeholders and natural resource managers
(Manning, 2011). Research on customer satisfaction historically emphasized the expec-
tancy model (Brunke & Hunt, 2007, 2008; Burns, Graefe, & Absher, 2003; Manning,
2011; Williams, 1989), which suggests that individuals engage in recreation to fulfill
desired experiences, needs, or motivations. This line of inquiry proposes that congru-
ence between expectations and outcomes for a recreation experience leads to satisfac-
tion (Brunke & Hunt, 2007, 2008; Burns et al., 2003; Manning, 2011; Williams, 1989).
Researchers, however, identified limitations associated with the expectancy model
(Burns et al., 2003; Dorfman, 1979; Oh, 2001; Taplin, 2012; Williams, 1989). In
particular, studies identified problems associated with the measures of expectation or
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importance typically employed in applications of the expectancy model (Burns et al.,
2003; Oh, 2001; Williams, 1989). A number of studies found performance-only scores
were superior predictors of satisfaction than scores measuring disconfirmation of
expectations (Burns et al., 2003; Dorfman, 1979; Taplin, 2012), suggesting less need
to include measures of importance or expectations related to recreation outcomes. In
addition, and perhaps most critical to the application of customer satisfaction to
recreation research, Williams (1989) questioned “the product metaphor” that leads
researchers to evaluate recreation satisfaction the same way consumer researchers
“determine the momentary satisfactions with the consumption or use of a product”
(p. 432). Williams (1989) underscored that quality recreation was a function of self-
affirmation, valuing the process not the product, and pertinent to the study at hand:
“the hunt and not necessarily the harvest” (p. 433).

Most likely because of the issues raised about the expectancy model, and despite
concerns that disregarding importance might mean losing useful insights, some research-
ers examining satisfaction in outdoor recreation moved away from measuring self-stated
importance of attributes or expectations related to outcomes (Taplin, 2012). The hunter
satisfaction literature has particularly lacked in examinations of how expectations about
specific outcomes relate to satisfaction (Brunke & Hunt, 2007, 2008). Several studies,
however, have clarified that self-stated importance of attributes and expectations related to
outcomes are associated with overall satisfaction (Brunke & Hunt, 2008; Taplin, 2012).
Recent work has also clarified that goal attainment, mastery, and harvest in consumptive
activities are fundamental to satisfaction (Arlinghaus, 2006; Beggs & Elkins, 2010;
Schroeder & Fulton, 2013). Given that natural resource managers want satisfied users,
we introduce methodologies from customer satisfaction research that address limitations
associated with the expectancy model and identify critical performance factors for spring
turkey hunting in Minnesota.

Theoretical framework

Research on motivations for and satisfaction with outdoor recreation and hunting

Substantial research has examined the experience preferences of outdoor recreation
participants (Driver, Tinsley, & Manfredo, 1991; Manfredo & Larson, 1993; Schroeder,
Fulton, & Lawrence, 2006) and multiple satisfactions associated with hunting (Driver,
1985; Hautaluoma & Brown, 1978; Hayslette, Armstrong, & Mirarchi, 2001; Hazel,
Langenau, & Levine, 1990; Hendee, 1974). Driver et al. (1991) developed and refined
the recreation experience preference (REP) scales—a list of recreation motivations and
corresponding scale items intended to measure the psychological and social reasons why
people participate in outdoor recreation. As the REP approach was being developed,
research on the motivations for and benefits of hunting evolved from the “game bagged”
and “days afield” orientations to a “multiple-satisfaction approach” (Driver, 1985; Hendee,
1974). The multiple-satisfaction approach described the numerous aspects of hunting
satisfaction (Hayslette et al., 2001), including dimensions such as “nature, escapism,
shooting, skill, vicariousness, trophy display, harvest, and equipment” (Hautaluoma &
Brown, 1978, p.273).
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Given the somewhat surprising realization that non-consumptive, activity-general out-
comes (e.g., enjoying nature, spending time with family and friends) were important to
consumptive recreationists, research on sportspersons emphasized activity-general over
activity-specific experience preferences (Arlinghaus, 2006; Schroeder & Fulton, 2013). After
decades of focus on the general recreation experiences that encouraged anglers to participate
in fishing (Knopf, Driver, & Bassett, 1973), more recent research has highlighted the
importance of catch-related aspects (Arlinghaus, 2006; Schroeder & Fulton, 2013). Graefe
(1980) introduced a scale to measure angler catch orientation, and studies have demonstrated
that catch-related motivations relate to satisfaction (Arlinghaus, 2006; Fedler & Ditton, 1994;
Finn & Loomis, 2001) and management preferences (Schroeder & Fulton, 2013).

Early studies examining multiple satisfactions related to hunting suggested that harvest
success was a “significant component of a satisfactory hunting experience” (Stankey, Lucas,
& Ream, 1973, p. 240), but researchers “should concentrate on the similarities and differ-
ences among the motives of hunters and other recreationists” (More, 1973, p. 233).
Subsequent studies found that nature, skill, and being outdoors can be more influential
than harvest success on hunter satisfaction in some contexts, but not others (Hammitt,
McDonald, & Patterson, 1990; Hautaluoma & Brown, 1978). Studies have not clarified when
harvest is predictably more influential to hunting satisfaction than other motivations, and
the influence of harvest might vary across species and specific hunting activities. Hunting
clearly provides social, psychological, emotional, and physical benefits beyond harvesting
game (Hrubes, Ajzen, & Daigle, 2001), but activity-specific motivations related to different
game species deserve increased attention. Activity-specific preferences related to pursuing
and bagging game may relate to satisfaction far more than general motivations given the
relative ease in satisfying the general outcomes of the hunting experience (Gigliotti, 2000;
Schroeder et al., 2006; Wynveen, Cavin, Wright, & Hammit, 2005).

Marketing research addressing determinants of customer satisfaction

For decades, marketing researchers have employed traditional and revised importance-perfor-
mance analysis (RIPA), importance-grid analysis (IGA), and penalty-reward-contrast analysis
(i.e., three-factor theory; PRCA) to examine determinants of customer satisfaction (Albayrak &
Caber, 2013a; Deng, Kuo, & Chen, 2008; Matzler, Bailom, Hinterhuber, Renzl, & Pichler, 2004;
Matzler & Sauerwein, 2002). Although these methods have been broadly established in
marketing research, they have seen limited application in recreation or natural resource
management, with the exception of studies that employed traditional IPA (Hollenhorst,
Olson, & Fortney, 1992; Mengak, Dottavio, & O’Leary, 1986; Tarrant & Smith, 2002).

IPA was introduced by Martilla and James (1977) and has been applied to identify
critical performance factors in customer and employee satisfaction for a variety of
products and services (Deng, 2007; Hollenhorst et al., 1992; Matzler et al., 2004; Tarrant
& Smith, 2002). IPA is a simple technique that helps identify priorities that may improve
customer satisfaction. Practitioners measure and analyze two dimensions of product or
service attributes: importance of the attribute and performance on the attribute. Mean
attribute importance and performance ratings are plotted graphically on a two-dimen-
sional grid with four quadrants labeled: “low priority,” “possible overkill,” “keep up the
good work,” and “concentrate here” (Figure 1). Attributes in the “concentrate here”
quadrant are those where performance can be improved.
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Research has identified shortcomings with the traditional IPA technique. In particular, IPA
assumes that “(1) attribute performance and attribute importance are independent variables
and (2) the relationship between attribute performance and overall performance is linear and
symmetrical” (Matzler et al., 2004, p. 272). In real-world data, the relationship between
attribute-level performance and overall customer satisfaction is asymmetrical, and the rela-
tionship between attribute importance and performance is causal (Deng, 2007; Matzler et al.,
2004; Matzler & Sauerwein, 2002). Matzler, Sauerwein, and Heischmidt (Matzler, Sauerwein,
& Heinschmidt, 2003) clarified how use of self-stated (i.e., explicit) importance measures in
traditional IPA can produce misleading results. Self-stated importance ratings tend to be
ambiguous and unreliable because (a) importance can be interpreted in difference ways (e.g.,
essential versus desirable), (b) explicit importance ratings are a function of performance (i.e.,
relative importance of an attribute may depend on whether it was delivered), and (c) explicit
importance ratings may be influenced by social desirability (Matzler & Sauerwein, 2002;
Matzler et al., 2003). Matzler et al. (2003) described the potentially misleading nature of
explicit ratings for airline attributes, describing how customers will rate “safety” as more
important than “quality of food,” but if safety is delivered satisfactorily then food quality may
have a greater impact on satisfaction. Given the shortcomings of traditional IPA, studies have
modified IPA procedures (Deng, 2007; Matzler et al., 2003).

Methods to incorporate implicit importance

IGA, RIPA, and PRCA incorporate implicit measures of attribute importance (Albayrak &
Caber, 2013a; Deng et al., 2008; Matzler & Sauerwein, 2002; Matzler et al., 2003). IGA
retains the use of explicit importance ratings, by comparing explicit ratings to implicit
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Figure 1. Importance-performance analysis. Adapted from Martilla and James (1977).
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importance ratings derived by partial correlation or multiple regression of overall satisfac-
tion on attribute performance ratings (Figure 2) (Matzler & Sauerwein, 2002; Matzler
et al., 2003). Some authors emphasize the value of IGA to clarify discrepancies between
implicit and explicit importance (Mikulic & Prebezac, 2011; Smith & Deppa, 2009), but
others question the validity of results from IGA because of the continued use of explicit
importance measures (Matzler & Sauerwein, 2002). Although PRCA and RIPA have
become favored for identifying the asymmetric influences of product/service attributes
on overall satisfaction (Albayrak & Caber, 2013a; Deng, 2007; Deng et al., 2008; Matzler &
Sauerwein, 2002; Matzler et al., 2003), IGA clarifies discrepancies between implicit and
explicit importance, and provides complementary information to PRCA (Mikulic &
Prebezac, 2011; Smith & Deppa, 2009).

Although IGA was first employed by Vavra (1997) to describe “types” of attributes
including excitement, performance, and basic factors, more recent studies (Mikulic &
Prebezac, 2011; Smith & Deppa, 2009) have discounted its value for identifying types of
attributes in favor of distinguishing between explicit and implicit importance. In IGA,
explicit importance reflects a rational assessment of how one expects an attribute to
impact satisfaction, whereas implicit importance reflects the experiential-based impact of
an attribute on satisfaction (Smith & Deppa, 2009). IGA delineates differences between
customers’ “expectations of an attributes relevancy to a desired end” (i.e., explicit impor-
tance) compared to “experiential information gained from one’s real-time encounter” (i.e.,
implicit importance) (Smith & Deppa, 2009, p. 30).

Figure 2. The importance grid.
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Matzler et al. (2003) proposed RIPA, with an implicit measure of attribute importance,
to address the erroneous assumptions of traditional IPA, which include (a) the assumption
of the independence of importance and performance attributes, and (b) linear, symme-
trical relationships between importance and performance. Matzler et al. (2003) used
partial correlations between attribute performance ratings and overall satisfaction as
implicit measures of importance, which were then placed in the importance-performance
grid. Recent applications of RIPA, however, have employed a three-step process to derive
implicit importance measures: (a) transforming all attribute performance measures into
natural logarithmic form, (b) setting the natural logarithmic attribute performance mea-
sures and overall satisfaction into a multivariate correlation model, and (c) executing
partial correlation analysis for each attribute performance with overall satisfaction (Deng,
2007; Deng et al., 2008; Kim, Ahn, & Wicks, 2014).

PRCA, which is also described as three-factor theory, identifies three factors important
to customer satisfaction: basic factors, performance factors, and excitement factors
(Figure 3) (Deng et al., 2008; Matzler & Sauerwein, 2002; Schofield & Reeves, 2015).
Basic factors are minimum requirements that cause dissatisfaction if not fulfilled, but do
not lead to satisfaction if fulfilled or exceeded. Performance factors lead to satisfaction if
fulfilled or exceeded and dissatisfaction if not fulfilled. Excitement factors increase satis-
faction if delivered, but do not cause dissatisfaction if they are missing. PRCA employs a
three-step process to classify attributes depending on their variant influence on overall
satisfaction at high- and low-performance levels (Albayrak & Caber, 2013a). In the first

Figure 3. Three-factor theory (adapted from Kano, 1984), showing the linear and nonlinear relation-
ships that may exist between attribute fulfillment and satisfaction, and the resulting factors identified
through penalty-reward-contrast analysis.
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phase, attribute performance ratings are recoded into “penalty” and “reward” dummy
variables based on low and high performance. For example, low performance might be
defined as a rating of 1 or 2 and high performance as a rating of 5 on 5-point scale. If a
respondent rated an attribute’s performance as a 1 or 2, their penalty dummy variable
would be 1 and the reward variable would be 0 for the attribute. A respondent who rated
an attribute a 5 would have a penalty dummy variable of 0 and a reward variable of 1.
Respondents who rated attributes 3 or 4 would have 0s for both penalty and reward
variables. In the second phase, multiple regression analysis is conducted with the penalty
and reward dummy variables as independent variables and overall satisfaction as the
dependent variable. In the last phase, attributes are classified as basic (i.e., penalty
dummy variable is significant in regression analysis, but reward is not), excitement (i.e.,
reward variable is significant, but penalty is not), performance (i.e., both penalty and
reward variables are significant), or unimportant (i.e., neither penalty nor reward variables
are significant).

Wild turkey hunting

Populations of eastern wild turkeys (Meleagris gallopavo sylvestris) have increased over
time. In Minnesota, the ancestral range of the eastern wild turkey was confined to the
extreme southeastern part of the state (Mosby, 1959), and historical records indicate that
wild turkeys were extirpated after 1880 (Mitchell, Kimmel, & Snyders, 2011). Wild turkey
reintroduction efforts using pen-reared birds were conducted in Minnesota beginning in
the mid-1920s (Ledin, 1959), but wild turkey populations were not permanently estab-
lished until efforts from the 1960s through the late 1990s using live-trapped wild turkeys
(Mitchell et al., 2011). Through 2009, wild turkeys were translocated throughout
Minnesota and populations have expanded north and west well outside their ancestral
range (Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, 2007).

Turkey hunting in Minnesota shares a similar history to other harvested species with
closed seasons followed by gradual liberalization of regulations as populations increased.
The first spring turkey season was offered from April 1 to May 13, 1978. At the time of our
study, Minnesota turkey seasons included six 5-day time periods followed by two 7-day
time periods with the first time period starting the Saturday nearest 15 April. Lotteries for
permits were used for all permit areas during the first three time periods. Demand for
permits exceeded supply in 16 of the 36 lottery time period permit area combinations (3
time periods by 12 permit areas). One permit with a bag limit of one turkey was available
for each hunter, and hunter interference was described as low (Schroeder, 2015).

Limited peer-reviewed, human dimensions research has addressed turkey hunters
(Hazel et al., 1990; Wynveen et al., 2005). Hazel et al. (1990) examined experiences related
to spring turkey-hunting satisfaction and identified seven dimensions including prepara-
tion, search, harvest, nature, out-group social, companionship, and season. Wynveen et al.
(2005) inquired about achievement of various experiences during a fall turkey hunting
season, identifying five dimensions of a “high-quality” season including wildlife interac-
tion, education, being away, social interaction, and hunting skills. Unlike some other
hunting and satisfaction studies, attributes related to being away and socializing were not
significant predictors of a high-quality fall turkey season, with wildlife interaction and
harvest success the only significant predictors (Wynveen et al., 2005). Wynveen et al.

HUMAN DIMENSIONS OF WILDLIFE 7



(2005) suggested that quality might be derived from obtaining the harder-to-achieve
hunting experiences of seeing and harvesting turkeys over easily obtainable experiences
related to being in nature.

Study rationale

Our primary goal was to demonstrate the value of methods from customer satisfaction
research to natural resource researchers and managers interested in clarifying antecedents
of stakeholder satisfaction. A secondary goal was to identify activity-specific factors important
to turkey-hunting satisfaction. Specifically, we (a) explore the differences between explicitly
and implicitly derived activity-specific attribute importance ratings; (b) compare results from
traditional IPA and RIPA; (c) conduct IGA to illuminate the relationship between the implicit
and explicit importance ratings; and (d) apply PRCA to identify basic, performance, and
excitement factors related to turkey hunter satisfaction.

Methods

Sampling and data collection

The population of interest included all Minnesota residents 18 years of age and older who
purchased a spring turkey hunting license in 2014. The sampling frame was the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources’ electronic licensing system. A random sample of 2,500
resident turkey license buyers was drawn from a total of 43,305 permitted hunters. Our
questionnaire included a season choice experiment, which is not part of this analysis, but
necessitated multiple questionnaire versions and a large sample size. Questionnaires were
identical for all items described in this study.

We collected data following a process outlined by Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2009) to
enhance response rates. We constructed relatively straightforward mail-back questionnaires,
created personalized cover letters, and made multiple contacts with the targeted respondents.
Potential respondents were contacted four times between August and November 2014. The
first three contacts included a cover letter, 12-page questionnaire, and a business-reply
envelope, and the final mailing included a shortened one-page, two-sided questionnaire to
assess nonresponse bias.

Questionnaires included items to address hunter participation, satisfaction, motivations,
identificationwith and involvement in turkey hunting, perceptions of hunt quality, and attitudes
about turkey management (Schroeder, 2015). Eight items addressed the importance and actua-
lization of experiences related to pursuing and bagging turkeys, including seeing turkeys, an
opportunity to kill a turkey, hearing gobbling, calling turkeys in, killing a Tom (i.e., adult male
turkey), killing a Jake (i.e., juvenilemale turkey), killing a beardedhen, and killing a trophy turkey
(i.e., large bird with long beards, multiple beards, long spurs). Some of these items, but not all,
were similar to those employed byHazel et al. (1990) andWynveen et al. (2005). The importance
of experiences was measured on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely)
important. Actualization was measured by asking respondents “Did it happen?” with responses
ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much). Hunter satisfaction with their turkey-hunting
experiencewasmeasured on a 7-point scale ranging from1 (very dissatisfied) to 7 (very satisfied),
similar to other hunter studies (Gigliotti, 2000; Schroeder et al., 2006).

8 S. A. SCHROEDER ET AL.



Data analysis

Traditional IPA was conducted by presenting mean explicit attribute importance and
performance coordinates on the importance-performance grid (Figures 1 and 4). RIPA
was conducted based on steps suggested by Deng (2007): (a) hunt-specific actualization
measures were transformed into natural logarithmic form, (b) hunt-specific natural
logarithmic actualization measures and overall satisfaction were set into a multivariate
correlation model to calculate the partial correlation coefficient between overall satisfac-
tion and actualization for each attribute controlling for other attributes, and (c) hunt-
specific actualization was plotted on the IPA grid with partial correlation coefficients as
measures of implicit importance (Figures 1 and 5).

We conducted IGA based on the procedures of Smith and Deppa (2009). Explicit
importance was the mean rating of attribute importance as measured from the question-
naire. Implicit importance was calculated differently than for the RIPA. Per Smith and
Deppa (2009), we used Kendall’s tau-b to measure association between attribute
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Figure 4. Traditional importance-performance analysis of hunt-specific attributes for turkey hunting.
Bold line shows mid-point of scale; line that is not bold shows grand mean for attributes.
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performance (i.e., actualization of specific experiences related to pursuing and bagging
turkeys) and overall satisfaction with the turkey hunting experience. Per Mikulic and
Prebezac (2011), mean performance was also included in parentheses on the IGA graph.
We also included a line to reflect the linear relationship between implicit and explicit
importance. The position of attributes relative to the line is important. Attributes found
above the line indicate factors with higher than expected levels of implicit performance.
Attributes positioned below the line show a lower impact on satisfaction than explicit
importance indicated.

We employed the recommended three-step PRCA process to classify attributes based
on their variant influence on overall satisfaction at high- and low-performance levels
(Albayrak & Caber, 2013a; Matzler et al., 2004; Matzler & Sauerwein, 2002). First, based
on Albayrak and Caber (2013a), we defined low performance (i.e., actualization) as a
hunter rating of 1 or 2 on our 5-point scale, and high performance as a rating of 5.1 We
recoded hunt-specific actualization ratings into penalty and reward dummy variables and
conducted a multiple regression analysis with the penalty and reward dummy variables as
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Figure 5. Revised importance-performance analysis of hunt-specific attributes for turkey hunting. Bold
line shows mid-point of scale; line that is not bold shows grand mean for attributes.
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independent variables and overall satisfaction as the dependent variable. Finally, we
classified attributes as basic, excitement, performance, or unimportant using the approach
described earlier in this article.

Results

Response rate

Of the 2,500 questionnaires mailed, 38 were undeliverable or sent to deceased individuals
or those who had moved out of Minnesota. Of the remaining 2,462, a total of 1,411 were
returned, resulting in a response rate of 57%. A shortened questionnaire, used to gauge
nonresponse bias, was distributed to individuals who had not responded to the three
mailings of full-length questionnaires. Two hundred twenty-nine shortened question-
naires were returned, which produced a total response rate of 67%. The nonresponse
check indicated that late respondents were significantly younger than early respondents
(46 vs. 52 years, t = 13.92, p < .001, rpb = −.14). Late respondents also had been turkey
hunting in Minnesota for somewhat fewer years (8.4 vs. 9.4 years, t = 5.20, p < .001,
rpb = −.05), and had hunted an average of 3.0 of the previous five years compared to
3.4 years for early respondents (t = 7.81, p < .001, rpb = −.07).2

Respondent characteristics

The mean age of respondents was 52 years, and 89% were male. Over one-third of
respondents had a 4-year college degree or higher education (35%), and a household
income greater than $100,000 (34%). Respondents had hunted turkey an average of
9.4 years in Minnesota. Nearly 4 in 10 respondents (39%) had hunted turkey in
Minnesota every year during the past five years. Nearly two-thirds (60%) hunted during
one of the three early-season lottery hunts. On average, respondents spent 3 days in the
field hunting turkey, and 39% bagged a turkey during the season. Nearly 20% of respon-
dents reported membership in the National Wild Turkey Federation. Additional informa-
tion about respondents is available in Schroeder (2015).

Descriptive statistics

On average, hunters were slightly to moderately satisfied (5.7 on a 7-point scale) with their
general turkey-hunting experience during the 2014 Minnesota spring turkey season.
Hunter ratings of the importance of hunt-specific experiences suggested that “hearing
gobbling” was the most important experience and “killing a bearded hen” was the least
important (Table 1). Implicit ratings, based on partial correlation between attribute
performance and overall satisfaction, also indicated that “hearing gobbling” was the
most important attribute, but “killing a Jake” was the least important. Although rankings
of explicit and implicit importance were significantly correlated (Spearman’s rank order
correlation coefficient ρ = .90), there was a notable difference being the importance of “an
opportunity to kill a turkey,” which was fourth in explicit rank and second in importance
in implicit ranking.
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Importance-performance analyses

Results for the traditional IPA with explicit importance ratings are presented in Figure 4,
with both scale mean and grand mean lines presented. Results based on the scale means
suggest that “killing a Tom” and “an opportunity to kill a turkey” are attributes that could
be improved. Results for the RIPA with implicit importance ratings are presented in
Figure 5 and again suggest that “killing a Tom” and “an opportunity to kill a turkey” are
attributes that could be improved.

Importance-grid analysis

Results for the IGA are presented in Figure 6. In this figure, we observed three attributes
above the fit line (i.e., an opportunity to kill a turkey, killing a Tom, killing a trophy
turkey), suggesting that they have relatively higher than expected levels of implicit
performance. Attributes situated below the line included “hearing gobbling” and “killing
a Jake,” suggesting that these experiences have a lower than expected impact on
satisfaction.

Penalty-reward-contrast analysis

Based on the PRCA (Table 2, Figure 7), we identified two basic factors and two perfor-
mance factors related to turkey-hunting satisfaction. “Hearing gobbling” and “calling
turkeys in” were identified as basic factors and “seeing turkeys” and “having an opportu-
nity to kill a turkey” were performance factors. No factors emerged as excitement factors.
Results of the analysis, as shown in Figure 7, demonstrate the asymmetric impact of
attribute performance on satisfaction, with penalties for low satisfaction outweighing
rewards for high satisfaction.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for hunt-specific attributes.
Explicit

importancea Performancec

Attributes Mean SD
Implicit

importanceb

Explicit
importance

rank

Implicit
importance

rank Mean SD

Seeing turkeys 4.28 0.75 0.11 2 3 3.26 1.26
An opportunity to kill a turkey 3.76 0.99 0.14 4 2 2.90 1.69
Hearing gobbling 4.29 0.80 0.14 1 1 3.54 1.28
Calling turkeys in 4.02 0.94 0.08 3 4 2.99 1.48
Killing a Tom 3.66 1.06 0.04 5 5 2.49 1.78
Killing a Jake 2.42 1.13 −0.05 7 8 1.41 1.03
Killing a bearded hen 1.70 1.03 −0.05 8 7 1.13 0.54
Killing a trophy turkey (i.e., large birds with
long beards, multiple beards, long spurs)

2.98 1.27 0.01 6 6 1.84 1.33

Notes:
aQuestion asked “How important to you?” Items measured on the scale: 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely).
bPartial correlation between attribute performance and overall satisfaction, controlling for other attributes.
cQuestion asked “Did it happen?” Items measured on the scale: 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much).
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Discussion

Our study introduced valuable methods for understanding leisure preferences and satis-
faction. We applied methods from customer satisfaction research (i.e., RIPA, IGA, and

A=Seeing turkeys 

B=An opportunity to kill a turkey 

C=Hearing gobbling 

D=Calling turkeys in 

E=Killing a Tom 

F=Killing a Jake 

G=Killing a bearded hen 

H=Killing a trophy turkey 
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Figure 6. Revised importance grid analysis of hunt-specific attributes for turkey hunting.

Table 2. Penalty-reward-contrast analysis: summary of dummy variable regression analysis for hunt-
specific attributes predicting satisfaction with 2014 spring turkey hunting.
Variable B SE B β p Sig.

Seeing turkeys—penalty −.35 .12 −.10 −3.05 .002
Seeing turkeys—reward .32 .13 .08 2.49 .013
An opportunity to kill a turkey—penalty −.39 .13 −.12 −2.93 .004
An opportunity to kill a turkey—reward .35 .15 .10 2.38 .018
Hearing gobbling—penalty −.58 .12 −.15 −4.85 .000
Hearing gobbling—reward .04 .12 .01 0.38 .705
Calling turkeys in—penalty −.36 .11 −.11 −3.19 .001
Calling turkeys in—reward .05 .14 .01 0.33 .746
Killing a Tom—penalty −.23 .17 −.07 −1.37 .172
Killing a Tom—reward .03 .17 .01 0.16 .874
Killing a Jake—penalty .33 .18 .07 1.85 .065
Killing a Jake—reward .36 .28 .04 1.30 .195
Killing a bearded hen—penalty .12 .24 .02 0.50 .618
Killing a bearded hen—reward −.28 .60 −.01 −0.46 .645
Killing a trophy turkey (i.e., large birds with long
beards, multiple beards, long spurs)—penalty

−.08 .13 −.02 −0.64 .521

Killing a trophy turkey (i.e., large birds with long
beards, multiple beards, long spurs)— reward

−.18 .18 −.03 −0.99 .322

Note: R2 = .28.
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PRCA) that clarify the influence of implicit versus explicit importance ratings on satisfac-
tion and identify critical factors related to satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Our research
builds on previous consumer behavior research by extending the application of RIPA,
IGA, and PRCA (i.e., three-factor theory) to leisure satisfaction. We also employed
activity-specific preferences related to pursuing and bagging turkeys, akin the angler
catch orientation (Arlinghaus, 2006; Fedler & Ditton, 1994; Finn & Loomis, 2001);
activity-specific preferences may relate to satisfaction far more than general preferences
(Arlinghaus, 2006; Beggs & Elkins, 2010; Schroeder & Fulton, 2013; Wynveen et al., 2005).

Although the explicit and implicit importance ratings of specific turkey hunting
experiences were similar in our analyses, analyses revealed some important differences
between stated (i.e., explicit) and derived (i.e., implicit) importance. In particular, “the
opportunity to kill a turkey” was the fourth most important experience among the explicit
ratings, but second among implicit ratings. Given the similarity between explicit and
implicit importance ratings, traditional IPA and RIPA produced similar results, with
“killing a Tom” and “an opportunity to kill a turkey” as attributes most deserving of
management attention. RIPA using implicit importance ratings, however, revealed “the
opportunity to kill a turkey” as a relatively more important experience compared to that
demonstrated in the traditional analysis. Although our results were similar for the explicit
and implicit importance of experiences, it is essential to note that “direct measures of
attribute importance tend to be ambiguous and unreliable” (Matzler & Sauerwein, 2002, p.
327), and the use of self-stated importance ratings in traditional IPA may cause managers
to take incorrect actions when attempting to improve customer satisfaction (Deng et al.,
2008). IGA reiterated and reinforced the results found through IPA. IGA clarified the
importance of opportunities to bag game to hunter satisfaction. Although “an opportunity
to kill a turkey,” “killing a Tom,” and “killing a trophy turkey” were explicitly rated as less
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Figure 7. Asymmetric impact of attribute-level performance on satisfaction. Penalty and reward indices
are standardized regression coefficients. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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important than “seeing turkeys,” “hearing gobbling,” and “calling turkeys in,” they had a
relatively higher levels of implicit importance.

PRCA revealed a clearer sense of how specific turkey hunt experiences related to
hunter satisfaction. Two experiences were identified as “basic” factors or “dissatisfiers,”
and two were identified as “performance” factors. We identified “hearing gobbling”
and “calling turkeys in” as basic factors, which are minimum requirements that cause
dissatisfaction if they are not fulfilled but do not lead to hunter satisfaction if achieved
or exceeded (Matzler & Sauerwein, 2002; Schofield & Reeves, 2015). We identified
“seeing turkeys” and “an opportunity to kill a turkey” as performance factors, which
produce satisfaction if delivered and dissatisfaction if they are missing (Matzler &
Sauerwein, 2002; Schofield & Reeves, 2015). The four measures addressing killing
specific types of turkeys (Toms, Jakes, bearded hens, and trophy turkeys) were unim-
portant in the PRCA. This analysis clarified important differences among attributes;
“hearing gobbling” was rated most highly in importance followed closely by “seeing
turkeys,” but as a basic factor “hearing gobbling” cannot produce hunter satisfaction if
delivered, whereas “seeing turkeys” can produce satisfaction if delivered. Our results
may provide insight into the challenge of satisfying hunters because penalties for low
satisfaction outweighed rewards for high satisfaction. In addition, PRCA results iden-
tifying “hearing gobbling” and “calling turkeys in” as basic factors suggest that the
absence of these experiences—which may not be readily achieved by all hunters—will
lead to dissatisfaction. Only factors clearly related to the opportunity to bag turkeys
(i.e., “seeing turkeys” and “an opportunity to kill a turkey”) were found to relate to
satisfaction if fulfilled or exceeded.

Our study extends hunter satisfaction research by empirically testing activity-spe-
cific variables related to pursuing and bagging game. Actual turkey harvest was not
related to satisfaction in this study, but our results underscore the importance of
harvest opportunity to hunter satisfaction. Back when turkey populations were lower,
Hazel et al. (1990) posited that when the probability of achieving a desired outcome
(i.e., bagging a turkey) was low, satisfactions related to process (i.e., locating and
calling in game) may be more important. But in 2005, Wynveen et al. found that
turkey harvest predicted hunter perception of hunt quality. Our results parallel pre-
vious research that has found actual harvest to be less important to satisfaction
(Gigliotti, 2000; Hayslette et al., 2001; Vaske, Fedler, & Graefe, 1986), whereas specific
success-related variables such as seeing wildlife and opportunities to harvest game
along with harvest-related motivations and expectations have been found to be impor-
tant predictors of satisfaction among sportspersons (Arlinghaus, 2006; Brunke & Hunt,
2008; Wynveen et al., 2005). Our use of PRCA helped clarify the directional influence
of specific experiences on hunter satisfaction versus dissatisfaction. We identified basic
factors that relate to dissatisfaction only (i.e., “hearing gobbling” and “calling turkeys
in”), performance factors that relate to both dissatisfaction and satisfaction (i.e.,
“seeing turkeys” and “an opportunity to kill a turkey”), but no excitement factors
that relate only to satisfaction. Use of PRCA with a full array of hunting motivations
could provide further insight into the role of general, process-related, and harvest-
specific experiences on satisfaction.
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Future research

This study provides a foundation for future leisure research on the satisfaction of outdoor
recreation participants. We examined experience preferences and satisfaction specifically
related to Minnesota spring turkey hunting, so the generalizability of the findings is
limited. Future research, however, could extend the areas of inquiry we introduced.
RIPA, IGA, and PRCA have informed satisfaction research in tourism (Albayrak &
Caber, 2013b; Deng, 2007; Kim et al., 2014), politics (Schofield & Reeves, 2015), service
industries (Matzler & Sauerwein, 2002; Matzler et al., 2003), and product marketing
(Matzler et al., 2004; Staus & Becker, 2012), and these methods could clarify the factors
that improve satisfaction for participants in outdoor recreation.

Specifically related to hunter satisfaction, additional research could model how the
implicit importance of experiences relates to satisfaction for hunters targeting other game
species (e.g., species with larger bag limits, increased trophy hunting orientation, or
increased motivation for eliminating nuisance wildlife). Previous research on deer hunters
underscored the importance of the specific type of deer pursued (e.g., big bucks, legal
bucks, antlerless deer) and satisfaction with the hunting experience on regulatory pre-
ference (Schroeder, Cornicelli, Fulton, & Grund, 2014). Examining how specific prefer-
ences related to pursuing and bagging game relate to hunter satisfaction may provide
insight into regulatory preferences for a variety of game species, in the same way research
on catch orientation has informed knowledge of angler satisfaction and regulatory pre-
ferences (Arlinghaus, 2006; Schroeder & Fulton, 2013). Research also needs to employ
both activity-general and activity-specific experience preferences in hunter satisfaction
models to clarify the importance of harvest-related experiences relative to other outcomes.

Study limitations

Despite our study’s contributions, there are limitations. In particular, we focused narrowly
on activity-specific preferences largely related to pursuing and harvesting turkeys to the
exclusion of general preferences that may predict hunter satisfaction. Some studies have
underscored the importance of appreciative experiences to hunter participation and
satisfaction (Hammitt et al., 1990; Hautaluoma & Brown, 1978; Vaske et al., 1986),
whereas others have emphasized the importance of harvest (Gigliotti, 2000; Schroeder
et al., 2006; Wynveen et al., 2005). Further applications of the methods demonstrated here
need to incorporate a greater diversity of experiences. Our results are also specific to
Minnesota spring turkey hunters participating in the 2014 season and may not generalize
to Minnesota turkey hunters in other years, turkey hunters outside Minnesota, hunters
pursuing other types of game in Minnesota or elsewhere, or other leisure activities. In
addition, our PRCA model explained only 28% of the variance in hunter satisfaction.
Matzler and Sauerwein (2002) noted that PRCA is usually able to explain only a relatively
small amount of variance because information is lost with the use of dichotomized
independent variables. Matzler and Sauerwein (2002) suggested that a lower R2 is simply
an artifact of the measurement system. Another potential limitation is the use of a single-
item measure of satisfaction. Although research in psychology and marketing has empha-
sized the need for multiple-item measures for reliability and validity (Churchill, 1979;
Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994), recent work has supported use of single-item measures
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(Bergkvist & Rossiter, 2007; Drolet & Morrison, 2001). Finally, our respondents may not
perfectly represent the population of spring turkey hunters in Minnesota. We, however,
employed a large sample size, conscientious research methodology, and a follow-up
questionnaire to gauge nonresponse bias.

Conclusions and management implications

We introduced potentially valuable research methods for understanding how experiences
relate to satisfaction with outdoor recreation. Despite studies demonstrating how informa-
tion about expectations (Brunke & Hunt, 2007, 2008) and the importance of experiences
(Taplin, 2012) can be used for improving satisfaction, these measures have received little
attention in research addressing outdoor recreation or other leisure activities. We clarified
the value of employing both explicit and implicit measures of importance through IGA.
Our application of PRCA demonstrated its value for explaining the asymmetric impacts of
performance factors on satisfaction. Our application of RIPA revealed how some experi-
ences may be more important to satisfaction than explicitly reported in questionnaires and
suggested that harvest-related outcomes may be more important to satisfaction than
participants openly report.

Related specifically to research on hunting, our study and previous research (Gigliotti,
2000; Hayslette et al., 2001; Vaske et al., 1986) have found actual harvest to have a limited
relationship with hunter satisfaction. However, the use of implicit importance ratings in
our study (i.e., through RIPA and IGA) clarified the importance of opportunities to bag
game for hunter satisfaction. Additional research needs to employ implicit measures of
attribute importance to clarify how specific preferences related to pursuing and bagging
game, as well as general experience preferences, relate to hunter satisfaction. Research on
angler satisfaction (Arlinghaus, 2006) has clarified the importance of catch-related
motives, and research could elucidate how activity-specific and general motivations relate
to hunter satisfaction and dissatisfaction.

Managers will benefit from greater understanding of how the importance and realiza-
tion of experiences relate to leisure satisfaction. Our results suggest the benefits of
monitoring the importance and actualization of recreation experiences, and clarifying
realistic expectations. It may be important to document the proportion of participants
who have specific experiences (e.g., seeing, hearing, and bagging turkeys) and how
frequently the experiences occur on a visit or during a season. Clarifying realistic expecta-
tions for what experiences recreation participants may encounter would be important
because failure to fulfill or exceed expectations on basic factors may lead to dissatisfaction.

Notes
1. Albayrak and Caber (2013a) stated that customer satisfaction studies use a value of 5 to

identify a high level of customer satisfaction on a 5-point scale and that “5 should be
considered as the predictor of a high performance level” (p. 1297).

2. Weights correcting for nonresponse bias were calculated based on differences in responses to
the main questionnaire and the follow-up questionnaire and were applied to these data.
Although there were a few statistically significant differences between the weighted and
unweighted data, weighting the data did not change results beyond the margin of error for
the questionnaire.
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