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Abstract .--Following a  b r i e f  h i s t o r i c a l  overview of t h e  
s o c i a l  i n d i c a t o r s  movement, outdoor  r e c r e a t i o n  measures which 
can be cons ide red  a s  s o c i a l  i n d i c a t o r s  a r e  d i scussed .  Such 
i n d i c a t o r s  a r e  l a r g e l y  de r ived  from s o c i a l  surveys .  I l l u s t r a -  
t i v e  d a t a  from 53 such surveys  a r e  p re sen ted .  Desp i t e  t h e  
a v a i l a b i l i t y  of such d a t a ,  t h e r e  have been few a t t e m p t s  t o  
adapt  them a s  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n d i c a t o r s  i n  t h e  outdoor  r e c r e a t i o n  
f i e l d .  Reasons f o r  n o t  cons ide r ing  t h e  d a t a  a s  i n d i c a t o r s  a r e  
sugges ted .  F i n a l l y ,  a  number of parameters  which might be  
used a s  s o c i a l  i n d i c a t o r s  i n  outdoor  r e c r e a t i o n  i n  t h e  1980 's  
a r e  o u t l i n e d .  

WHAT ARE SOCIAL INDICATORS? 

Although p o l i c y  makers and p l anne r s  a r e  
f a m i l i a r  w i th  t h e  concept of " s o c i a l  
i n d i c a t o r s , "  t h e r e  is  l i t t l e  consensus  
among them a s  t o  what c o n s t i t u t e s  a  s o c i a l  
i n d i c a t o r  and how i n d i c a t o r s  a r e  in tended t o  
be used. The  ambigui ty  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  t h e  
concept i n  p a r t  r e f l e c t s  t h e  evo lu t iona ry  
n a t u r e  of what has  been r e f e r r e d  t o  f o r  more 
than a  decade a s  a  movement. The s o c i a l  
i n d i c a t o r s  movement, however i s  n o t  t h a t  
new. I n  t h e  l a t e  19201s ,  P r e s i d e n t  Hoover 
appointed  a  commission t o  r e p o r t  on t h e  
changing s o c i a l  c o n d i t i o n s  t a k i n g  p l a c e  i n  
t h e  United S t a t e s .  The r e s u l t s  of t h a t  
commission's e f f o r t s  were publ ished i n  1933 
and desc r ibed  s o c i a l  t r e n d s  r e f l e c t i n g  
v a r i o u s  a s p e c t s  of l i f e  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s .  
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  r e p o r t ,  13  s e p a r a t e  
monographs were produced, cove r ing  t o p i c s  
ranging from n u t r i t i o n  and h e a l t h  t o  r ec rea -  
t i o n  and l e i s u r e .  

-- 

'paper p re sen ted  a t  t h e  Na t iona l  Outdoor 
Rec rea t ion  Trends Symposium. Durham NH, A p r i l  
20-23, 1980. 
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The movement, however, r ece ived  i t s  l a b e l  
i n  t h e  mid-1960's w i th  t h e  p u b l i c a t i o n  of  
Ravinond Bauer 's  widely  pub l i c i zed  book, S o c i a l  
I n d i c a t o r s .  The focus  of Bauer ' s  e d i t e d  volume 
was on t h e  development and use  of s o c i a l  mea- 
s u r e s  i n  a s s e s s i n g  t h e  s t a t e  of s o c i e t y  i n  
r e l a t i o n  t o  n a t i o n a l  g o a l s .  One i n f l u e n t i a l  
c h a p t e r  covered s o c i a l  sys tems account ing and 
c a l l e d  f o r  t h e  development of comprehensive 
models d e s c r i b i n g  t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  of e n t i r e  
s o c i a l  systems. 

I n  p a r t  a s  a  response  t o  t h e  Bauer p u b l i -  
c a t i o n ,  t h e  f e d e r a l  government i s sued  Toward 
A S o c i a l  Report  i n  t h e  l a t e  1960 ' s .  The r e p o r t ,  
prepared by HEW, d e t a i l e d  t h e  need f o r  s o c i a l  
i n d i c a t o r s  a s  a  way of a s s e s s i n g  t h e  p rog res s  
t h e  country  was making toward ach iev ing  soc i e -  
t a l  g o s l s .  One p a r t  of t h e  r e p o r t  focused on 
t h e  compi l a t i on  of d e s c r i p t i v e  s t a t i s t i c s  i n  
a  format such t h a t  t hey  could be  aggregated  
f o r  summary purposes  o r  d i saggrega ted  t o  a l l ow 
f o r  d e t a i l e d  a n a l y s i s  of sub-areas  and sub- 
popu la t ions  of t h e  coun t ry .  Another theme 
considered  t h e  c o l l e c t i o n  of d i r e c t  measures 
of w e l f a r e  and t h e  need t o  c o n t r a s t  them wi th  
t h e  more r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e  measures of govern- 
ment expend i tu re s  o r  o t h e r  t ypes  of i n p u t s .  
I m p l i c i t  i n  t h i s  theme is  t h e  no t ion  t h a t  
measures of w e l f a r e  should be  expressed i n  
te rms of o u t p u t s  and h e r e i n  l i e s  one of  t h e  
c e n t r a l  i s s u e s  f a c i n g  t h e  s o c i a l  i n d i c a t o r  
movement today: t h a t  i s ,  j u s t  how do we mea- 
s u r e  o u t p u t ?  

Th i s  i s s u e  is  brought  home when reviewing 
t h e  two government volumes, S o c i a l  Indic_a_tors,  



1973 and Social Indicators, 1976. In the 
first volume. measures of welfare are ex- 
pressed in terms of various statistics de- 
scribing conditions of American life. 
Measures of longevity, mental retardation, 
crime, educational attainment and income 
obtained from various governmental records 
are typical of the material reported in the 
volume. It is not difficult to understand 
why there is a lack of consensus about social 
indicators when one considers these types of 
measures. On the one hand, they can be 
viewed as the direct measures of welfare 
called for in Toward a Social Report; on the 
other hand, they might be viewed as inputs 
by some who would argue that they do not 
present a complete picture of what is happen- 
ing in the country. 

In Social Indicators, 1976, the descrip- 
tive measures are presented once again, but 
also there is greater attention given to 
public perceptions of social conditions. In 
the social indicator movement, the distinc- 
tion is made between these two types of 
indicators: one deals with the objective 
conditions of society while the other 

recreation activities and the general public. 
Typical data from social surveys have included 
participation rates, use pattern descriptions, 
preferences for participation and constraints 
to participation. This paper focuses primar- 
ily on information solicited from such surveys. 

By the 1970's, surveys dealing with out- 
door recreation had become an integral part 
of the planning functions for all seven federal 
land managing agencies and all Statewide Com- 
prehensive Outdoor Recreation Plans. A study 
of recreation surveys was conducted for the 
years 1970-77 as part of an unpublished 
analysis of the 1977 National Ourdoor Recrea- 
tion Surveys. It revealed that various federal 
agencies and the majority of state governments, 
as well as commercial researchers, had con- 
ducted 65 major surveys oriented specifically 
to outdoor recreation. Approximately 650,000 
people have participated in these surveys 
which carry a price tag in excess of 6 million 
dollars. Dozens more small-scale surveys have 
also been carried out. In total, these survey 
efforts haye produced a wealth of information 
on outdoor recreation. 

covers peoples' responses to these condi- The national outdoor recreation surveys ~- - 
tions. The distinction between obiective 
and subjective indicators is reflected in 
much of the quality of life research con- 
ducted over the past decade. Some studies 
describe quality of life in a particular 
place in terms of its crime rate, its level 
of unemployment or the amount of air pollu- 
tion, while others describe quality of life 
by the way people experience it and as re- 
flected by their attitudes and behaviors. 
Thus, social indicators can be talked about 
in terms of social accounting, ways of moni- 
toring social change and reporting social 
conditions or measuring the quality of life 
as people experience it. 

While there is some agreement that 
social indicators however described are 
needed, the question of how indicators are 
and should be used is far from clear. 
Ideally, indicators in the form of social 
statistics could be used to guide decision 
makers in their deliberations. However, a 
systematic study of the use of Social 
Indicators, 1973 by federal bureaucrats 
shows that few make direct use of such data. 
(Caplan and Barton 1978) 

AVAILABLE OUTDOOR RECREATION INDICATORS / 

Voluminous data are available on all 
facets of outdoor recreation. Providers of 
outdoor recreation opportunity have collected 
data on facilities, lands, programs and equip- 
ment sales. Additionally, information has 
been solicited from participants in outdoor 

Research in outdoor recreation came to 
the forefront early in the 1960's at a time 
when the concept of social indicators was 
gaining visibility. The Outdoor Recreation 
Resource Review commission (ORRRC) produced a 
series of reports which are, even today, un- 
precedented in their scope and comprehensive- 
ness. Recreation data were presented on fi- 
nancing, behaviors, attitudes, management, and 
existing and potential resource supply. Un- 
fortunately, these data have never been fully 
utilized as bench marks for establishing social 
trends. 

In 1965, while the perspectives of ORRRC 
were still fresh, the newly formed Bureau of 
Outdoor Recreation (BOR) sponsored a national 
recreation survey which was a close approxima- 
tion of the 1960 survey conducted for the 
ORRRC. According to its enabling legislation, 
the BOR was intended to be the federal focal 
point for recreation research and the collection 
of trend data. Hopes were high that the gen- 
eration of social indicators for outdoor 
recreation was an established fact. 

Unfortunately, the 1965 BOR survey never 
lived up to its research expectations. The 
data were never fully analyzed and only a small 
portion of the findings have been published, 
Data from this and the earlier ORRRC survey 
were soon lost and with them the opportunity 
to establish a trend line for outdoor recrea- 
tion indicators. The 1965 survey experience 
had established a trend of sorts, in that 
subsequent national recreation surveys were 



sponsored by BORfHCRS in 1970, 1971, 1972, and 
1977. (BOR was renamed the Heritage Conserva- 
tion and Recreation Service in 1977) None of 
these surveys have been thoroughly analyzed, 
very little has been published, and until 
recently, some of the data were unavailable. 

An additional problem in establishing 
trends is that the comparability of those 
surveys is limited. A methodological summary 
of the four most comparable surveys sponsored 
by the BOR/HCRS is shown in Table 1. Parti- 
cipation rates shown in Table 2 illustrate 
the difficulty in comparing these survey 
results over time. That difficulty stems 
from variation in sampling techniques, 
activity names, length of recall for parti- 
cipation, and the circumstances of the par- 
ticipation (summer only, during type of 
trip, or year around). The 1972 survey pro- 
vided an underestimate of activity participa- 
tion relative to findings of the 1960 and 
1965 surveys according to an analysis of 
the methodology of the first five national 
outdoor recreation citizen surveys 
(Stowell 1975). On the other hand, participa- 
tion in the 1977 survey was an apparent 
overstatement for several activities in 
comparison to other contemporary national 
surveys. This discrepancy was probably due 
to a shift to data collection by telephone. 
Thus, although a series of national surveys 
was envisioned as providing trend data from 
which social indicators would evolve, it did 
not happen. 

Other federally collected 
outdoor recreation data 

Federal involvement in outdoor recrea- 
tion research has been considerable. During 
the search for data comparable to the 1977 
National Outdoor Recreation Survey. contact 
with 16 agencies representing six depart- 
ments of the federal government uncovered 
41 surveys conducted in the previous five 
years. This momentum for federal recreation 
surveys continues to build since all seven 
federal land managing agencies are presently 
planning or conducting new surveys. 

Table 3 displays descriptive comparisons 
among a sample of federal surveys. Some 
surveys were conducted on site while others 
were of regional or national scope. A 
variety of questions has been asked and 
many survey techniques were applied. The 
opportunity to identify common data for 
several time reference points is limited. 
but on the other hand many questions have 
been asked more than once. Federal land 
managing agencies also have a wealth of 
descriptive data covering their resource 
areas. Social indicators on recreation 
opportunities provided by the federal govern- 

ment could be compiled easily if reporting 
standards for descriptive inventories were 
applied. Such standards have recently been 
adopted for reporting visitation to federal 
recreation areas (Federal Recreation Fee 
Program, 1978). The trouble with using 
federal visitation figures as a social indi- 
cator is that it is difficult and expensive 
to accurately collect them. As a result, 
reported visitation figures invariably are 
viewed with considerable skepticism. 

State collected outdoor recreation data 

The greatest volume of data concerning 
outdoor recreation behavior has been collected 
through surveys sponsored by state governments. 
Statewide surveys have been conducted by 43 
states since 1970, including at least one 
during every year of that decade. These sur- 
veys are conducted as part of the Statewide 
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plans which 
are required by BOR/HCRS for state participa- 
tion in the Land and Water Conservation Fund. 
No attempt has ever been made by BOR/HCRS 
to encourage standardization of some key ele- 
ments of these state surveys in order to 
expedite regional market analysis or suggest 
national trends, Unfortunately, the utiliza- 
tion of statewide surveys to help establish 
outdoor recreation trends has never been 
cexplored. More opportunity for coordination 
continues to be lost as 18 state governments 
are now in the process of planning or con- 
ducting new outdoor recreation surveys. 
Table 4 illustrates descriptive comparisons 
among 25 statewide outdoor recreation surveys. 
In every state the primary theme is the es- 
tablishment of participation rates which are 
in turn applied to some demand-supply-needs 
analysis. As is the case with the BOR/HCRS 
surveys, most of the time spent with the 
respondents has been devoted to obtaining 
information for the establishment of participa- 
tion rates. After all this effort, no con- 
sensus exists as to whether these rates are 
accurate or whether when collected over time, 
they represent trends. The paradox is having 
the public sector collect such a formidable 
mountain of data without being able to describe 
basic behavioral trends. It is out of this 
kind of sheer frustration that this conference 
is being held here today. 

The state governments typically maintain 
extensive inventories of recreation related 
facilities, lands and programs allowing defini- 
tive analyses of geographic distribution and 
accessibility. On the other hand, the detail 
of information collected and reporting methods 
are variable and thereby hinder regional analy- 
sis and make national analysis virtually im- 
possible. Encouraging progress in coordinating 
the collection and analysis of statewide sur- 
veys and inventory data has been initiated in 
the northwestern, northeastern, and southeastern 



sections of the country (Recreation Data Sub- 
committee, 1975). If this trend toward 
consolidation of methodology continues, the 
potential for utilizing such information to 
establish trend data is most promising. 

Commercially collected outdoor recreation data 

Unquestionably, the best trend data in 
outdoor recreation activity available today 
is provided by the commercial sector. De- 
scriptions of some commercial sector surveys 
are presented in Table 5. These surveys are 
generally restricted to reporting incidents 
of activity participation. The Neilsen 
Company has replicated its 1973 outdoor re- 
creation survey twice (Table 6 ) ;  the result- 
ing trend data are probably the most 
accurate available. 

Similarly, manufacturers of outdoor 
recreation equipment keep records of unit 
sales. Such data reflect public interest 
and involvement in many recreation activi- 
ties. For example, manufacturers were the 
first to report that the boom in tennis and 
bicycling had tapered off and that the boom 
in snow skiing is still strong. 

COMMON LIMITATIONS TO ESTABLISHING INDICATORS 

> 
Problems arise in attempting to compare 

results among surveys which are conducted 
for different purposes and therefore are not 
exact replications of each other. For 
instance, the "universe" or population upon 
which the surveys ars based varies con- 
siderably according to each survey's purpose, 
Some surveys sample a cross section of all 
people within a geographic boundary such 
as a park, a state, or a region of the coun- 
try; others may focus on the population of 
the entire nation. Additionally, surveys 
may focus only on certain segments of the 
population such as those people participat- 
ing in specific activities such as boating, 
hunting, camping, or fishing. 

Sampling methodologies reflect vastly 
different study purposes and circumstances 
of time, money, personnel and expertise. 
Questionnaires are administered in person, 
via telephone or by mail. Combinations of 
techniques such as the handout, mail back 
format are becoming more common. Rarely are 
rigorous tests made on the effect specific 
techniques have on the accuracy of the 
sample drawn. Sample size also varies 
ranging from 600 to over 20,000 respondents. 
Data gathered from most surveys are weighted 
using various schemes to correct for sampl- 
ing bias. Often these procedures are com- 
plicated and not well documented, making 
data manipulation potentially more difficult 

as time passes and as familiarity with the 
process fades. 

Common themes are followed in virtually 
all outdoor recreation surveys, but it is rare 
to find questions relating to those themes 
phrased in the same manner. For example, the 
number of recreational activity names included 
in various surveys ranges from 10 to more than 
40 ,  What appears as a single activity in one 
survey may be divided into two, three, or even 
four activities in another. Definitions of 
activities also vary among surveys; for in- 
stance, is "camping by tent" the same as 
"primitive camping?" 

Another difficulty concerns the variations 
in time frames used in different surveys to 
determine from the respondent whether or not 
participation has taken place. For example: 
"Have you been camping in the last (seven days, 
three months, year)?" The longer the recall 
period, the less likely the response will be 
accurate. 

Data are reported in a variety of formats. 
Survey reports vary from simple frequency counts 
on response to the publication of computer 
printouts of cross tabulations with many sta- 
tistical tests. Activity participation may be 
expressed as a simple percentage of the total 
population, or as specific activity days or 
participation occasions, all of which may be 
presented within varying categories of fre- 
quency of participation. Tremendous variation 
also occurs in the way standard socioeconomic 
factors are categorized. Income, for instance, 
may be grouped anywhere from three to ten 
categories. 

Limitations associated with comparisons 
among recreation inventory data sets stem from 
similar concerns: lack of standard definitions, 
levels of detail in data description, and 
fragmented reporting of data. 

USES OF EXISTING OUTDOOB RECREATION DATA 

Despite the previously stated difficulties 
in data comparison, there is enormous potential 
represented by the wealth of unminded data 
which have been collected. 

As the result of the large number of sur- 
veys and a large variety of questions asked, 
most topics of inquiry have been covered 
in the work. The most obvious example of 
opportunity for comparative data analysis is 
activity participation rates. All state and 
commercial surveys include some type of par- 
ticipation data as do several of the federal 
surveys. Such a comparative analysis of 
activity participation rates has recently 
been published by Dr. Malcolm Bevins of the 



University of Vermont who devised trend lines 
for participation in several activities over 
time. 

Other broad brush trends in outdoor 
recreation participation can also be por- 
trayed. Trends in the demographic descrip- 
tions of recreation participants can be 
derived showing shifts over time in who is 
involved in each activity (O'Leary and Peine 
1980). Examples of other categories of 
questions commonly asked are portrayed in 
Tables 1, 3, and 4. An example of the type 
of information gleaned from similar ques- 
tions is portrayed in Table 7 which displays 
questions on the effect on recreation of 
gasoline price and availability which have 
been included in six surveys since the 
gasoline shortage of 1973. 

In order for existing data to be more 
actively utilized in the policy arena, two 
conditions must be met. First, the data 
must be more readily available for analysis 
and, second, researchers must become more 
involved in data interpretation for specific 
policy issues. Significant progress on the 
accessibility front has been made by the 
establishment of the National Leisure 
Archive at the Institute of Social Research, 
University of Michigan. To date. 30 data 
sets from questionnaire type surveys on 
outdoor recreation, sponsored by federal 
and state agencies, are on file and most 
new surveys in the planning stages will be 
entered when the data are available. On 
the interpretation front, the active use of 
data from the HCRS national outdoor recrea- 
tion surveys by researchers at 80 univer- 
sities around the country constitutes a 
breakthrough in analysis. It is hoped 
policy makers will more actively seek out 
the research community to interpret exist- 
ing data in terms of specific topical 
issues on outdoor recreation. 

POTENTTAL SOCIAL INDICATORS 
FOR OUTDOOR RECREATION 

Still another, and perhaps the most 
significant reason indicators for outdoor 
recreation have not been established in the 
past is that there is no simple, agreed 
upon way of measuring the social benefits 
derived from outdoor recreation. Such 
benefits from participation, for instance, 
could stem from personal rewards such as 
satisfaction from mastering a physical skill, 
greater physical fitness, relief from stress, 
a sense of adventure, improved self concept, 
greater worker productivity, greater family 
solidarity, change of pace in daily routine, 
or communing with nature. Obviously, the 
list could go on. 

From this myriad of potential candidates 
for social parameters in outdoor recreation, 
which would be the most useful to monitor 
over time? This difficult question hits at 
the crux of the dilemma. It is doubtful that 
social scientists and public policy makers will 
ever find an answer to such a question through 
consensus of opinion. 

This next section of the paper briefly 
reviews selected parameters in terms of how 
extensively data have been gathered on them, 
how they have been applied to policy formula- 
tion, and an opinion as to their future utility 
in the rapidly changing world of outdoor recrea- 
tion. This is by no means meant to be an all 
inclusive listing but rather examples of useful 
parameters. 

Societal changes affecting outdoor recrea- 
tion include an increase in discretionary time, 
changing attitudes toward the work ethic and 
leisure activity. changing family structures, 
emerging outdoor recreation participation by 
women and racial minorities, constraints on 
participants due to high inflation and energy 
limitations and the growing constraints on 
public providers of outdoor recreation oppor- 
tunity. 

Indicators we have 
considerable experience measuring -- 

Considerable data are available for the 
following outdoor recreation parameters: 

Participation rates. As indicated earlier. 
participation rates are the most commonly 
collected outdoor recreation parameter and rate 
comparability among surveys is severely limited 
by variations in survey methodology. activity 
names, lengths of recall, unit of measure and 
context of participation. There is considerable 
popular interest in participation rates. A 
commonly asked question is "How many Americans 
are campers, etc.?" Unfortunately, since 
participation rates usually are very general 
in context and their accuracy questionable, 
their utility in the policy arena is quite 
limited. Hunting, fishing and camping, for 
example, are frequently used activity names 
which are not tied to any particular resource 
circumstance. Also, participation rates are 
frequently misinterpreted. Many planners have 
equated these rates with recreation "demand" 
in the context of a planning demand-supply- 
needs analysis. Participation rates are simply 
a description of consumption which may reflect 
supply more than public preference. Also. 
many have attempted to generate predictive 
"demand" models incorporating resource supply 
and demographics to predict participation, but 
the reliability of such models is highly 
questionable. As a result, participation rates 
are much more likely to be found in the intro- 



duc to ry  remarks of outdoor  r e c r e a t i o n  p l a n s  
t han  i n  d i s c u s s i o n s  a t  meet ings  on outdoor  
r e c r e a t i o n  p o l i c y .  Measurement of p a r t i c i p a -  
t i o n  r a t e s  w i l l  most l i k e l y  endure  i n  t h e  
f u t u r e  due t o  con t inu ing  p u b l i c  c u r i o s i t y  
about  them. The i r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  may be  
most u s e f u l  when t i e d  t o  socioeconomic f ac -  
t o r s  t o  show s h i f t s  i n  outdoor  r e c r e a t i o n  
i n t e r e s t  a c r o s s  a g e ,  s e x ,  educa t ion ,  r a c e  and 
income parameters .  

Resource a v a i l a b i l i t y  and u t i l i z a t i o n .  
Most r e c r e a t i o n  s t u d i e s  and p l a n s  i n c o r p o r a t e  
i n v e n t o r i e s  of a v a i l a b l e  r e sou rces .  F e d e r a l ,  
s t a t e  and l o c a l  land managing agenc ie s  main- 
t a i n  r e sou rce  i n v e n t o r i e s .  Much e f f o r t  i n  
most outdoor  r e c r e a t i o n  s t u d i e s  is  devoted 
t o  t h e  compi l a t i on  of such in fo rma t ion .  Also ,  
outdoor  r e c r e a t i o n  v i s i t a t i o n  r e c o r d s  a t  l and  
management u n i t s  a r e  u s u a l l y  k e p t .  More and 
more agency managers a r e  expanding t h e  scope 
of such in fo rma t ion  t o  i n c l u d e  more s p e c i f i c  
informat ion on v i s i t o r  u s e  p a t t e r n s ,  p r e f e r -  
ences  and d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n s .  The format of 
such d a t a  bases  is  q u i t e  compl ica ted  and t h e  
list of  a r e a s  e x t e n s i v e .  Also ,  a  v a r i e t y  of 
u n i t s  of measurement a r e  a p p l i e d .  A s  such ,  
t h e  informat ion is  n o t  e a s i l y  t r a n s l a t e d  
i n t o  d e f i n a b l e  parameters  of r e s o u r c e  w a i l -  
a b i l i t y .  The u s u a l  a p p l i c a t i o n  of such 
m a t e r i a l  i s  t o  p o r t r a y  t h e  geographic  d i s -  
t r i b u t i o n  and d i v e r s i t y  of r e sou rce  oppor tu-  
n i t y .  'dhile i t  may be  d o u b t f u l  t h a t  a  
u n i v e r s a l  method of accoun t ing  f o r  r e sou rce  
supply  w i l l  eve r  be  adopted n a t i o n a l l y ,  
e f f o r t s  a r e  be ing  made by f e d e r a l  land 
managing agenc ie s  t o  develop and adopt a  
mutual ly  agreed upon system f o r  i nven to ry ing  
and c l a s s i f y i n g  r e c r e a t i o n  r e sou rces .  Such 
systems a r e  needed f o r  s t a t e ,  l o c a l  and p r i -  
v a t e  l a n d s  a s  we l l .  U n t i l  t h e s e  systems 
a r e  developed,  t h e  p o r t r a y a l  of  "supply" a s  
a  s o c i a l  i n d i c a t o r  w i l l  con t inue  t o  be  l i m i t -  
ed t o  a  r a t h e r  l o c a l i z e d  p e r s p e c t i v e .  

If t h e  growth of park  systems con t inues  
t o  d e c l i n e  a s  t h e  popu la t ion  becomes more 
concen t r a t ed  and t r a v e l  more r e s t r i c t e d ,  more 
w i l l  have t o  be  l ea rned  about t h e  maximum 
r e c r e a t i o n a l  u t i l i t y  of c l o s e  t o  home r e -  
sou rces .  More emphasis w i l l  s u r e l y  be p l aced  
h e r e  i n  t h e  1980 's .  

Rec rea t iona l  t r a v e l .  As po r t r ayed  i n  
Tables  1, 3 ,  and 4 ,  s e v e r a l  r e c e n t  su rveys  
have inc luded in fo rma t ion  on t r a v e l  t o  p a r t i -  
c i p a t e  i n  r e c r e a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s .  D i s t ance  
t r a v e l e d ,  mode of t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  n a t u r e  of 
t h e  t r i p  and expenses  i ncu r red  have a l l  been 
r e p e a t e d l y  asked.  If n a t i o n a l  i n d i c a t o r s  
on t r a v e l  were t o  evo lve ,  t hey  would most 
l i k e l y  be  genera ted  by t h e  U,S. T rave l  Bureau 
u t i l i z i n g  t h e i r  r epea t ed  r e c r e a t i o n  t r a v e l  
s tudy.  I f  energy sho r t ages  and i n f l a t i o n  
con t inue  and t h e r e  p e r s i s t s  a  d rama t i c  drop 

i n  Na t iona l  Park a t t endance  and t h e  s a l e s  of 
r e c r e a t i o n  v e h i c l e s ,  t h i s  parameter may be  
one of t h e  most impor tant  t o  monitor i n  t h e  
1980s. 

Wi l l i ngness  t o  pay. Rec rea t ion  b e n e f i t s  
have been e s t ima ted  by measuring p ro fe s sed  
w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  pay f o r  a c c e s s  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  
f a c i l i t i e s  o r  a r e a s .  Out of pocket expenses  
t o  pursue  a c t i v i t i e s  have a l s o  been monitored 
i n  surveys  and equated  t o  e s t i m a t e s  of t h e  
p u b l i c  good. The u n i t  of measure i n  t h e s e  
i n s t a n c e s  i s  t h e  a lmighty  d o l l a r ,  t h e  most 
u n i v e r s a l l y  accepted  measure of p u b l i c  good. 
The deg ree  t o  which w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  pay ques- 
t i o n s  can r e a l l y  p r e d i c t  f u t u r e  behavior  i s  
d e b a t a b l e  a s  is  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  of money 
t o  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  m u l t i f a c e t e d  p u b l i c  good 
genera ted  from outdoor  r e c r e a t i o n .  However, 
g iven today ' s  c o n s t r a i n t s  on p u b l i c  p r o v i d e r s  
of outdoor  r e c r e a t i o n  o p p o r t u n i t y ,  t h e  impor- 
t ance  of such informat ion is obvious .  Pay 
a s  you go r e c r e a t i o n  w i l l  probably  become a  
more prominent p r i n c i p l e  of p u b l i c  p o l i c y  i n  
t h e  1980s .  Vore d a t a  on t h i s  t o p i c  w i l l  s u r e  
be c o l l e c t e d ,  

S a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  expe r i ences .  Seve ra l  
su rvevs  have measured p e o ~ l e ' s  s a t i s f a c t i o n s  . & 

wi th  t h e i r  r e c r e a t i o n a l  expe r i ences .  Th i s  
approach t o  measuring s o c i a l  good has  been 
more e f f e c t i v e  a t  i d e n t i f y i n g  t h e  u s u a l l y  low 
pe rcen tage  of ma lcon ten t s  t han  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  
t h e  s u b t l e t i e s  of deg rees  and types  of s a t i s -  
f a c t i o n .  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of such f i n d i n g s  a r e  
u s u a l l y  a b s t r a c t ,  s u b j e c t i v e ,  and no t  a  par-  
t i c u l a r l y  compelling argument i n  t h e  p o l i c y  
a r ena .  However, r e s e a r c h  l i n k i n g  s u b j e c t i v e  
r e p o r t s  of s a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  v a r i o u s  s o c i a l ,  
envi ronmenta l  and management e lements  of t h e  
r e c r e a t i o n  expe r i ence  would a i d  managers i n  
t h e i r  p lanning e f f o r t s .  Perhaps  more impor- 
t a n t l y ,  s u b j e c t i v e l y  r epo r t ed  s a t i s f a c t i o n s  
need t o  be  l i nked  t o  o b j e c t i v e l y  determined 
s o c i a l  b e n e f i t s  of r e c r e a t i o n .  Nore r e s e a r c h  
i s  needed b e f o r e  a c t i v i t y  s a t i s f a c t i o n  can b e  
desc r ibed  i n  convincing terms t o  t h e  p r a c t i t i o n e r .  

C o n s t r a i n t s  t o  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  Some s u r -  
veys  a t t empt  t o  i d e n t i f y  c o n s t r a i n t s  t o  p a r t i -  
c i p a t i o n  through d i r e c t  ques t ion ing .  Although 
r e s u l t s  provide  g r e a t e r  i n s i g h t  i n t o  needs ,  t h e  
q u e s t i o n s  u s u a l l y  a f f o r d  such g e n e r a l  response  
t h a t  t h e  need is a t  b e s t  obscure .  For example, 
t h e  1977 n a t i o n a l  outdoor  r e c r e a t i o n  su rvey  i n -  
c luded such a  q u e s t i o n  ( s e e  Table  8 ) .  As vague 
a s  t h e  r e s u l t s  may be ,  t h i s  is  t h e  type  of 
q u e s t i o n  which is  more l i k e l y  t o  r e f l e c t  a  more 
comprehensive pe rcep t ion  of need than  could  
e v e r  be  genera ted  simply by a  s tudy  of p a r t i -  
c i p a t i o n  r a t e s .  I n  t h e  f u t u r e ,  t h i s  l i n e  of 
ques t ion ing  w i l l  have t o  evolve  s o  t h a t  needs  
a s  pe rce ived  by t h e  p u b l i c  can be  more f u l l y  
understood. 



Indicators We Have 
Little Experience Measuring -. 

The following outdoor recreation para- 
meters would provide valuable insight for 
the future but, as yet, we have little ex- 
perience collecting such information. 

Unmet expectations for participation. 
People frequently have preconceived expecta- 
tions about recreation activity or areas 
which may relate to any one of a number of 
things such as scenery, wildlife, cleanli- 
ness, condition or type of facilities or 
type of fellow recreators. As conditions 
change at parks and recreation areas, the 
clientele using the areas may change as well 
Increased crowding or a change in the type 
of people using an area, for instance, may 
go beyond the social tolerance of some peo- 
ple who then no longer visit the park. 
Their experience expectations were not met 
by conditions at the area 

Measuring such a parameter is most 
difficult. Attempts at asking point blank 
questions on unmet expectations has tended 
to yield superficial results which most 
likely do not reflect the depth of respon- 
dent opinion, but the concept should be 
pursued in order to assess the preferences 
of both participants and non-participants. 

Benefits from participation. If the 
constraints on public agencies continue in 
the 1980s, outdoor recreation will be in 
greater competition with other social ser- 
vices for public funds. In such an environ- 
ment, the ability to articulate the variety 
of benefits derived from outdoor recreation 
activity made possible by the public sector 
would be most advantageous. As previously 
discussed, much effort has gone into esti- 
mating recreation benefits. Many approaches 
have been utilized but the results are fre- 
quently challenged, Benefit analyses have 
focused on quantitative parameters such as 
a visitor occasions or dollars expended. 
A challenge to the research community is 
to define subjective parameters which 
address both the more personal rewards of 
participation and the community-wide bene- 
fits afforded by recreation opportunity, 
If such subjectively based parameters were 
adopted and measured over time, powerful 
indicators would be likely to evolve. 

Substitution of activity environs. If 
in the 1980s, the mobility of the population 
continues to decrease while the interest in 
outdoor recreation continues to expand, the 
need will grow for developing substitute 
environments for the outdoor recreation 
activities which today require substantial 
mobility for participation. Such insight 

would necessitate some appreciation for dimen- 
sions of satisfaction derived from participa- 
tion and an assessment of whether or not those 
dimensions are transferable from one physical 
environment to another. Although substitution 
of recreation environments has not received 
much attention in the research community, there 
are indications that it will receive greater 
attention in the 1980s. 

Roles of the public and private sectors. 
As the decade begins, providers of recreational 
opportunities from the public and private sec- 
tors are approaching the issue from different 
perspectives. The public sector, on the one 
hand, is faced with an ever increasing fiscal 
constraint and thinking and planning smaller. 
The leisure industry, on the other hand, is 
picked to be one of the major growth sectors 
of the 1980s and is thinking big. Equipment 
manufacturers, recreation facility developers, 
and near-home tourist attractions are in an 
expansionary mode. Such a situation would 
suggest that a shift in some roles will occur 
between the public and the private sectors. 
The monitoring over time of such shifts 
vis-a-vis facility and program inventories 
could prove to be useful in the policy arena. 

ESTABLISHING SOCIAL INDICATORS 
IN OUTDOOR RECREATION 

One must admit that the picture painted 
here is a sobering one at best. We have con- 
cluded that despite the collection of an 
immense amount of data over the last two de- 
cades, there is no clearly identified set of 
indicators in the outdoor recreation field. 
Circumstances which have contributed to this 
situation include the lack of consistent pro- 
cedures and types of data collection over time, 
inadequate reporting of survey results, the 
difficulties in accessing existing data sets, 
and the limitations of past efforts to inter- 
pret data in terms of key policy issues. 
Furthermore, the broad perspective of potential 
human benefits derived from outdoor recreation 
experiences makes it most difficult to deter- 
mine an all-inclusive set of measures covering 
this social good 

While identifying the problems that have 
impeded the development of an appropriate set 
of social indicators has been fairly straight- 
forward, making meaningful suggestions for es- 
tablishing useful indicators of outdoor recrea- 
tion may be more difficult. As a way of expe- 
diting the establishment of such indicators, 
we offer the following suggestions: 

Data standardization 

Standardization should be introduced into 
recreational data collected by the public sector 



Collecting a standard set of core data as diversity has enriched the field, it has 
part of inventories and surveys would aid in contributed to a lack of organizing principle 
making comparisons between studies and among for developing either a unified body of know- 
studies over time. Appropriate candidates ledge of social indicator measures or a method- 
for standardization might include the names ology for collecting data. Development of such 
of recreational activities and facilities a framework would provide a focal point for 
and specific demographic characteristics of future research efforts. 
respondents (participants and nonparticipants). 
For surveys, an index of commonly asked ques- Identify key indicators now 
tions and how they have been phrased would be 
most helpful. Steps toward implementing At this time, we feel it is appropriate to 
such a goal have been initiated by a task offer a challenge to participants of this 
force within the U.S. Department of the conference. We believe a special effort can 
Interior charged with the establishing be made to identify one or two key social indi- 
standard data elements for outdoor recrea- cators for outdoor recreation which would be 
tion surveys. systematically monitored in the future. Very 

specifically, we suggest that members of this 
Data access conference "take the bull by the horns" and 

identify one or two line items for the 
Recreation data should be made more "Mid-Decade" census and forward such recommen- 

accessible. As mentioned earlier, such an dations for consideration by the Bureau of 
effort has been established for recreation Census. At the very least, such an initiate 
surveys through the development of the will awaken those in the social indicator 
National Leisure Archive at the University movement as well as ourselves to the fact 
of Michigan's Institute for Social Research. recreation and leisure are important aspects 
To date. 30 data sets have been compiled in of life which are influenced by public policy 
the archive. These sets have been made and which need to be understood over time. 
available by agencies of the federal govern- 
ment and various state governments. The 
data archive at the Institute is part of an LITERATURE CITED 
inter-university consortium which has 240 
member institutions world wide; these insti- Bevins, M.E., D.P. Wilcox. 1979. Evaluation 
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Key t o  Tables  1, 3 and 4 

Date - Year d a t a  was ga the red  
Agency (Tab le  3 on ly )  - Federa l  agency sponsor inq survey 

BLM - Bureau of  Land Management 
BLS - Bureau o f  Labor S t a t i s t i c s  
BOC - Bureau o f  t h e  Census 
COE - 11. S. Army Corps o f  Engineers  
DOT - Department o f  T ranspor t a t ion  
FwS - U.S. F i sh  and W i l d l i f e  Se rv ice  
NPS - National  Park Se rv ice  
TVA - Tennessee Va l l ey  Au thor i ty  
USCG- U. S. Coast Guard 
USFS- U.S. F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  

Admin i s t r a t ion  (Tab les  3 and 4 on ly )  - 
I - Work conducted in-house 
C - Work c o n t r a c t e d  t o  a  c o n s u l t i n g  f i rm 

Universe Sampled(Tab1es 3 and 4 on ly )  - 
N - Nationwide sample of  gene ra l  popula t ion 
0  - On-site sample f o r  a  r e source  a r e a  
R - Regional sample of  gene ra l  popula t ion 
S - Statewide samDle o f  gene ra l  popula t ion 
T - T o u r i s t  sampled from ou t -o f - s t a t e  

Cost  - Est imated c o s t  t o  conduct survey 
Sample S ize  - Number of  persons  responding t o  t h e  survey 
Sample Techniques - 

D - Diary q u e s t i o n n a i r e  
H - Household in t e rv iew 
M - Mail q u e s t i o n n a i r e  
P - Persona l  i n t e rv iew ( f a c e  t o  f ace )  
T - Telephone in t e rv iew 

Sub jec t  (Tab le  3 on ly )  - Key words o f  s u h j e c t  covered o r  of t h e  r e source  
a r e a  name. 

Age Range  a able 1 on ly )  - Minimum age o f  respondent  
Response Rate  (Tab le  1 o n l y )  - % of p e o ~ l e  con tac ted  t h a t  p a r t i c i p a t e d  

i n  t h e  survey. 
Geo. R e l i a b i l i t y  - Geographic r e l i a b i l i t y  

C - d a t a  s t r a t i f i e d  by county 
R - d a t a  s t r a t i f i e d  by r eg ion  
S - d a t a  f o r  s t a t ewide  only ,  n o t  s t r a t i f i e d  

# A c t i v i t i e s  - Number of  r e c r e a t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  included i n  t h e  
q u e s t i o n s  asked. 

Length o f  Reca l l  - Lenqth o f  p a s t  t ime respondent is asked t o  r e c a l l  
a c t i v i t y  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  

Pe r iod  Conducted (Tab les  1 and 4 on ly )  - months t h a t  d a t a  was co l l ec t ed .  
Ques t ion  Content - Amount o f  survey ins t rument  devoted t o  s u b j e c t  a rea :  

O - n o t  included i n  survey 
1 - b r i e f l y  r e f e r r e d  t o  i n  survey 
2 - s u h j e c t  r e fe renced  by a t  l e a s t  2 q u e s t i o n s  
3 - s u b j e c t  major emphasis of survey 



TABLE 1 - XATIONAL OUTDOOR RECREATI0,N SURVEYS UTILIZED 
I N  THE NATIOhWIDE PLAXNING PROCESS 

Da te  

Sample S i z e  

Sample Technique P P M P T 

Age Range 12+ 12+ 9+ 10+ 12+ 

Response Rate  89% 9 1% 78% 81% 5 4% 

P e r i o d  Conducted Sept .  Sept.-  Nov.- 0c t . -  Sept . -  
Oct.  Dec. Nov . Oct. 

# of  A c t i v i t i e s  20 2 8 14 11 3 1 

of A c t i v i t i e s  S t r i c t l y  
Comparable t o  1977 15 20 5 5 18 

# of  A c t i v i t i e s  Roughly 
Comparable t o  1977 5 6 7 4 12 

Length  of R e c a l l  

Ques t i on  Content :  

Summer Summer 1 y r .  1 y r .  1 y r .  
excep t  
v a c a t i o n  

A c t i v i t y  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  3 3 3 3 0 

S a t i s f a c t i o n  1 1 0 2 0 

L o c a t i o n  of P a r t i c i p a t i o n  1 1 0 1 1 

T r a n s p o r t a t i o n .  1 1 0 0 1 

Length  of  S t ay  1 1 0 0 1 

$ s p e n t  1 0 0 0 1 

R e c r e a t i o n  Equipment I 0 0 1 0 

De te r ence  0 0 0 0 2 

P o l i c y  0 0 0 0 0 

Demographics 2 I 1 2 2 

June  

-- 
1 yr.  

Feb. - 
NOV. 

-- 

1 yr.  

* N a t i o n a l  Outdoor Rec rea t i on  Survey o f  t h e  g e n e r a l  p o p u l a t i o n  
** N a t i o n a l  Outdoor Rec rea t i on  Survey o f  r e c r e a t i o n  on Fede ra l  l a n d s  

Source:  TJnpublished Report  on t h e  1977 N a t i o n a l  Outdoor ~ e c r e a t i o n  S u r . e y 8  



TABLE 2 ACTIVITY PARTICIPATION RATES FROM NATIONAL OUTDOOR RECREATION 
SURVEYS (PERCENT PARTICIPATION) 

Summer Rates Annual Rates  
A c t i v i t y  - 1960 - 1965 - 1972 - 1977* 

Picn ick ing  53 5 7 47 72 
Driving f o r  p l easu re  5 2 5 5 34 69 
Sigh t see ing  42 49 3 7 62 
Swimminq - Pool 45 48 18 63 

Other 34 46 
Walkinq f o r  p l easu re  3 3 48 34 
Play inq  outdoor  games o r  s p o r t s  3 0 38 2 2 56 

Golf 9 5 16 
Tennis 6 5 33 

Fish ing  29 3 0 24 5 3 
Attending outdoor  s p o r t s  e v e n t s  24 3 0 12 6 1 
Other boa t ing  2 2 24 15 34 
Bicyc l ing  9 16 10 5 0 
Nature walks 14 ** 14 17 

Bird watching 5 4 
w i l d l i f e  and b i r d  photography 2 2 

Attendinq outdoor  c o n c e r t s ,  p l a y s  9 1 1  7 4 1 
Campinq - Developed 8 10 I1 3 0 

Wilderness 5 2 1 
Horseback r i d i n g  6 8 5 15 
Hikinq 6; 7 5 *** 2R 
Water s k i i n g  6 6 5 16 
Canoeing 2 3 3 1 1  
S a i l i n g  2 3 3 
Mountain c l imbing 1 1 
V i s i t i n g  zoos,  f a i r s ,  amusement pa rks  24 7 3 
Off-road d r i v i n g  (motorcycles /other  v e h i c l e s )  5/2 2 6  
Other a c t i v i t i e s  ca t egory  5 24 

* 1977 Nat iona l  Outdoor Recreat ion Survey by te lephone 
** Inc ludes  b i r d  watching and photography 

*** Inc ludes  mountain c l imbinq 

Source: Stowel l ,  1975, p. 104, f o r  summer r a t e s .  
Tlnpublished Report  on t h e  1977 National  Outdoor Recreat ion Surveys 
f o r  annual  r a t e s .  







TABLE 5 - CONHERCIAL OUTDOOR RECREATION SL'RVEYS OF TZE 1970's 

Date 

Universe 

Sample Size 

Sample Technique 

Length of Recall 1 year 1 year Last From 
month time 

t 0 

time 

E rom 
time 
t 0 

time 

Last 
week 

From 
time 
t o  
time 

Sumber of A c t i v i t i e s  5 

Source: TJnpuhlished Report on the 1977 National Outdoor Recreation Surveys. 



Rank - Sport 

Swiming 

Bfcycl ing 
Camping 
Fishing 

Bowl ing 

Boating 
Jogging/Running 

Tennis 

Pool/Billiards 

Sof tbal 1 
Table Tennis 

Roller Skating 

Basketball 

Hunting 

Ice Skating 

'rlater Skiing 

Got f 
Snow Skiing 

Baseball 
Football 

Racquetball 
blotorbi king 

Sailing 

Snowmobi 1 ing 

TABLE 6 - Part.icipation Trends From Neilson Surveys 

CWNK~NG OF PCPVLARITY OF PART!CIPATI?!; IN SPORTS !?EASU?ED 
1979 vs lj70 vs 15i3 SpcrLs T2rtici;ation Surveys) 

projected 
lndlvidual 

participants 
(000) 

1979 

105,441 

69.810 
60.300 

59,275 

43,330 

37,920 

35,727 

32,271 

31.937 

28,458 
26,908 

25.359 

24,048 

19,711 
18,924 

16,922 

% change 
in projected 
participants 
1979 vs 1976 

projected 
individual 

participants 
(000) 
1976 

103.503 

75,015 
58,102 

63,901 

44,434 

35,230 
* 

29,201 

35,805 
27.268 

32,215 

25 Soccer 6.530 * 
25 Handball 5,578 +1Z 5,536. * 
27' Archery 5,529 +1% 5.477 - 6% 
28 Paddle Tennis 2.431 -6% 2,577 * 
29 Ice Hockey 1.668 -33% 2,669 -18% 
30 Platform Tennis 405 +I201 184 * 

Total U. S .  Poc~rlation 214.958 - -- +2% - - 210.013 - +2% - 

Not measurcd iri 1973/1976. 

Source: News Release Ry The Neilson Company 

projected 
individual 

participznts 
(nao) 
1973 

107,191 

65,613 
54,435 

61,263 

38.216 

32,629 
* 



TABLE 7 - A COMPARISON AMONG SURVEYS OF THE EFFECT THAT GASOLISE 
PRICES HAVE HIJ) OK OUTDOOR RECREATIOS 

Year Survey and Quest ion  

1974 S t a t e  of Ohio 
How impor t an t  i s  t h e  c o s t  of g a s o l i n e  
i n  your p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  outdoor  
r e c r e a t i o n ?  

1975 COE a t  XcCle l l an  Kerr  s i t e  
How has  t h e  p r i c e  of g a s o l i n e  ( s h o r t a g e )  
a f f e c t e d  your r e c r e a t i o n  r e l a t e d  t r a v e l  
p l a n s ?  (1975  compared t o  1 9 7 4 )  

1976 S t a t e  of Ind iana  
Has energy o r  economic changes  du r ing  t h e  
p rev ious  y e a r  a f f e c t e d  your outdoor  
r e c r e a t i o n  involvement?  How? 

1977 S t a t e  of Arizona 
(Has) t h e  i n c r e a s e  i n  p r i c e  of g a s o l i n e  
over  t h e  p a s t  s e v e r a l  y e a r s  a f f e c t e d  
how much your f ami ly  uses  ( g a s o l i n e  
consuming) equipment f o r  r e c r e a t i o n a l  
purposes?  

1977 HCRS Genera l  Popu la t ion  Survey 
Has t h e  p r e s e n t  p r i c e  of g a s o l i n e  caused 
you t o  t a k e  s h o r t e r  t r i p s  f o r  outdoor  
r e c r e a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s ?  

1978 S t a t e  of Yaryland 
Has t h e  p r e s e n t  p r i c e  of g a s o l i n e  caused 
you t o  t a k e  s h o r t e r  t r i p s  t han  you 
normal ly  would f o r  outdoor  r e c r e a t i o n  
a c t i v i t i e s ?  

Pe rcen t  

47% v e r y  impor t an t  

29% fewer  t r i p s  
28% s h o r t e r  t r i p s  

38% yes  and of 
those . .  . 
59X fewer  t r i p s  
away from home 
322 c l o s e r  t o  home 
29% s topped 
p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  
some a c t i v i t i e s  

44% much o r  a 
l i t t l e  l e s s  use  

49% y e s  

422 yes  

Source: Unpublished Report  on t h e  1977 Nat ional  Outdoor Recreat ion  
Survey 



T.9iiiE 8 - REASONS 'r'FLVEt;TINC USE OF PARi:S OR RECREATIOX AXEAS 

( p e r c e n t )  

F e d e r a l  Percenr:. 
Gene ra l  E s t a t e  P o i n t  

Reason P o p u l a t i o n  - Popula t ior ,  = D i f f e r c  -- 
Lack o f  t ime P 52 5 2 0  

Area too  crowded A 43 40 3 

Lack o f  money P 3 7 24 13 

Lack of i n f o r m a t i o n  A or  P  3 2 12 20 

R e c r e a t e  a t  r e s i d e n c e  P 30 4 26 

Area n o t  conven ien t  A 2  9  10 19 

Area p o l l u t e d  A 25 8 17 

Lack o f  i n t e r e s t  P 2 2 4 18 

P e r s o n a l  h e a l t h  P 2 1 6 15 

Area poor ly  ma in t a ined  A  20 10 10 

Lack of t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  P 20 8 12 

Area s a f e t y  problems A 19 4 15 

4 

Note: I-/ P = P e r s o n a l  s i t u a t i o n  
A = c o n d i t i o n  pe rce ived  f o r  Area 

Source: r l n ~ u b l i s h e d  r e p o r t  o n  t h e  1977 Na t iona l  Outdoor Recreat ion  Survey 


