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Many millions of dollars have been spent on recreation 
developments since passage of the Land and Water Con
servation Act in 1964. In order to qualify for Federal funds 
under this Act, states must prepare recreation plans 
based on use projections calculated from demand stud
ies. Theoretically, capital investment in facilities and land 
acquisition are thus based on actual data and not on the 
subjective judgment of individuals. The approach is 
sound, but after 8 years of state outdoor recreation plan
ning under the demand survey concept, it is reasonable 
to ask some questions. For example, do most surveys of 
state recreation demand provide reliable and valid infor
mation on current patterns of recreation participation? 
Are most demand survey data adequately analyzed to 
facilitate accurate projections of future recreation use? 
And, most importantly, are subsequent programs of capi
tal investment for recreational facilities and land acquisi
tions more efficient and relevant to needs as a result of 
the demand surveys? 

The issues highlighted in each of these questions de
pend on one another and challenge the extent to which 
recreation planners are meeting the desires of the public. 
For example, if demand surveys produce biased, inap-
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propriate, or unreliable data, that even the best analysis 
will provide inaccurate projections, leading to inefficient 
capital investments although planning procedures may 
be orderly. On the other hand, improper analysis of good 
survey data will also lead to inaccurate projections and 
inefficient capital investment. 

This paper focuses on some persistent problems af
fecting the validity and reliability of current recreation 
use surveys. Improvement in these surveys is fundamen
tal to better projections of future recreation use. We 
identify several common difficulties and weaknesses in 
current procedures for conducting demand surveys 
upon which State outdoor recreation plans are based. 
Our criticism is based on experience during the past 
three years in evaluating demand survey data for second
ary analysis and the procedures with which information 
is collected and projections generated. During this time, 
we inspected several state recreation plans, some noted 
for their excellence. We also interviewed people from 
several state and Federal agencies responsible for super
vising and administering recreation demand surveys and 
state plans and persons in universities and consulting 
firms holding demand survey contracts. 

THE PROBLEM OF TERMINOLOGY 

The term recreation demand is bandied about in a 
manner that would make any economist cringe. In the 
economic sense, demand refers to quantity demanded at 
various prices. But this concept is never measured in 
recreation surveys. What most surveys measure is the 
extent of current participation in various recreational ac
tivities by a sample of the population. Ironically, projec
tions of future participation based on such data are fre
quently referred to as recreation needs, an even more 
striking misnomer but one with great emotional appeal. 

To quote from a prominent recreation economist 
(Knetsch.1969): 

The myth persists that somehow we are able 
to multiply population figures by recreation 
activity participation rates obtained from 
population surveys and call it demand. Then 
we use such figures to justify doing just about 
anything in the name of satisfying recreation 
needs. 

Population Sampled Number 
Random statewide samples (general 

population) 5 
Demographic projections (none) 3 
On-site studies (recreationists) 2 
Tourist parties (out-of-State 

visitors) 1 
Selective statewide samples 

(car owners) 1 
Total 12 

Table 1.—Populations sampled in 12 recreation 
demand surveys 

We suggest that only random samples of the popula
tion be used to obtain information on outdoor recreation 
participation. Only in such a manner can present as well 
as future use patterns be determined. If telephone inter
views are the researcher's choice, then personal inter
views should be used as a supplement to population 
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groups not adequately covered by telephones. Minimum 
sample sizes are often necessary to provide adequate 
data for subgroup analysis, such as for sparsely populat
ed counties. However, proper analytical procedures must 
be applied to prevent biased projections whenever sam
ples are not random. 

INTERVIEWS AND QUESTIONNAIRES 

Obviously, today's recreation planners need some fa
miliarity with social research methods if they are to con
duct, administer, or evaluate recreation use surveys. 
Information about questionnaires, interviews, and their 
various advantages and limitations is particularly impor
tant. 

Social scientists have demonstrated that personal in
terviews guided by a prepared schedule yield the most 
valid, reliable, and representative data on individual be
havior, preferences, values, and beliefs. The method also 
produces high response rates and can reach all socioe
conomic categories. But, it is also the most expensive, 
requiring a large corps of well-trained interviewers to 
generate sufficient data in a reasonable period of time. 

Telephone interviews are useful to collect small 
amounts of data from a large sample, especially if the 
interview conversation is limited to 5 or 10 minutes and 
certain biases corrected. However, telephone interviews 
yield biased results in that upper-class persons (unlisted 
numbers), lower-class persons and certain racial and 
ethnic minorities (no phones) are underrepresented. On 
the other hand, middle- and working-class persons who 
are the most active in outdoor recreation are overrepre-
sented in telephone surveys, thus magnifying projections 
of their recreation use. 

Mail questionnaires are the least satisfactory method 
of obtaining data on outdoor recreation participation. 
Response rates from the general population may be low 
(most pollsters consider 40% outstanding) and biased. 
The active, middle-class persons with an interest in out
door recreation are most likely to respond to mail ques
tionnaires. If the responses of these middle-class recrea-
tionists are considered representative, participation 
rates will be magnified. Mail questionnaires are best re
stricted to special categories of recreation participants 
such as wilderness campers, hunters, etc., where the 
objective is not to generalize to the population at large 
but to collect detailed information on special popula
tions. 

The recreation planners' challenge is to appreciate the 
advantages and disadvantages of questionnaire versus 
interview methods, in order to select the best method 
within available money and time limits. However, the 
presence of any inherent biases and the need for statisti
cal corrections should be understood by the planner. 
Above all, the unavoidable biases in survey research 
should be accounted for in projections affecting capital 
budgeting for recreation facilities. 

WHO SHOULD CONDUCT DEMAND SURVEYS? 

Recreation use surveys are conducted by several dif
ferent kinds of organizations. In the 12 surveys we re
viewed, three were conducted by the state agency, four 
by private consulting firms, four by a combination of the 
state agency and a consulting firm, and one by a univer
sity. Recreation planners and administrators should be 
aware of the strengths and weaknesses of each of these 
organizations as potential recreation use investigators. 

This misuse of terminology distorts the meaning and 
usefulness of survey information. An accurate descrip
tive term would be "recreation participation surveys" 
which realistically reflects the nature of the data. The 
meaning of these recreation studies should not be dis
torted to imply demand or need; they imply only the dis
cretionary behavior of people taking advantage of oppor
tunities to participate in outdoor recreation. 

Recreation surveys will never yield data to fit standard 
economic analysis (quantity consumed at various 
prices). Rather, economists must devise techniques to 
work with available sources of data to derive demand 
curves (Clawson and Knetsch 1966) and evaluate eco
nomic benefits (Knetsch 1963). 

It is also unfortunate that tradition dictates that public 
recreation will be provided at near zero cost to users. The 
quantity demanded at little or no cost to the user is sure 
to be more than would be consumed under the heavier 
fee structures necessary for commercially marketed rec
reational opportunities. 

It is also clear that participation in outdoor recreation 
is strongly dependent on available opportunities. People 
don't ski in Florida, nor is outdoor swimming overly pop
ular in Alaska, even in the summer. If one opportunity is 
not available, people will do something else. Yet to 
equate participation in specific activities with needs and 
then to provide more opportunities on that basis can only 
lead to self-fulfilling prophecies. The objective should be 
to base plans for future outdoor recreational opportuni
ties on knowledge of current patterns of participation 
and probable future increases in preferred activities. 
(Cicchetti.efa/. 1969). 

SAMPLING BIAS 

Many demand surveys are not based on representative 
samples of the general population but the results are 
projected as if they were. Even surveys based on report
edly representative samples have uncontrolled biases. 
Table 1 indicates the type of population sampled by the 
various states whose plans we reviewed. The most ob
vious problem is that all states do not use the same meth
od of data collection. Five of the states obtained informa
tion from statewide random samples of the population. 
Most of these states contacted respondents through tele
phone interviews. Two surveys interviewed participants 
at recreation sites and from these data developed "de
mand" projections. One state used "tourist parties" as 
its only source of information. Although most states 
erred by not including tourists in their projections, to 
sample only tourists is an equally unfortunate error. 
Three of the state plans reviewed used only census 
projections to determine future recreation use. Simple 
population projections do not account for either 
changes in the composition of the population or changes 
in [the] recreation tastes and preferences. 

Private consulting firms can perform notably in out
door recreation studies. Many government agencies pre
fer private consultants because they generally meet 
deadlines. However, the commitment of consultants to a 
survey is short range, and they are in business to make a 
profit from the study. Contracts with private consultants 
need careful supervision, for there is no guaranty against 
such misfortunes as one state experienced: After com
pletion of the study, it was found that the data collection 
was incomplete, the consulting firm had gone out of 
business, and no one in the state agency knew how the 
participation data had been collected, coded, and stored. 

Universities increasingly accept contracts for recrea
tion use surveys. Their scientists are current with new 
research techniques and have professional communica
tion with other researchers. But, university research has 
some weaknesses. Contracts are often accepted as a way 
of financing graduate students who may actually do 
much of the work. Both professors and students have 
classroom responsibilities, and the deadlines imposed 
by state agencies seldom fit the semester routine. Fur
ther, there are many disciplines in a university, and their 
understanding and interest in projection of recreation 
use may vary considerably. But unlike commercial firms, 
universities do not depend entirely on outside contracts 
for financial life and, therefore, may be less susceptible 
to expediting progress at the expense of quality. 

State agencies rarely have the technical expertise and 
competence to conduct user studies. Their departments 
are subject to budget fluctuations that often can be miti
gated only by committing lump sums to a university or 
consulting firm. They frequently lack flexibility in work 
hours and other organizational requirements that facili
tate short term effort necessary in mounting research 
studies. However, they do provide for continuity in the 
collection, treatment, storage, and use of recreation par
ticipation data. 

Perhaps the best means of balancing the strengths and 
weaknesses of organizations in conducting recreation 
surveys is for the state agency to use both consultant 
firms and the advice of university experts while maintain
ing control and responsibility for the studies. In this 
manner, the technical expertise of university scientists 
and the flexibility of consultants can be utilized, while the 
State agency controls the data and the quality of the re
sults. 

OTHER PROBLEMS 

Several other problems challenge recreation planners 
seeking more accurate projections of recreation use 
through population surveys. 

First, information about out-of-state recreation visitors 
must be collected along with that for resident recreation-
ists. The economic impact of these out-of-state visitors is 
particularly important for their expenditures bring new 
dollars to the state's economy. However, projections of 
out-of-state use require different data collection proce
dures from those used to project resident recreation use. 
Interstate and regional cooperation and sharing of data 
could greatly facilitate out-of-state projections. Integrat
ing projections of out-of-state and resident recreation 
use to plan specific capital improvements is also a prob
lem depending on politically determined priorities and 
planning philosophy, e.g., States may vary in their desire 
to attract or serve out-of-state tourists. 

Second, the interdependence of local, state, Federal, 
and private recreation resources is often completely ig
nored in state outdoor recreation projections of use. This 
does not make sense as states control only a small por
tion of the recreation resources that might be used to 
meet future increases in recreation use. Surveys should 
seek to identify participation linked to specific types of 
resources generally available in state and national parks 
and forests and other public lands. There must be better 
coordination among all recreation suppliers in efforts to 
meet projected recreation increases. In many instances, 
there are several agencies with a vested interest in data 
on recreation increases who would welcome the joint 
opportunity to participate in planning and executing user 
studies. 

Third, the substitutability of recreation opportunity 
must be recognized and appropriate concepts built into 
data analysis. For example, projections based on "area 
type preferences" ignore the fact that there are not un
limited opportunities to expand the currently preferred 
recreation supply. Yet alternative opportunities may be 
nearly as acceptable and sometimes cheaper to provide. 
"Activity type analysis" offers the opportunity to identify 
motives for similar activities that might be satisfied in 
several different kinds of areas (Hendee et al. 1971). The 
concept of recreation demand must be based on the no
tion that people may "need" recreation but do not de
pend on any special type of activity to satisfy the need. 
Recreation activities are preferences that are substituted 
one for another—if one opportunity is not available then 
another may be substituted. The notion of alternative 
opportunities will be increasingly important as outdoor 
recreation sites become saturated and the cost of provid
ing additional areas increases. 

Some commonly accepted guidelines for conducting 
recreation participation surveys are needed. The helter-
skelter approach now used in state plans not only de
feats their purpose but precludes the development of 
better techniques and the accumulation of valuable data 
over time. Each recreation survey is now viewed as a new 
venture, generally incomparable to the preceding one 
and seldom increasing the ability to identify and predict 
future patterns of use. The development of standard 
guidelines for state recreation participation surveys and 
projections should be supported by research to identify 
and develop procedures and techniques to facilitate data 
collection and analysis. 

Finally, a common data bank is needed for recreation 
survey information. Such a system might consist only of 
a central storage location for data computer tapes, code-
books, and descriptive information about each survey, 
along with a final report. Millions of dollars have been 
spent collecting recreation use information, yet very few 
secondary analyses have been performed due to lack of 
information about the availability of data, difficulty in 
obtaining data from widely varying State organizations, 
and indifference to the potential value of such informa
tion. 

SUMMARY 

Recreation use surveys have been conducted for sev
eral years in compliance with Land and Water Conserva
tion Act requirements for matching funds. In most states, 
the second generation of surveys will soon begin. It is not 
clear that the multi-million dollar investment in recrea
tion surveys has provided accurate information on recre
ation trends and facilitated more efficient investment in 
acquisition and development of facilities. Recreation 
planners and managers are challenged to overcome 
numerous problems associated with current surveys. 
The following conclusions and suggestions are based on 
our inspection of 12 demand surveys conducted in sup
port of state recreation plans: 

(1) Recreation demand surveys are really surveys 
of present recreation participation and imply nei
ther the notion of "need" nor "demand" that is of
ten inferred from them. The use of a more 
appropriate designation such as "recreation partic
ipation survey" might help avert incorrect interpre
tations. 
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(2) Demand surveys may include uncorrected 
samplings bias that seriously distorts findings. 

(3) Common data collection methods include 
personal or telephone interviews and mailed ques
tionnaires. These methods have advantages and 
shortcomings which must be considered before 
deciding upon an approach. 

(4) Surveys are now conducted by universities, 
consultant firms, and state agencies. The recrea
tion planner can utilize the strengths of each of 
these organizations by appropriately involving all 
their skills in data gathering and analysis. 

(5) The recreation use patterns of out-of-state 
visitors require uniform collection procedures 
yielding comparable data, state by state. Regional 
and national cooperation in collecting and sharing 
of data is necessary as is the use of standard re
porting units for site characteristics, visits, travel, 
and background information. 

(6) State, Federal and private recreation re
sources are interdependent. Recreation surveys and 
projections should be coordinated among all recre
ation suppliers if needs and preferences are to be 
efficiently met. 

(7) People may "need" recreation, but different 
kinds of recreation activities may be interchangea
ble. Planners must identify feasible substitutes 
among activities using activity analysis to comple
ment area type analysis. 

(8) Standard guidelines are needed for the con
duct of surveys so that studies over time will be 
comparable and allow identification of future 
trends in recreation use. The development of 
guidelines should be based on research to develop 
the most useful methods and procedures to help 
states implement valid and useful surveys. 

(9) Establishment of a common data bank to 
store information from all state surveys would facil
itate research and secondary analysis thus greatly 
increasing the potential utility of the large public 
investments the surveys represent. 

(10) When new and particularly innovative recre
ational facilities have been developed, planners 
would be wise in "following up" the use patterns in 
the new area. It is important to know where 
recreationists came from, why, and how. 

In conclusion, we suggest that future recreation de
mand surveys be based on random, stratified samples of 
the general population. In lieu of desirable but expensive 
personal interviews, telephones can be utilized with sup
plemental personal interviews to include persons with no 
phones. Carefully prepared interview schedules must be 
developed with adequate pretesting of both the data 
collection and analytic procedures. In addition to social 
and demographic variables, a broad range of outdoor 
recreation and other leisure activities must be covered 
including data on where and when it occurs. 

Out-of-state visitors must be sampled separately, but if 
information is gathered from each resident respondent 
as to their out-of-state recreation visits, regional data 
can then be exchanged to develop better predictions for 
out-of-state visitation. Studies should be coordinated 
among all public and private suppliers of outdoor recrea
tion and data made available in a central location to facil
itate secondary analyses. As a last suggestion, we hope 
that a representative nation-wide panel of respondents 
could be established to monitor changes in outdoor 
recreation use. 
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THE 
DEMAND 
SURVEY 
DILEMMA: 
Assessing 
the Credibility 
of State Outdoor 
Recreation Plans 

By Rabel Burdge and John Hendee 

Many millions of dollars have been spent on recreation 
developments since passage of the Land and Water Con
servation Act in 1964. In order to qualify for Federal funds 
under this Act, states must prepare recreation plans 
based on use projections calculated from demand stud
ies. Theoretically, capital investment in facilities and land 
acquisition are thus based on actual data and not on the 
subjective judgment of individuals. The approach is 
sound, but after 8 years of state outdoor recreation plan
ning under the demand survey concept, it is reasonable 
to ask some questions. For example, do most surveys of 
state recreation demand provide reliable and valid infor
mation on current patterns of recreation participation? 
Are most demand survey data adequately analyzed to 
facilitate accurate projections of future recreation use? 
And, most importantly, are subsequent programs of capi
tal investment for recreational facilities and land acquisi
tions more efficient and relevant to needs as a result of 
the demand surveys? 

The issues highlighted in each of these questions de
pend on one another and challenge the extent to which 
recreation planners are meeting the desires of the public. 
For example, if demand surveys produce biased, inap
propriate, or unreliable data, then even the best analysis 
will provide inaccurate projections, leading to inefficient 
capital investments although planning procedures may 
be orderly. On the other hand, improper analysis of good 
survey data will also lead to inaccurate projections and 
inefficient capital investment. 
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This paper focuses on some persistent problems af
fecting the validity and reliability of current recreation 
use surveys. Improvement in these surveys is fundamen
tal to better projections of future recreation use. We 
identify several common difficulties and weaknesses in 
current procedures for conducting demand surveys 
upon which State outdoor recreation plans are based. 
Our criticism is based on experience during the past 
three years in evaluating demand survey data for second
ary analysis and the procedures with which information 
is collected and projections generated. During this time, 
we inspected several state recreation plans, some noted 
for their excellence. We also interviewed people from 
several state and Federal agencies responsible for super
vising and administering recreation demand surveys and 
state plans and persons in universities and consulting 
firms holding demand survey contracts. 

THE PROBLEM OF TERMINOLOGY 

The term recreation demand is bandied about in a 
manner that would make any economist cringe. In the 
economic sense, demand refers to quantity demanded at 
various prices. But this concept is never measured in 
recreation surveys. What most surveys measure is the 
extent of current participation in various recreational ac
tivities by a sample of the population. Ironically, projec
tions of future participation based on such data are fre
quently referred to as recreation needs, an even more 
striking misnomer but one with great emotional appeal. 

To quote from a prominent recreation economist 
(Knetsch1969): 

The myth persists that somehow we are able 
to multiply population figures by recreation 
activity participation rates obtained from 
population surveys and call it demand. Then 
we use such figures to justify doing just about 
anything in the name of satisfying recreation 
needs. 

This misuse of terminology distorts the meaning and 
usefulness of survey information. An accurate descrip
tive term would be "recreation participation surveys" 
which realistically reflects the nature of the data. The 
meaning of these recreation studies should not be dis
torted to imply demand or need; they imply only the dis
cretionary behavior of people taking advantage of oppor
tunities to participate in outdoor recreation. 

Recreation surveys will never yield data to fit standard 
economic analysis (quantity consumed at various 
prices). Rather, economists must devise techniques to 
work with available sources of data to derive demand 
curves (Clawson and Knetsch 1966) and evaluate eco
nomic benefits (Knetsch 1963). 

It is also unfortunate that tradition dictates that public 
recreation will be provided at near zero cost to users. The 
quantity demanded at little or no cost to the user is sure 
to be more than would be consumed under the heavier 
fee structures necessary for commercially marketed rec
reational opportunities. 

It is also clear that participation in outdoor recreation 
is strongly dependent on available opportunities. People 
don't ski in Florida, nor is outdoor swimming overly pop
ular in Alaska, even in the summer. If one opportunity is 
not available, people will do something else. Yet to 
equate participation in specific activities with needs and 
then to provide more opportunities on that basis can only 
lead to self-fulfilling prophecies. The objective should be 
to base plans for future outdoor recreational opportuni-
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ties on knowledge of current patterns of participation 
and probable future increases in preferred activities. 
(Cicchetti.efa/. 1969). 

SAMPLING BIAS 

Many demand surveys are not based on representative 
samples of the general population but the results are 
projected as if they were. Even surveys based on report
edly representative samples have uncontrolled biases. 
Table 1 indicates the type of population sampled by the 
various states whose plans we reviewed. The most ob
vious problem is that all states do not use the same meth
od of data collection. Five of the states obtained informa
tion from statewide random samples of the population. 
Most of these states contacted respondents through tele
phone interviews. Two surveys interviewed participants 
at recreation sites and from these data developed "de
mand" projections. One state used "tourist parties" as 
its only source of information. Although most states 
erred by not including tourists in their projections, to 
sample only tourists is an equally unfortunate error. 
Three of the state plans reviewed used only census 
projections to determine future recreation use. Simple 
population projections do not account for either 
changes in the composition of the population or changes 
in [the] recreation tastes and preferences. 

Table 1.—Populations sampled in 12 recreation 
demand surveys 

various advantages and limitations is particularly impor
tant. 

Social scientists have demonstrated that personal in
terviews guided by a prepared schedule yield the most 
valid, reliable, and representative data on individual be
havior, preferences, values, and beliefs. The method also 
produces high response rates and can reach all socioe
conomic categories. But, it is also the most expensive, 
requiring a large corps of well-trained interviewers to 
generate sufficient data in a reasonable period of time. 

Telephone interviews are useful to collect small 
amounts of data from a large sample, especially if the 
interview conversation is limited to 5 or 10 minutes and 
certain biases corrected. However, telephone interviews 
yield biased results in that upper-class persons (unlisted 
numbers), lower-class persons and certain racial and 
ethnic minorities (no phones) are underrepresented. On 
the other hand, middle- and working-class persons who 
are the most active in outdoor recreation are overrepre-
sented in telephone surveys, thus magnifying projections 
of their recreation use. 

Mail questionnaires are the least satisfactory method 
of obtaining data on outdoor recreation participation. 
Response rates from the general population may be low 
(most pollsters consider 40% outstanding) and biased. 
The active, middle-class persons with an interest in out
door recreation are most likely to respond to mail ques
tionnaires. If the responses of these middle-class recrea-
tionists are considered representative, participation 
rates will be magnified. Mail questionnaires are best re
stricted to special categories of recreation participants 
such as wilderness campers, hunters, etc., where the 
objective is not to generalize to the population at large 
but to collect detailed information on special popula
tions. 

The recreation planners' challenge is to appreciate the 
advantages and disadvantages of questionnaire versus 
interview methods, in order to select the best method 
within available money and time limits. However, the 
presence of any inherent biases and the need for statisti
cal corrections should be understood by the planner. 
Above all, the unavoidable biases in survey research 
should be accounted for in projections affecting capital 
budgeting for recreation facilities. 

WHO SHOULD CONDUCT DEMAND SURVEYS? 

We suggest that only random samples of the popula
tion be used to obtain information on outdoor recreation 
participation. Only in such a manner can present as well 
as future use patterns be determined. If telephone inter
views are the researcher's choice, then personal inter
views should be used as a supplement to population 
groups not adequately covered by telephones. Minimum 
sample sizes are often necessary to provide adequate 
data for subgroup analysis, such as for sparsely populat
ed counties. However, proper analytical procedures must 
be applied to prevent biased projections whenever sam
ples are not random. 

INTERVIEWS AND QUESTIONNAIRES 

Obviously, today's recreation planners need some fa
miliarity with social research methods if they are to con
duct, administer, or evaluate recreation use surveys. 
Information about questionnaires, interviews, and their 

Recreation use surveys are conducted by several dif
ferent kinds of organizations. In the 12 surveys we re
viewed, three were conducted by the state agency, four 
by private consulting firms, four by a combination of the 
state agency and a consulting firm, and one by a univer
sity. Recreation planners and administrators should be 
aware of the strengths and weaknesses of each of these 
organizations as potential recreation use investigators. 

Private consulting firms can perform notably in out
door recreation studies. Many government agencies pre
fer private consultants because they generally meet 
deadlines. However, the commitment of consultants to a 
survey is short range, and they are in business to make a 
profit from the study. Contracts with private consultants 
need careful supervision,for there is noguaranteeagainst 
such misfortunes as one state experienced: After com
pletion of the study, it was found that the data collection 
was incomplete, the consulting firm had gone out of 
business, and no one in the state agency knew how the 
participation data had been collected, coded, and stored. 
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Universities increasingly accept contracts for recrea
tion use surveys. Their scientists are current with new 
research techniques and have professional communica
tion with other researchers. But, university research has 
some weaknesses. Contracts are often accepted as a way 
of financing graduate students who may actually do 
much of the work. Both professors and students have 
classroom responsibilities, and the deadlines imposed 
by state agencies seldom fit the semester routine. Fur
ther, there are many disciplines in a university, and their 
understanding and interest in projection of recreation 
use may vary considerably. But unlike commercial firms, 
universities do not depend entirely on outside contracts 
for financial life and, therefore, may be less susceptible 
to expediting progress at the expense of quality. 

State agencies rarely have the technical expertise and 
competence to conduct user studies. Their departments 
are subject to budget fluctuations that often can be miti
gated only by committing lump sums to a university or 
consulting firm. They frequently lack flexibility in work 
hours and other organizational requirements that facili
tate short term effort necessary in mounting research 
studies. However, they do provide for continuity in the 
collection, treatment, storage, and use of recreation par
ticipation data. 

Perhaps the best means of balancing the strengths and 
weaknesses of organizations in conducting recreation 
surveys is for the state agency to use both consultant 
firms and the advice of university experts while maintain
ing control and responsibility for the studies. In this 
manner, the technical expertise of university scientists 
and the flexibility of consultants can be utilized, while the 
State agency controls the data and the quality of the re
sults. 

OTHER PROBLEMS 

Several other problems challenge recreation planners 
seeking more accurate projections of recreation use 
through population surveys. 

First, information about out-of-state recreation visitors 
must be collected along with that for resident recreation-
ists. The economic impact of these out-of-state visitors is 
particularly important for their expenditures bring new 
dollars to the state's economy. However, projections of 
out-of-state use require different data collection proce
dures from those used to project resident recreation use. 
Interstate and regional cooperation and sharing of data 
could greatly facilitate out-of-state projections. Integrat
ing projections of out-of-state and resident recreation 
use to plan specific capital improvements is also a prob
lem depending on politically determined priorities and 
planning philosophy, e.g., States may vary in their desire 
to attract or serve out-of-state tourists. 

Second, the interdependence of local, state, Federal, 
and private recreation resources is often completely ig
nored in state outdoor recreation projections of use. This 
does not make sense as states control only a small por
tion of the recreation resources that might be used to 
meet future increases in recreation use. Surveys should 
seek to identify participation linked to specific types of 
resources generally available in state and national parks 
and forests and other public lands. There must be better 
coordination among all recreation suppliers in efforts to 
meet projected recreation increases. In many instances, 
there are several agencies with a vested interest in data 
on recreation increases who would welcome the joint 
opportunity to participate in planning and executing user 
studies. 

Third, the substitutability of recreation opportunity 
must be recognized and appropriate concepts built into 
data analysis. For example, projections based on "area 
type preferences" ignore the fact that there are not un
limited opportunities to expand the currently preferred 
recreation supply. Yet alternative opportunities may be 
nearly as acceptable and sometimes cheaper to provide. 
"Activity type analysis" offers the opportunity to identify 
motives for similar activities that might be satisfied in 
several different kinds of areas (Hendee et al. 1971). The 
concept of recreation demand must be based on the no
tion that people may "need" recreation but do not de
pend on any special type of activity to satisfy the need. 
Recreation activities are preferences that are substituted 
one for another—if one opportunity is not available then 
another may be substituted. The notion of alternative 
opportunities will be increasingly important as outdoor 
recreation sites become saturated and the cost of provid
ing additional areas increases. 

Some commonly accepted guidelines for conducting 
recreation participation surveys are needed. The helter-
skelter approach now used in state plans not only de
feats their purpose but precludes the development of 
better techniques and the accumulation of valuable data 
over time. Each recreation survey is now viewed as a new 
venture, generally incomparable to the preceding one 
and seldom increasing the ability to identify and predict 
future patterns of use. The development of standard 
guidelines for state recreation participation surveys and 
projections should be supported by research to identify 
and develop procedures and techniques to facilitate data 
collection and analysis. 

Finally, a common data bank is needed for recreation 
survey information. Such a system might consist only of 
a central storage location for data computer tapes, code-
books, and descriptive information about each survey, 
along with a final report. Millions of dollars have been 
spent collecting recreation use information, yet very few 
secondary analyses have been performed due to lack of 
information about the availability of data, difficulty in 
obtaining data from widely varying State organizations, 
and indifference to the potential value of such informa
tion. 

SUMMARY 

Recreation use surveys have been conducted for sev
eral years in compliance with Land and Water Conserva
tion Act requirements for matching funds. In most states, 
the second generation of surveys will soon begin. It is not 
clear that the multi-million dollar investment in recrea
tion surveys has provided accurate information on recre
ation trends and facilitated more efficient investment in 
acquisition and development of facilities. Recreation 
planners and managers are challenged to overcome 
numerous problems associated with current surveys. 
The following conclusions and suggestions are based on 
our inspection of 12 demand surveys conducted in sup
port of state recreation plans: 

(1) Recreation demand surveys are really surveys 
of present recreation participation and imply nei
ther the notion of "need" nor "demand" that is of
ten inferred from them. The use of a more 
appropriate designation such as "recreation partic
ipation survey" might help avert incorrect interpre
tations. 
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Population Sampled Number 

Random statewide samples (general 
population) 5 

Demographic projections (none) 3 
On-site studies (recreationists) 2 
Tourist parties (out-of-State 

visitors) 1 
Selective statewide samples 

(car owners) 1 
Total 12 



(2) Demand surveys may include uncorrected 
samplings bias that seriously distorts findings. 

(3) Common data collection methods include 
personal or telephone interviews and mailed ques
tionnaires. These methods have advantages and 
shortcomings which must be considered before 
deciding upon an approach. 

(4) Surveys are now conducted by universities, 
consultant firms, and state agencies. The recrea
tion planner can utilize the strengths of each of 
these organizations by appropriately involving all 
their skills in data gathering and analysis. 

(5) The recreation use patterns of out-of-state 
visitors require uniform collection procedures 
yielding comparable data, state by state. Regional 
and national cooperation in collecting and sharing 
of data is necessary as is the use of standard re
porting units for site characteristics, visits, travel, 
and background information. 

(6) State, Federal and private recreation re
sources are interdependent. Recreation surveys and 
projections should be coordinated among all recre
ation suppliers if needs and preferences are to be 
efficiently met. 

(7) People may "need" recreation, but different 
kinds of recreation activities may be interchangea
ble. Planners must identify feasible substitutes 
among activities using activity analysis to comple
ment area type analysis. 

(8) Standard guidelines are needed for the con
duct of surveys so that studies over time will be 
comparable and allow identification of future 
trends in recreation use. The development of 
guidelines should be based on research to develop 
the most useful methods and procedures to help 
states implement valid and useful surveys. 

(9) Establishment of a common data bank to 
store information from all state surveys would facil
itate research and secondary analysis thus greatly 
increasing the potential utility of the large public 
investments the surveys represent. 

(10) When new and particularly innovative recre
ational facilities have been developed, planners 
would be wise in "following up" the use patterns in 
the new area. It is important to know where 
recreationists came from, why, and how. 

In conclusion, we suggest that future recreation de
mand surveys be based on random, stratified samples of 
the general population. In lieu of desirable but expensive 
personal interviews, telephones can be utilized with sup
plemental personal interviews to include persons with no 
phones. Carefully prepared interview schedules must be 
developed with adequate pretesting of both the data 
collection and analytic procedures. In addition to social 
and demographic variables, a broad range of outdoor 
recreation and other leisure activities must be covered 
including data on where and when it occurs. 

Out-of-state visitors must be sampled separately, but if 
information is gathered from each resident respondent 
as to their out-of-state recreation visits, regional data 
can then be exchanged to develop better predictions for 
out-of-state visitation. Studies should be coordinated 
among all public and private suppliers of outdoor recrea
tion and data made available in a central location to facil
itate secondary analyses. As a last suggestion, we hope 
that a representative nation-wide panel of respondents 
could be established to monitor changes in outdoor 
recreation use. 
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