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1 
Introduction 

Leisure activities have many different values and are available in many forms. It 
is largely up to the individual what values are attained from leisure pursuits. 
Certain kinds of leisure activity are engaged in primarily for pleasure, while others 
are chosen because they provide a new experience or are personally satisfying; still 
others are valuable because they pass time and relieve boredom. 

One major facet of leisure activity is outdoor recreation. Traditionally, outdoor 
recreation is resource-based; it requires a significant quantity and quality of natural 
resources and is largely the phenomenon of the 20th century. Prior to the 20th 
century, people did not actively participate in outdoor recreation. 

In the setting of our forebears, outdoor recreation could not be considered a serious 
public purpose. What need was there for the Government to provide camping, picnick­
ing, swimming, boating, hiking, hunting, and fishing? To the 76 million largely rural 
Americans of 1900, nature provided free all the opportunities the population could ever 
possibly use. People camped and picnicked of necessity. They hiked to get from place to 
place. Many hunted and fished—for food, not for fun. (Crafts 1966:15) 

By the 1970s, the situation had changed drastically. Today, there are more men 
and women in the leisure-oriented ages of 18-44 years who are working less hours, 
making proportionately more money, have more leisure time available, are retiring 
at an earlier age, and have access to better transportation. These changes have 
increased interest in outdoor activities and, consequently, necessitated the creation 
of many new parks. 

A park is a geographically identifiable area which has been set aside for and by 
society, and is the primary facility in outdoor recreation. Sociologically, parks 
may depict collective representations, symbolic of cultural values and beliefs 
shared by members of that society. 

Attempts to understand human behavior associated with parks have incorpo­
rated two approaches. In the 1950s and 1960s, research was based on a resource 
perspective, that is, on activities and the site on which they occurred. During this 
period the social science disciplines provided a proliferation of descriptive mate­
rial about participants in specific activities. Researchers identified an activity such 
as swimming, or a site such as a beach, and attempted to characterize the users by 
socioeconomic variables. The problem is that all the variables are not only 
intercorrelated one with the other, but also that certain users are quite homogene­
ous. Therefore, researchers must look outside these traditional social indicators 
and explore the dimensions of human behavior implicit in involvement in outdoor 
recreation. 
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2 Recreation and Parks 

Beginning in the late 1960s, and particularly in the 1970s, the approach to 
understanding human behavior associated with parks has been based on a human 
perspective, that is, on attempting to link together outdoor recreation and the 
broader, sociocultural dimensions. It is an attempt to study characteristics other 
than traditional demographic ones. By studying social aggregates such as those 
composed by visitation frequency, cost of equipment, years of experience, geog­
raphic location, camping styles, social interaction, ethnic background, or race 
better insight into the leisure behavior of people in an outdoor setting may be 
gained. 

Statement of the Problem 
The principal intent of this study was to investigate selected aspects of human 

behavior at a family campground within a national park, specifically, the relation­
ships between and among campers at Big Meadows Campground in Shenandoah 
National Park as related to social interaction, activity patterns, camping style, and 
descriptive characteristics. 

Hypotheses 
Three hypotheses were formulated: 

1. Social interaction occurs in a family-campground setting and is related to 
various descriptive characteristics. 

2. Participation in activities is related to various user-descriptive characteristics. 
3. Each camping style, user aggregate is identified with particular social-

interaction levels, activity patterns, and descriptive characteristics. 

Definitions 
An activity pattern was defined by those specific activities, listed in the ques­

tionnaire, in which the respondent participated while camping at Big Meadows 
Campground. 

Social interaction was defined as the acknowledgment of someone outside one's 
own camping party via conversation. Two interaction matrices were developed to 
measure the interaction experienced by the respondents. The matrices measured 
with whom the campers interacted and during which activities interaction took 
place. 

The descriptive characteristics provided a general profile of the respondents. 
The 14 specific variables were concerned with social status, family life-cycle, 
camper origin, and camping patterns. 

The camping styles were defined by the type of accommodations that the 
participants used while at the Big Meadows Campground. Classification of camp­
ing styles closely paralleled LaPage (1973): i.e., tent, tent-trailer or fold-out, 
truck-trailer or pick-up, travel-trailer, van-conversion, and motor-home (Fig. 1). 
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Fig. 1. Pictorial of camping styles. 

Delimitations 
The study was delimited to the Big Meadows Campground and to those par­

ticipating camping parties between 7 August and 10 September 1974. It was 
concerned primarily with social interaction in a family campground, and was 
restricted to verbal interaction as reported by means of a questionnaire. 

Limitations 
The inherent design of the campground and the national park may influence the 

amount and level of social interaction. The format of the questionnaire did not 
permit respondents to indicate if they participated in an activity more than once. In 
conjunction, the questionnaire did not permit respondents to indicate whether they 
had time to participate in any activity. 



2 
Review of Literature 

The 1950s and 1960s provided a proliferation of socioeconomic and demog­
raphic data concerning campers and other participants in outdoor recreation. 
However, since the late 1960s, and particularly in the 1970s, researchers have 
been exploring the dimensions of human behavior implicit in involvement in 
outdoor recreation. 

Camper Characteristics 

Due to the numerous studies completed which described campers and outdoor 
users, research findings of the 1950s through the mid-1960s are here briefly 
identified and highlighted. The most recent investigations are described in more 
detail. 

Dahle (1956) reported that small family groups of four to five people dominated 
the camping population. Pike (1956) found that the mean size of the camping party 
was 4.1 persons, with an average of 1.7 children per party, and with 90% using a 
tent and camping an average of 2.3 days. The Ohio Department of Natural 
Resources (1958) reported that groups using park facilities averaged four mem­
bers. Stone and Taves (1958) found that wilderness users were from urban areas 
and were primarily of high occupational and educational status. 

Fine and Werner (1960) concluded that campers were, on the average: families; 
living in the suburbs; under 45 years of age; tent users; white; and having one or 
more years of college. Bultena and Taves (1960) found that 83% of the campers 
were families who stayed three nights or less, and that 37% of the heads of the 
camping parties were in professional or managerial occupations. In another study, 
Bultena et al. (1960:4-27) reported similar results with nearly 60% of the 
camping parties in family groups; one out of every three campers 47-years-old or 
over; and 48% of all the campers 17 years or older having some college education. 
Hutchins and Trecker (1961) reported that incomes were greater for campers than 
for other park users, except those occupying cottages. 

The Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission (ORRRC 1962a), in a 
nationwide survey, found striking regional differences among groups of campers, 
with participation increasing up to the 35- to 44-year-old age group and thereafter 
decreasing, as well as participation increasing up to the $ 10,000 income group and 
thereafter decreasing. The Michigan House of Representatives' Interim Commit­
tee on State Parks and Public Lands (1962) found camping parties averaged 4.6 
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persons and 2.2 children, most using tents. Sixty percent of the participants 
indicated that they would not camp in parks without swimming facilities. 

Wagar (1963b) reported that campers traveled farther to parks than other park 
users, and that a significantly higher proportion of campers were in professional 
occupations than any other classification. Better Camping (1964) found camping 
parties averaged 4.3 persons, including an average of 2.3 children, and that 66% of 
the main wage-earners were in skilled work or a profession. 

McCurdy and Mischon (1965) used a questionnaire to collect data from 666 
private campground users in Ohio. Ninety percent of the campers lived in an urban 
area, a greater percentage than normally found in Ohio. Campers were primarily 
from the middle and upper-middle classes, with an average income higher than that 
of the average Ohio resident. Most camped as a family; the parents were in the 25-
to 44-year-old range and the majority had at least a high school education. 

Burch and Wenger (1967) found that the place of residence had an impact on 
camper participation; that is, people from an urban environment were more 
inclined to use easy-access-type campgrounds. Thirty-one percent of the male 
campers had some college education; the 30- to 44-age range was the most 
prevalent. Sixty-nine percent of the campers had incomes between $6,000 and 
$15,000. 

Thelen (1968) investigated characteristics of weekend campground users in 
relation to campground size at 24 Pennsylvania state park campgrounds. He found 
that nearly two-thirds of the camping parties were residents of the Commonwealth, 
and that over one-half (56%) traveled less than 100 miles to the campground. 
Nearly equal percentages of campers were weekend (49%) and vacation (48%) 
campers. Most campers were between the ages of 34 and 44. The most popular 
activities included swimming, relaxation, hiking, nature study, and fishing. 

Shafer and Meitz (1969) conducted a wilderness-user study and reported that 
70% of the users were professional, white-collar workers or students and that more 
than 50% had incomes over $10,000. Seventy-seven percent of the respondents 
were male. One-half of the respondents had hiked for 11 years or more, while 84% 
had traveled between 100 and 500 miles to the area. The most common number of 
hikers in parties interviewed was two, with a mean size of approximately three. 
Also, Shafer and Meitz found that 50% of the users were under 29 years old. All 
the respondents felt that emotional and aesthetic experiences were the most 
important wilderness-recreation values. 

Owens (1970) characterized campers as white, 26 years old, having more than 
12 years of education, and a family income of $8,086. In addition, it was found 
that people active in civic affairs were more apt to be active in outdoor recreation 
with an average of 12 vacation days per year. 

Buxton and Delphendahl (1970) found that 53% of the respondents had com­
pleted 1 year of college and 37% were college graduates. Only 5% had less than a 
high school education. The study also indicated a low participation rate among 13-
to 24-year-olds, and that 20% of the campers were under the age of 12. 
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In a national survey the Midwest Research Institute (McKelvey 1973) con­
structed a camper profile of tent and trailer campers. Most campers were urban 
residents; 56% of the tent campers and 46% of the trailer campers lived in a 
metropolitan area. The predominant age was between 35 and 44 years and over 
40% had at least a high school education. The survey found that over 70% of the 
campers also were home owners. Tenters drew more heavily from the professional 
occupations than trailer campers, while the trailer campers drew more heavily 
from the craftsmen and foremen occupational classes. 

The Pennsylvania Council of Churches (Park Ministry Study 1974) conducted a 
survey of 16 state parks during the summer of 1973, in conjunction with Kauffman 
(1974) who surveyed 33 private campgrounds in Pennsylvania. In comparing data 
it was found that the private campground users (50%) were suburban and urban 
residents, as opposed to state park users who were from rural areas. Kauffman 
found the predominant age of the adult male to be in the 36- to 50-year-old 
category, while the Park Ministry Study had a higher proportion of young adult 
males (15% compared to 6%). In both studies over 80% of the adult males had at 
least a high school education; however, in the private campground study there was 
a higher percentage of respondents with some college education. In addition, over 
95% of campground users in both studies had children in the camping party, with 
the largest number of children in the primary grades. The Park Ministry Study 
(1974) found 62% of the respondents to be weekend campers (2-3 nights), while 
Kauffman found 50% of the respondents camping 2 or 3 nights. Conversely, both 
studies found that transient campers were the least frequent visitors. 

Activity Patterns 

The ORRRC (1962b) reported that 83% of the campgrounds surveyed did 
provide swimming facilities, 79% picnicking resources, 71% fishing, 69% boat­
ing, and 33% hunting. From the same report, 20% of the campground owners 
surveyed indicated that swimming was the most popular activity, followed by 
fishing (19%), boating (11%), and picnicking (8%). Shafer (1965, 1968) and 
McCurdy and Mischon (1965) found that most campers were willing to travel up to 
10 miles from the campground to go swimming. 

The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation (1967), as a continuation of the 1962 study, 
indicated that the most popular recreational activities for general outdoor users 
included walking, swimming, driving, playing outdoor games and sports, and 
bicycling. Fishing ranked eighth, while boating, nature walks, and camping 
ranked tenth, eleventh, and twelfth, respectively. 

In a national survey of 24,000 households having one or more members 9 years 
or older, the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation (1972) estimated the frequency of 
household participation in outdoor activities. Using the same categories as in the 
1962 and 1967 studies, they found that swimming, picnicking, playing outdoor 
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sports and games, and walking were the four most popular activities. Also, 
household participation in fishing, boating, camping, and nature walks ranked 
sixth, seventh, ninth, and tenth, respectively. 

King (1966) found that campers do not spend very much time in any one activity 
other than relaxation. He found that relaxation in the form of reading, listening to 
the radio, playing with children, and playing cards was the most popular, time-
consuming activity (67% of all time spent participating in activities). King noted 
that the relative time spent in an activity is not a valid means to measure importance 
or satisfaction because different activities serve different purposes and use varying 
amounts of time and exertion. Most of the camper's time is spent in and around the 
campsite and the immediate environment is of considerable importance. Sig­
nificantly, King found no one activity was engaged in by a majority of the campers, 
thus illustrating that campers need diverse facilities. 

Green and Wadsworth (1966) found that for 29% of the campers, being in the 
out-of-doors was the most desirable aspect of camping. Lime (1969) found that in 
63 auto campgrounds the location of natural and man-made environments influ­
enced over 65% of the variation in intensity of use (percent occupancy). In a survey 
of 106 private campgrounds belonging to the Campground Association of 
Pennsylvania, Cardenuto (1972) found that campground owners identified 
historic-cultural features as the principal camper attraction, followed by man-
made attractions, mountains, and water. 

Hendee (1971) studied the changes in campers' interests as age and education 
increased. He developed a model containing two continuums: the vertical axis was 
an age continuum, and the horizontal axis was an education continuum. Among 
younger campers (under 30 years), Softball, water skiing, swimming, and canoe­
ing were common activities. As the educational level increased participation in 
mountain climbing, rupelling, rockhounding, and white-water canoeing also in­
creased. With increased age, less-educated persons preferred the less active group 
sports and games, sightseeing by car, and relaxation. Better-educated, older 
people were attracted to such activities as photography, drawing, painting, and 
nature study. 

Sociological Implications 

In focusing upon human behavior in a leisure setting, Burdge and Field (1972) 
concluded three assumptions which should be considered when dealing in outdoor 
recreation: 

1. First is the recognition that involvement by individuals and social groups in outdoor 
recreation does not arise in a vacuum, but is behavior which is culturally influenced. 
To understand human behavior in outdoor recreation, attention must be directed 
toward the cultural similarities and differences of individuals and social groups in a 
play environment. 
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2. Second, like society, which is undergoing a continuous process of change, particip­
ants and the nature of participation in outdoor recreation is in constant change. 

3. Finally, other concepts and theories derived from the study of human behavior do 
apply when researchers explore emerging behavior patterns such as leisure. While the 
settings of the action may be different, sociological processes operate and norms 
appear when social groups form in an outdoor setting. 

Cheek (1972:32) found that a cross-section of all social classes go to some 
parks. He observed that all adults, regardless of age, social class, or education, 
tend to describe parks and their own behavior in parks in similar terms, and 
suggests that people in parks share several characteristics: 

1. First, the social norm is that going to a park is done with another person. 
2. Second, it is part of the normative pattern that only certain categories of persons are 

eligible to accompany someone, usually relatives and friends. 
3. Finally, we noticed that social interaction occurs among strangers and is expected. 

Such interactions usually occur in the presence of significant others. 

The last characteristic is very important in that the traditional anonymity of 
urban areas does not hold in an outdoor setting. People want to interact; they expect 
and enjoy it. 

Cheek also found that traveling to work and traveling to a park are quite different 
experiences. People want to travel to work alone 74% of the time, but to a park 
alone only 10% of the time. Field (1973) also observed that people choose to go to 
parks with others 96% of the time, and that social groups, consisting of families 
and/or families and friends, are the prevalent social structures found in 
campgrounds. 

Wohlwill and Carson (1972) found that behavior varies more among settings 
than among people. Predicting behavior in a given location is more accurate if an 
individual's characteristics and attitudes toward the environment are known. 
Actually, an individual may act very differently in one place than in another. 

Hendee (1971) pointed out that activities normally pursued by groups are less 
satisfying to individuals. He felt that this results from being unable to maximize the 
satisfaction for all those involved. 

Field and Wagar (1973) found that outdoor recreation areas attract new visitors 
each year, yet a large portion of the visitations are repeat visits by regulars. They 
also found that people visit recreational areas as members of social groups—family 
groups, friendship groups of the same age, and friendship groups of different ages, 
and they acknowledge the influence that social groups have upon the perceptions, 
attitudes, and/or behavior of individual members. 

Field and Wagar recognized that visitors expect a relaxed atmosphere at parks 
and other outdoor leisure settings. Outdoor settings are places where informality 
prevails and group members are free to interact. The authors noted that the 
characteristics of informality and freedom to interact with "strangers" may be 
unique to leisure settings and should be encouraged. 
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The ORRRC survey (1962a) asked campers in what type of situation they 
preferred to camp. Thirty-one percent indicated a preference to camp "far away 
from other people," 25% preferred "a few campers around," and 25% preferred 
"a place where you can visit and talk with campers." 

Another ORRRC survey (1962b) was concerned with user satisfaction in 24 
recreational areas in federal, state, and county facilities. Eleven thousand park 
users responded to a questionnaire, with approximately 30% identifying them­
selves as campers; approximately 12% of the camping groups were dissatisfied 
with their camping experiences. Major complaints were "too crowded" (39%), 
"inadequate facilities" (28%), and "bad weather" (16%). Two to four times as 
many dissatisfactions were reported at National Park Service campgrounds as at 
U.S. Forest Service campgrounds. The commission attributed this variation to the 
different objectives of the campers. Those in the more primitive Forest Service 
areas tended to rely on their own camping skills and required minimum facilities, 
while campers in the more highly developed National Park Service campgrounds 
subordinated the role of camping to primary sightseeing attractions and were more 
likely to request facilities such as electricity, showers, and good access roads. 

Shafer and Burke (1965) conducted personal interviews in four state parks in 
northeastern Pennsylvania to measure the direction and extent of demand for 
outdoor recreation facilities. The investigators found that campers differed sig­
nificantly from noncampers in their preferences for swimming areas, fireplaces, 
camping facilities, and campsite spacing. With regard to camping space, more 
than one-half of the campers said they were satisfied if they could camp 50-100 ft 
from other campers; about one-third indicated a preference, and a willingness to 
pay a higher fee, for camping 250-400 ft from other campers. The remaining 
6-8% wished to camp from 10 to 15 ft from other campers. 

Etzkorn (1964) investigated the social characteristics and certain of the recrea­
tional values of public-campground users. He found that values in camping tended 
to be in terms of the camper's relation to the natural-resource base, and that phrases 
like "getting close to nature" and "escaping from people" have permeated 
practically all descriptions of the camping experience. Yet ironically, sociability 
more than outdoor resources provided the main motivation for camping. For many 
people the appeal of camping lies not in the opportunity to ' 'escape from people," 
but rather in the opportunity to meet people in an unrestricted setting. Etzkorn 
found that people benefited from the "social system of the campground" rather 
than from the natural resources. 

An open-ended question by Etzkorn on why campers chose a certain 
campground revealed that campers are more satisfied when their experiences are 
familiar and predictable. Thus, Etzkorn concluded that many campers perceive a 
campground as being familiar, both in the physical sense and in the sense of social 
relationships. 

Three major clusters of camping values were interpolated by Etzkorn. Arranged 
in relative dominance they are: 
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1. Rest and Relaxation 
(Getting away from it all, quiet, no telephone) 

2. Meeting Congenial People 
(Meeting people, informality, good fellowship, family together) 

3. Outdoor Life 
(Outdoor life, fresh air, hiking, boating, fishing, swimming) 

Burch and Wenger (1967) and Bultena and Klessig (1969) suggested that 
campers sought either a primitive and simple style or a comfortable and convenient 
style. Equating primitive and simple with a wilderness experience, Ade (1973) 
determined that campers sought either a social or a wilderness experience. Hendee 
et al. (1968) showed that spartanism is a strong factor in the wilderness for campers 
in the Pacific Northwest. The research of Burch and Wenger (1967) suggests a 
strong possibility that campers shift from one camping style to another, and that 
young to middle-age campers who preferred wilderness camping may, with a 
change in life cycle, switch to convenience camping. 

LaPage (1967a) comparing public and commercial campgrounds in New Eng­
land, found that most campers are gregarious, socially conscious people. Approx­
imately 11 % of those who camp in private areas do so because they enjoy meeting 
other campers; only half as many public-area visitors claimed the social aspect as 
their primary motive. However, LaPage noted that the desire to meet and visit 
other campers is a strong secondary motive for many who go camping. In addition, 
LaPage found that camping equipment influenced the amount of contact with other 
campers. The more mobile trailer-camper could see more campgrounds and make 
contact with more people than the less mobile tent-camper. Moreover, more 
sophisticated camping equipment attracts the attention of other campers and 
facilitates socializing in any type of weather. 

Clark et al. (1971a) investigated more than 2000 easy-access campers and 260 
park managers in Wenatchee and Gifford Pinchot national forests, in Olympic and 
Mount Rainier national parks, and in Chelan and Birch Bay state parks in 
Washington. Most easy-access campers reported that getting away from people, 
teaching children about the out-of-doors, and gaining awareness of unspoiled 
beauty were important reasons for their camping trip. 

Clark et al. (1971b) found that a better grasp of social relations in parks could be 
helpful to park administrators, inasmuch as the quality of social life is not presently 
without its problems. Clark et al. made regular observations of "depreciative 
acts'' committed by easy-access campers in a national forest, a national park, and a 
state park campground. The largest percentage (50%) of depreciative acts were 
nuisance behavior such as excessive noise and children running through other 
campers' campsites. Violations of campground rules, traffic regulations, and state 
laws constituted the second largest category of depreciative acts. Clark and his 
colleagues suggest that the norm of "noninvolvement" operates in easy-access 
campgrounds because 80% of the depreciative acts occurred in the presence of 
others and corrective measures rarely were taken. 
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Kauffman (1974) investigated the effects of proximity and activity on the sense 
of community. He found that the selection of a campground is related to distance 
from home. As the distance from the campground increases, the frequency of 
visitation decreases. Interaction between camping parties within a campground is 
related to distance between their campsites; and the frequency of interaction 
decreases as the distance increases. Kauffman also found that the campers partici­
pated in social activities, and that activities at playgrounds and recreation halls, 
along with swimming and evening campfires, were the best facilitators of interac­
tion among camping parties. Kauffman supported the findings that solitude is not a 
primary reason for all camping experience. 



3 
Methods and Procedures 

The procedural methodology used in this study of the relationships between and 
among campers is discussed below. The methodology is divided into four sections: 
selection of subjects; instrumentation; collection of data; and treatment of data. 

Selection of Subjects 

The subjects for this study were overnight visitors to Big Meadows Campground 
from 7 August through 10 September 1974. The member of the camping party who 
signed the campground register received a questionnaire from a park ranger and 
was asked to respond before leaving the campground. 

Instrumentation 

In order to accomplish the objectives of this study, it was necessary to develop 
an instrument capable of determining the degree of social interaction, the activities 
in which campers participated, and the user's socioeconomic and demographic 
characteristics. A review of related literature and analysis of possible instruments 
indicated that a questionnaire was the most effective means of measurement. The 
questionnaire contained a cover letter and three basic sections: people-interaction 
matrix; activity-interaction matrix; and the descriptive variables. 

These sections are preceded by one concerned with the social-interaction hierar­
chy used in the two matrices. 

Social-interaction hierarchy 
During the initial stages of the study, the primary thrust was to define social 

interaction and to develop a means of measurement. An environment sociologist, 
Dr. Craig R. Humphrey, Associate Professor of Sociology at The Pennsylvania 
State University, assisted in defining social interaction and in developing a 
technique for measuring it. Social interaction is defined and measured based upon 
verbal communication; i.e., the acknowledgment of someone outside one's own 
camping party via conversation. 

Measurement in this study involved not only the simple frequency of interac­
tions, but also the level or degree of social interaction. Levels of interaction were 
developed and arranged in a theoretical hierarchy. The underlying rationale for the 
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creation and arrangement of the original four categories of interaction is the 
decreasing impersonalization and the probable increasing duration of interaction. 
The hierarchy does not have a rigid sequential structure. 

The first level of social interaction is "Had passing conversation." The use of 
the word "conversation" is an attempt to eliminate such casual greetings as 
"hello," "good morning," and "thank you" from being considered social 
interaction. This level is perceived as being the most impersonal and the most 
temporal. 

The second level in the ordinal hierarchy is based on the fact that many people 
come from many parts of the country to visit national parks. A very prevalent 
question among visitors concerns home origins; thus, the second category is 
"Learned the city or state of residence." This level is perceived to be less 
impersonal and to necessitate a longer duration of interaction than the category 
' ' Had passing conversation.'' 

The third level,' 'Learned the first or last name," is perceived as being even less 
impersonal and to necessitate an even longer duration of interaction. 

The final level, "Met for a second time," is the peak of the hierarchy in that the 
two parties previously spent time together and developed a more personal relation­
ship. 

Once the categories were developed, two approaches to investigate social 
interaction were implemented: with whom did social interaction occur; and during 
which activities did social interaction occur. Investigation of these two aspects 
necessitated the formation of two matrices: people-interaction matrix and activity-
interaction matrix. In both matrices, four categories of interaction were hierarchi­
cally positioned from left to right on the horizontal axis. In the people-interaction 
matrix, the concern of the vertical axis is with whom did social interaction occur; 
thus, it contains a list of people possibly encountered while camping at Big 
Meadows Campground. In the activity-interaction matrix, the concern of the 
vertical axis is during which activities did social interaction occur; thus, it uses a 
list of activities available at or near Big Meadows Campground. See Appendix A 
for the pilot instrument. 

People-interaction matrix 
The primary concern of the first matrix in the instrument is with whom the 

respondents interacted while camping at Big Meadows Campground. With the 
categories of interaction positioned on the horizontal axis, categories of people-
possibly-met were developed and positioned on the vertical axis. The rationale for 
the creation and arrangement of the categories is based on distance from the 
respondent's campsite. The respondent's campsite is perceived to be the nucleus 
and the categories of people interacted with form conceptual concentric rings at 
varying distances (Fig. 2). 

The first category is "Any member of the immediately neighboring campsite." 
Depending on the location of the campsite, this category may include from one to 
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Fig. 2. Conceptualization of "People met" in people-interaction matrix. 

four neighboring camping parties.' 'Other campers in the campground'' is the next 
category, and includes the remaining campers in Big Meadows Campground. 
Interaction in this category most probably would occur outside of the conceptual 
concentric ring formed by the neighboring campsites around the nucleus. 

' ' People outside of the national park'' is the next category. Its rationale was that 
not only do people visit the national park but also the Shenandoah Valley, which is 
noted for its natural and cultural features. It was assumed that many park visitors 
take day trips to such places outside of the park. 

The final category, "park ranger or park naturalist," deviated from the underly­
ing rationale in the development of the categories in that there is no distance factor 
involved in this category. Its rationale is based on the fact that National Park 
Service personnel have considerable public interaction due to their administrative 
and interpretive roles. 
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Activity-interaction matrix 
This matrix had a dual purpose. The question was structured to determine the 

levels of social interaction experienced during an activity and the frequency of 
participation in each activity. The format did not permit the respondent to indicate 
if an activity was participated in more than once. In essence, the function of the 
matrix was to determine the social nature of the activities. 

The categories of interaction were slightly altered in the second matrix. A new 
category, "No interaction during activity," was developed which would permit 
the respondent to indicate participation in an activity, even if no interaction was 
experienced. With the addition of this new category to the already complex 
question, the fourth social-interaction category previously described was elimi­
nated. The following social-interaction categories appear from left to right on the 
activity-interaction matrix: No interaction during activity; Passing conversation; 
Learned the city or state of residence; and Learned the first or last name. It is 
possible that both the no-interaction category and an interaction category are 
experienced due to the fact that many activities may be participated in several 
times. One participation in an activity may result in interaction, while another 
participation may not. If such were the case, one frequency alternately was added 
to participation with interaction and one frequency to participation without interac­
tion. 

The activities on the vertical axis of the matrix were chosen based upon the 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation (1967) listing of the most popular summertime, 
outdoor, recreational activities. Relevancy to Big Meadows Campground and the 
peripheral areas also was considered. Twenty-two activities were placed on the 
vertical axis, and the respondents were asked to indicate (check) those categories 
of interaction experienced while participating in activity with people outside of 
their own camping party. 

Descriptive characteristics 
The purpose of the third section of the questionnaire was to provide a profile of 

the respondents. The selection of the variables and the structure of the questions 
paralleled studies with similar research designs, adding the variables that were 
directly relevant to the amount of social interaction experienced and the activities 
participated in while camping at Big Meadows Campground. The variables in­
cluded: income, education, occupation, marital status, number of children, life 
stage, age, residence, length of stay, campsite location, and camping style. 

The questions concerning income, education, family life-cycle, and camping 
styles were categorically structured and paralleled closely with LaPage (1973). 
Respondents were asked to check the category which identified them. The other 
variables were obtained through responses to open-ended questions: occupation, 
age, residence, length of stay, and campsite location. Subsequently, responses to 
the open-ended occupation question were categorized based upon the U. S. 
Department of Labor (1968) job classification. Residence of the respondents was 


