Table of Contents

Keynote Address..............coevinecsmnsisninsiinns

Making research more relevant: Give it a try!

Crowding Issues in. Resource Management: st

Balancing tradeoffs in thc Denali Wilderness: An expanded approach to normatlve research using stated choice
analysis. .
Steven R. Lawson and RODErt MANNING.............cciririnneniiiinsicinisissinnsisnsesssssssessesssssssssssisensssssssssssisssssssssensersases

Coping, crowding ahd satisfaction: A study‘of Adirondack wilderness hikers,
Andrew K. Johnson-and:«Chad Dawson................. e eSS ese e erebE ke s e assea s aabeRTesabontabesasnaee

Perceived crowding at Boston Harbor Islands National Park Area.
Megha Budruk, Robert E.Manning, William A. Valliere, and Benjamin Wang........................

Transportation planning and social carrying capacity in the National Parks.
William Valliere, Robert Manning, Megha Budruk, Steven Lawson, and Benjamin Wang...

The Role of Information in Travel Planning Decisions...... seersrere s s eastesasbessantsraaresb s banesatavsnsnainn

Assessing information needs and communication behaviors of National Forest summer visitors.
James D. Absher, Brijesh Thapa, and Alan R, Graefe...........ccevevverveniss resenions sraveresresnanmeness

The commodification process of extreme sports: ‘The diffusion of the X-Games by ESPN.
Chang Huh, Byoung Kwan Lee, and EUIAONG Y00..........ccovrvrrrnsiemsnnsinsssiivnssssnsssssssissessesssssssmss s essessesssssssssses

" Marketing National Parks: Oxymoron or opportunity? ,
AIGN K. HOGENAUEE .........cccoeeeireresisieesssestsinensssssssssssisssstossstesvetsssssssissns e ssaresssssssssasassscnsssesssasesiestasesssenassssssnssnenes

Demographic Trends in Outdoor Recreation Participation & Travel...

Wildlife-associated recreation in the North Central Region: Participation patterns and management unphcatlons
Allan Marsinko and John DWYer...........c.c.o.ieccinnmevnisnsninsissisessinene .

The New England travel market: Generational travel patterns, 1979 to 1996. : ,
ROG WAPRICK. ....oucooecviinineiiviiiiiiniinisscssssisisisarsssessasasssssssssnsnsststsssetessssenssessensessosssasbesesssassessssssosssos sesstonsssessssssntosesensnsses

Welcome center research: How valuable is secondary research?
Lousia Meyer, Tara Faiterson, Lori Pennington-Gray, Andrew Holdnak, and Brijesh Thapa........c...svcmrmermensnsssssans

Methodology in Qutdoor Recreation Research I: Interventions

Unique programming: An examination of the benefits of a free choice program,
Dorothy L. Schmalz, Deborah L. Kerstetter, and Harry C. Zinn................... S OO

Qutdoor experiential-based training: Motivational and environmental influences affecting outcomes. '
Teresa (Birdie) High and Alan R. Graéfe.......

Use of experience sampling method to understand the wilderness experience.
Lynn ARerson...........ensinnisniissississnisisisisvonsonisens rteeresrseserne

Encounters and the guided group trip: Going “on-the-scene™ to examine the situational interpretation of
encounters,
CEVIN K, SRATDC....oovesnsieiirini ittt ans s sessten rersessrersesta s

15

32

. 36

41

43

49

53
61

63

69

76

79

81

85

92



Leisure Motivations of Qutdoor Recreationists........ 105

Differences in SCUBA diver motivations based on leve! of development.

Sharon L. Todd, Alan R. Graefe, and Walter Mann ....................................................................................................... 107
Skier motivations: Do they change over time? -
Erin White and Lori Pennington-Gray.........c.e.evivsrisssssssssssssssnisrsmssssessesssssssnisssstsssesisssssssssssssssssssssassssissssssssssiossses 115
Sociocultural perspectives.of trapping revisited: -A.comparative-analysis of activities and motives 1994 and 2000.
Rodney R. Zwick, Ron Glass, Kim Royar, and Tom DECKEr.................ccuviviirisimecsiessssssanisssssssssssensssssssssssssmssssssssans 118
Resource Management & International Tourism Development..................... - 125
The impact of potential political security level on international tourism.
Young-Rae Kim, Chang Huh, and Seung HYun KiMl..........cowrivimsrrimsriosismisssmssmmimsissssssisnsssisssssssssssssssssstisisssiss 127
Future of the Korea National Parks: A preliminary Delphi study of key experts.
Byung-kyu Lee and Wilbur F. LAPGGE..............viiosimiminiioisissssssssinsnsissssasasassiesssssasssssssasissssssssesssesses 130
User Satisfaction in Outdoor ReCreation.............ocnrivnneinnisisumessisnsensssnsesses ‘ e 133
A preliminary analysis of Florida State Park satisfaction survey data.
Andrew Holdnak, Stephen Holland, nd EFiR PAFKS..........cccvcmivicirnenescsssssssisisessssissssssssssssssssisiorsssesssassssssssssssanne 135
Recreationists in the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area: A survey of user characteristics, behaviors, and
attitudes.
Robert C. Burns and Alan R..GrAgfe........c..cmiirnniminnssiimisssimss s isssesssssssasssssississssssssssstesssssns 138
Visitor satisfactions: Backcountry and wilderness users in the White Mountain National Forest.
Chad P. Dawsan, Rebecca Oreskes, Frederick Kacprzynski, and Tom MOre...........ovvinincncniiisiinisnsnsisirseninin. 144
Participants’ perceptions of the 1997-1998 Missouri State Parks Passport Program.
Yi-Jin Ye and Jaclyn Card. veensesetesaenssnseersasnensanteas eeeecienensrsssnnrereReasaereat et e e Re s Tt se et s e s et be e aaa s sRaraneen 153
Environmental Knowledge, Concern, Behavior & Education ‘ 161

An evaluation of Appalachian Trail hikers’ knowledge of minimum impact skills and practices.
Peter Newman, Robert Manning, Jim Bacon. Alan Graefe, and Gerard Kple.............covvccvvvnnveiriinssinonninscssssnssssnns: 163

Who cares and who acts? Different types of outdoor recreationists exhibit different levels of envnronmental
concemn and behavior.

Mario F. Teisl nd Kelly O Bri@n.............covcicmireireevisesssrsasissssssnsssossssssssissesnsosssssesssssnsssssesesassoressssnsasssessssasssesnaseres 168
Visitor behavior and resource impacts at Cadillac Mountain, Acadia National Park.
Rex Turner and Wilbur LaPage...............c.ceeeerinn. : TR S " 175

Leisure Constraints of Qutdoor Recreationists 181

The effects of perceived leisure constraints among Korean university students.
Sae-Sook Oh, Sei-Yi Oh, and Linda L. CaldWell.............cccouevrornincirnenieisisiininisiississssisessassssiscssisisssssosserossns 183

Exploration of the influence of self-efficacy on recreation participation levels of individuals with visual
impairments who use dog guides.
Laurlyn K. Harmon and Linda L. Caldwell........... ceerressesssesisseatisesestorerssessasseraotes 188

Urban Recreation & Pevelopment Issues _ . 193

An integrative concept for visitor monitoring in a heavily used conservation area in the vicinity of a large city:
The Danube Floodplains National Park, Vienna.
Arne Arnberger, Christiane Brandenburg, and Andreas MUuRGE............oiivvivininisisinisessossssisssssssissssssisinns 195



Linkages in the use of recreation environments across the urban to ex-urban spectrum by urban residents.

John F. Dwyer and Susan C. Barro......... hesssrsse it irassseeanes e b s R e 202
The role, use and benefits of natural recreation areas within and near residential subdivisions.
Christine A. Vagt and-ROBErt W. MAIANS...........c.ouinvonivormisssenrccistissiessisiissssse s sossssis s sissssissis st sssssssasssssssssscssan 208
Economic Impacts & Non-economic Benefits of TOUKISIN.................coomiivcriirirmmniersini it 215
New York State’s 1999 ggmounsm business study. _
Diane Kuehn and Duncan HUCREY.............cocccrreernurinsronsinenns S G SO SN 217
Rail-trails and special events: Community and economic benefits. .
Charles Nelson, Christine Vogt, Joel Lynch, and Daniel Stynes............ou...... eeteretraanene st see st s ebsse e rnsseases s sasnesras 220
anate business perceptions of transportanon issues and the Island Explorer Bus system at Acadia National Park,
Maine.
Rea Brennan, Marc Edwards, and John .I Daigle.......o.ooiiriiiiirinii st s eb et st st 225
Management Decision-making & Planning for Outdoor Recreation................cccincvcnrnncincnciveensunsnnens 231
Integrating resource, social and managerial indicators of quality into carrying capacity decision making.
Peter Newman, Robert Manning, and Bill VAIliere.............u..cocvvneviniirnsesssivsisonosnmssssessssssnssisnssssosssossansssessssnases 233
Redefining roles of science in planning and management: Ecology as a planning and managcmeht tool.
Greg Mason and StePREn MUIDRY..............vcievininviiiici e ios st sessasisessiasensssssssbessssssnsasss 239
Impacts Of Wildlife VIEWANE..........ovververmoriremmeniiesionnisinsissmsseseessssesssssssssssssssssssassssinsesssssasssansssssns raseneensaons . 247
;Elk viewing in Pennsylvania: An evolving eco-tourism system.
Bruce E. Lord, Charles H. Strauss, and Mich@el J. POWeL..............o.c.c.cuiriivivnrcirnniniceninnensssnssssessesssssssssssnsossoscss 249
‘Compcting values: A case study of Pennsylvania’s elk herd as a tourism attraction.
Jeffrey A. Walsh and Leonard K. LORG...............cocviviinrivnierinrn OSSO SOOI 253
Impacts of wildlife viewing at Dixville Notch Wildlife Viewing Area.
Judith K. Silverberg, Peter J. Pekins,.and Robert:d. ROBEISON...............cvivvrvirvviriniiininiisd revresesnesaeraeeereatensetaensenee 260
Methodology in Qutdoor Recreation Research II: Instruments & Methods. st rass 267

Effects of pretesting with the adventure recreation modet instrument.
Anderson Young, Lynn Anderson, and Dale ANAEISON............cocviviiiiinniiiini i sississrssssbessssesassssasss 269

Modeling nonlinear preferences.

DOnald F. Denmis.........ccoccviivevinreressonirsssssssmsnssssisssssnssssssssessess esteeiesteneresrsatseteesasnronssetnesansarirseserer shesaseaaersaRaseeeree 275
Personal Relevance, Involvement & Loyalty in Outdoor Recre‘ation.. ............ 279
Psychological commitment as a mediator of the relationship between involvement and loyalty.
Joohyun Lee and Alan Gragfe............iviviinnnniniineiinnsni SN N 281
Gender Issues in Outdoor Recreation & Resource Management................cccoevccriocensnescieneeissenivens ecessseasiasssoses 289

Older Chmese women xmmxgrants and their leisure experiences: Bcfore and after cmxgranon to the United States.

Towards an understandmg of gender differences with réspect to whitewater rafting preferences.
Duarte B. Morais, Traci Zillifro, and Susanne DUBPOUIler...........ccueiievvcieieniseninisiniosssissensesssessrsessssesseensessossses 298



Trails over Land & Water: Issueslof Multiple Use & CONflict.............coccomvercreiiverivernnmnsisonsresensesssssesssssssnnns 305

Use and user patterns among Michigan licensed Off-Highway Vehicles ownership types,
Joel A. Lynch and CHarles M. NelSON............ov.crniisessssssssssivesisssssssnsseons SRS POV 307

Recreation conflict of npanan landowners with personal watercraﬂ and motorboat use along the Ncw York’
Great Lakes.
Cheng-Ping Wang and CRAA P. DAWSOR..............civecvorirervinississsseniniseissssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssesesssssronsasssossstosons 314

User preferences for social conditions on the St. Croix International Waterway.
Jamie Hannon, John J. Daigle, and CYRIRIA SIACEY..............uvvrevivenrererreresiersissivsisissssesssssesssssssessissssesessmssessssisassssns 320

Security along the Appalachian Trail.
James J. Bacon, Robert E. Manning, Alan R. Graefe, Gerard Kyle, Robert D. Lee, Robert C. Burns,

Rita Hennessy, Gnd ROBEIT GFaY............uuviineuicseniinisssisssrssssssessssessensssssssssinissnsssssssssssasesiesassssssessatesssssssssssossassossans 326

Trails research: Where do we go from here?
Michael A. SCHUCIE QNA PAIFICIA S@ISEE..............coocvvueevverirrvririsieereseeesioiessesesesberstossssarsssssesensonsssssarens sbatessasssesanetossassas 333
Attachments to Places & Activities in Qutdoor Recreation.................conceccnnneieronessssessssssnssssonnns 337

Visitor meanings of place: Using computer content analysis to éxamine visitor meanings at three National Capitol
sites.
Wei-Li Jasmine Chen, Chad L. Pierskalla, Theresa L. Goldman, and David L. Larsen..................urenevorvvseerneenne 339

The importance of visitors’ knowledge of the cultural and natural history of the Adirondacks in influencing sense
of place in.the. High Peaks Region.

LAUPA FPEAVPICKSON...c.corirenmcirnenirriroresiesiesisecisrssssisssasssssssssssasssssssssesiosionstsssinssssssanssianssssass e .- 346
Attachments to places and activities: The relationship of psychological constructs to customer satisfaction
attributes. :

Thomas D. Wickham and AlGn R. GFESe.............ooevvciviveenierneisiersisesseassesssssensesesssssssseseiapassesssessesissssessssmessssssansassas 356
An exploration of human territoriality in forest recreation.

Harry C. Zinn, Laurlyn K. Harmon, Brijesh Thapa, Deborah L. Kerstetter, and Alan R. Graefe................cccoorvevrne.. 365
Community attachment and resource harvesting in rural Denmark.

Rodney R. Zwick and David SOIQM................uivceiciiriinccitses st ssss s s s s paons 369

POSEET SESSION......ccovrvvessreesesesseeserssosnsssessshasesssossesssessessessesssesssess ot eet e oot st sss s sress s snss s sesessers s 375

The political economy of wilderness designation in Nova Scotia.
Glyn Bissix, Leah Levac, and Peter Horvath.....................c..... OSSO OO SRR n

The Westfield River Watershed Interactive Atlas: Mapping recreation data on the Web.
Robert S. Bristow and Steven Riberdy..............ccccueririrvennan. eeteueebessetate et e s ettt s R e Rt nesa s e R et e desaesere e b eRabesar et nrenes 383

Park resources as an essential to urban societies. .
Kristin Dion, Doug Stefancik, Serena Hawkins, and ROBert BEISIOW..........co.cooecvivvnvarsensecsierienramsniniossssssssssssssssssens . 386

Parks and recreation employment status: Implications from a civil service perspective. :
JOl Frater and Arthur GraRQMi............c.cvcsnioniimsessmssssssinisssasmsssssrssssisssssscssisesesessssnsorsgassss resiae e sesnenenasanesar 390

Natural resources interpretation: The role of tesearchers ~ A new-old approach.
MaFk GIEASON........c.oopuivirininiiiriicniticrse s isesioessnassessasasisssssatsssssssssmsesaaenesesensstsbasseststsssessosssssesessssnesesessaesenstasss 395

Mountain bike trail compaction relation to selected physical parameters. '
Jeff Hale Gnd ROAREY R. ZWICK........ec..cocuvrsiveirmivinnivnssissssnsisssinissssessnssmsssssssesssssssssssssessosssssasssssssensnssisnssssss snassesssssassssses 399

Internet & branding: A perfect match or a fatal attraction? Analysis of fifty states of the U.S. official tourism
websites.
Gyehee Lee, Liping A. Cai, Everette Mills, and Joseph T.. O 'Leary............couveorvevssnrnrsisessesssssorersssesssssssenssessssasesens 403



Job satisfaction among recreation practitioners.
Erin Parks and Andrew Holdnak ..... emssasines i

Extensity and intensity of grants usage in obtammg fundmg f'or recreation semces and capital 1mprovement
pro;ects among park and recreation agencies in the state of Michigan,

.Ieny L Ricciarda

Rcsident camp directors, sﬁiritua_}ity, and wilderness.

............................... R T L TP T L P I P P P VL PR S YT T PP PPINS

LT R T T P P P R P T R TP TP TP

‘Michael Rule and Edward Udd..............cconeeovurivirnerssnns iresesrsbsesissssesistensastssenbosthias e e sasaraitesienes e essa s srase s Ensasriraenis

Social groups preferences relation to motivations and ability levels of whitewater kayakers.

Seth Turner and ROA ZWick.............umvivuvseisisissicisssscrmssssinssssnssssssmmsssmssissssssssisonssassissassisniosaind bt esses

Management Presentatio

Human preferences for ecql ggmsgl umts Bamms of dxsgmed Qampsxtcs thhm Iandtype assocmuons onthe

Chippewa National Forest.
Lisa Whitcomb, Denm‘s Parker, Bob Carr, Paul Gabster, and Herb Schroeder..............ivivinisiansesen i

Roundtable Discussions ‘

......

‘Creating recreation partnerships on private agricultural and forest land in the urban Northeast: A case study from
the Great Meadows of the Connecticut River,

‘Robert L. Ryan and Juliet Hansel...........o....couvsvunt R A— O T RS

Applied research opportunities in develOped campgrounds

Carl P. Wiedemann

Adapting the Recreation,Opportunityf Spectrum (ROS) for states lands planning.
Susan Bulmer, Linda Henzel, Arin Mates, Matt Moore, and Thomas A. More..........

.................................................................

----------

It’s time to put the C.A. R.T. before the H.O.R.S.E. or Putting Critical, Analytlcal and Reﬁecnve Thinking before

“Handyman” Oriented Recreation Student Educatlon

David L. Jewell....

Index of Authors

.........

.........

415

418

421

- 427

429

" 435

437

443

“r

452

457



Resource
Management &
International Tourism
Development



THE IMPACT OF POTENTIAL POLITICAL
SECURITY LEVEL ON INTERNATIONAL
TOURISM

Young-Rae Kim

Chang Huh

Seung Hyun Kim

and Tourism
172 Natural

Ph.D. Candidates in Park, Recreation,
Resources, Michigan State University,
Resources Building, East Lansing, MI 48824

Abstract: The purpose of this study was to investigate the
impact of potential political security in an effort to fill in
two foregoing research gaps in international tourism. To
investigate the relationship between political security and
international tourism, a simple regression model was
employed. Secondary data were collected from a variety of
sources, such as international tourist arrivals (130
countries) from Statistical Yearbook of Tourism by World
Tourism Organization and their political security index
from Euromoney aggregated by polling risk analysts, risk
brokers and bank credit officers. The result found that the
regression coefficient of political security turned out to be
statistically insignificant (p=0.23). Only 9 % of total
variance in international tourist arrivals is explained by the
political security. However, according to the scatter plot,
the outlier clusters of 18 underestimated countries and 5
overestimated countries revealed important patterns
explained in terms of the political security.

Introduction

The impact of political security on international tourism has
been the concern of some researchers (Lea, 1996; Wall,
1996; Bar-On, 1996; Mansfeld, 1999). It is commonly
assumed that international tourists consider their personal
safety along with travel costs and availability of
information when they choose an international destination.
The studies indicated that a nation’s political insecurity led
to a decrease in the number of international tourist arrivals.
Two limitations were observed in these studies. First is that
only small number of countries was used for the studies.
Secondly, the meaning of political security was applied in a
sense of the extreme case expressed by terrorism and
international wars. The purpose of this paper, therefore, is
to close two research gaps: applying global distribution of
international tourists, and investigating the impact of
potential political security, which is defined as political
instability and perceived threat to tourist safety on
international tourism.

Data and Model

Data were obtained from two sources. International tourist
arrivals were obtained from the Statistical Yearbook of
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Tourism published by World Tourism Organization. Data
for political security were obtained from Euromoney
distributed by Euromoney. A political security index was
made by polling risk analysts, risk brokers and bank credit
officers. They were asked to give each country a score
between 10 and zero. A score of 10 indicated no risk of
non-payment, meaning no political risk; zero indicated that
there was no chance of payments being made, meaning
heavy political risk (Euromoney, 1997). A total of 150
countries, which were successful in reporting both number
of international tourists arrivals and political security index,
was used for the analysis. To investigate the relationship
between political security and international tourism, a
simple regression model was employed as follows:

Y=a+fX

Where Y is growth rate of international tourist arrivals (94 -
97)
Xis change rate of political security index (94 -97)
a is a constant
p is X, regression coefficient

Result

The results found that firstly, potential political security
had no impact on the flow of international tourist arrivals.
The regression coefficient of the political security tumed
out statistically insignificant (»p=0.23). Secondly, the
political security only accounts for 9% of variance of
international tourists arrivals (R-Square = 0.09). However,
the scatter plot shows the patterns of the cluster of
underestimated countries and overestimated countries,
which decrease the goodness of fit in the regression line.

To identify the outliers countries, the standardized residual
of the regression coefficients were transformed into Z
scores. Upper 10 percentile, which represents
underestimated countries, and lower 10 percentile, which
represents overestimated countries, were extracted. With
exclusion of 6 outliers countries, the model increased the
explanatory power by 15% (R-Square 1.49). Also political
security turned out to be a statistically significant variable
in explaining the flow of international tourists.

International Tourist Arrivals = 0.212 + 0.503 (Political
Security Index)
(t=4.79)

However, some need for explanation remains. Since data
used for the study are actual numbers reported from each
country, we could not easily set aside these countries as
outliers. On the assumption that countries report accurate
number of international tourist arrivals to the WTO, these
countries should be considered as a unique set or cluster,
which reveals the complexity for the nature of international
tourists’ response to political security, rather than statistical
outliers.



The Impact of Political Security
on International Tourism
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Figure 1. Change Rate in Political Security
Overestimated Countries Underestimated Countries

Chad(-1.61), Sao Tome(-1.95),

Cuba (3.44), Mali(3.55), Nigeria(3.12), Sudan(6.75),

Note: Underestimated countries are those which have increases in the Number of International Tourist Arrivals in spite
of decreases in Political Security Index. Overestimated countries are explained as countries which have decreases in the
Number of International Tourist Arrivals but increase in Political Security Index.

Conclusion

Does political security really matter to international
tourism? The potential political security of the countries
has a positive function of international tourist arrivals
among 144 countries, which were apparently significant
number of the countries. However considering 6 countries
are not properly estimated by political security, brought
ambiguous response. Since the political security in the
study refers to a degree of “potential political risk” existing
in the countries, international tourists. might have
acceptable tolerance of political insecurity in a case where
the attractiveness of the destination is greater than political
insecurity. Second, the number of international tourist
arrivals could have a different meaning in relation to the
potential political risk. For example, pleasure travelers and
business travelers would be different in their sensitivity to
the political risk than business traveler does. Therefore, the
specification of international tourist arrivals would' help
decrease the ambiguity. In spite of the partial interpretation,
the discussion of Hall and O’Sullivan (1996) provides
insight into this complicated phenomena: “The sheer scope
of the implication of political violence for tourism requires
a far more sophisticated understanding of the nature of the
international traveler's respornse to political instability and
perceived threats to tourist safety than has hitherto been the
case” (Hall and O’Sullivan, 1996, p. 118). The potential
political risk of the countries is not always a constraint of

international tourists to overseas. It is well documented that
the temporary impact of terrorism, international war, or
civil war is significant factors that can dramatically
decrease the number of international tourists (Lea, 1996;
loannides, 1999; Wall, 1996; Bar-On, 1996; Mansfeld,
1999).
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Abstract: A preliminary Delphi survey of a panel of key
experts who are very knowledgeable of Korean national parks
was conducted between February and March in 2001. Park
professionals, environmental NGO directors, interested
citizens, and retirees identified issues facing the Korean park
system (Wavel). Findings from wave | of the survey
provided the baseline for a series of Delphi waves in order to
assess the future roles of the Korean national park system in
protecting biodiversity and promoting tourism.

Introduction

Stated as preservation and use, the relationship between the
threats to national parks and the potential resolutions of these
threats are intertwined. Thus, identifying what are the threats
to national parks and what can be done about them are critical
questions (Machlis and Tichnell, 1985). Every national park
system faces the dilemma of managing for long-term
preservation of its assets and the short-term economic benefits
of park use and tourism. Both the long- and short-term needs
are vital for the nation; yet park systems are expected to
resolve these national priorities with severely limited staffs
and budgets.

This paper reports on the first part of a Delphi survey,
which will suggest a model to help park professionals carry
out the objectives of the Korean National Parks Authority
(KNPA). More than three decades ago, Ruhle (1968)
suggested a future Korean national park system should
have clear master plans stating the significance of each area
and listing its outstanding features. Such plans should
specify the policy to be followed, the objectives to be
pursued, and an outline for orderly development. Each
potential national park area should be considered and
plotted as an individual unit, thus avoiding a monotonous
repetition, which might threaten Koreans' feelings of
uniqueness. However, his most critical recommendation
'was that the national parks should be administered on a
national level. For instance, if a forestry bureau were to be
charged with the administration of such areas, it might
include the desire to harvest timber, regardless of the
degree of care and skill. Therefore, the care of the national
parks should be vested in a ministerial or other high
government rank that would have the greatest
understanding and sympathy for park standards and goals.
The agency should have the authority and means for sound
administration (Ruhle, 1968).

130

Currently, there are 20 national parks in Korean national
park system. As in all park systems; insufficient money
and time for park management reflect the major current
threats, along with over-development to the system. The
status of KNPA is a trustee organization under the auspices
of Ministry of Environment, thus employees of the KNPA
are non-governmental. The systeni suffers from an
inconsistency of relevant laws. Another unique attribute of
Korean parks is their landownership (43% of total park
lands are owned by private owners or Buddhist temples that
are located in major park areas).

Methodology

In order to develop a likely array of future directions for
Korean national parks over the next decade, a panel of
knowledgeable experts on the system was asked for their
forecasts based on current and past trends in park
management, philosophy, legislation, public attitudes, and
funding. The Delphi technique offers a way to
systematically combine expert knowledge and opinion to
reach an informed group consensus about the likely
occurrence of future events (Moeller & Shafer, 1989). The
assumption of this method is that although the future is
uncertain, individuals able to make informed judgments
about future contingencies can approximate probabilities of
the future. The method is intended to provide a general
perspective on the future rather than a sharp picture. It
replaces direct open debate with an iterative series of
questionnaires, with each subsequent series of
questionnaires containing information gathered from those
preceding it. Borrowing from Moeller’ and Shafer’s
explanation, the steps of the method consist of (1)
identifying the relevant event -- in this study, problems of
park management in Korea, (2) preparing clear and precise
statements, (3) selecting panelists from the area of expertise
suggested by the problem, and (4) mailing questionnaires in
at least two waves. Other rounds may be necessary until a
consensus begins to emerge.

In this preliminary phase, a panel of 36 Korean park
professionals,  retirees, interested  citizens, and
environmental NGO directors was requested to identify
current major problems the Korean parks face. The panel
members were selected by two different procedures: first
27 members were chosen through a literature review, a list
consisting of 90 park professionals provided by Korea
National ~ Parks ~ Authority (KNPA), an expert’s
recommendation on the KNPA list and supplementary list,
a Ministry of Environment’s recommended list, and two
NGO groups’ supplementary lists. In addition, 9 more
members were added to the panel after the first 27 members
recommended them as panelists.

Preliminary Findings

In the wave one, 18 out of 36 members responded. The
mean familiarity score of this group is 3.94, on the 5 point
Likert scale, where 5 is “extremely familiar” with the
Korean park system (Figure 1),
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Figure 1. Respondents’ Famiilarity with the Korean Park System/Management/Policy

Table 1 shows the issués identified by the respondents.
These 47 major issues are organized into 3 clusters: park
philosophy/policy, park organization/management, and
park vigitation/visitor needs, v

Further Study

In further waves, follow-ups on their converging and
diverging opiniohs will be used in an attempt to develop
consensus on what is likely to happen, what should happen,
and what facilitating measures need to be taken to ensure a
viable park system :during the first decade of the new
millennium, Finally, the panel’s recommendations will be
compared with the evolution of other national parks
systems from selected nations m Asxa .and North and
Central America. .
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Table 1. Identified Issues by the Panel

S

OBLEMS: RIBED =~

Park Philosophy/Policy

The Korea National Parks Authority and the central government's lack of national park idea

Conflict between preservation and use

Paradigm shift (need to consider national parks as preservation/educational places)

Land ownership (unlike the U.S. & Canadian park systems, 20% of Korean parks are private land)

Management control over parks (possibility of conflict between central and local governments)

In order to emphasize conservation, need of amending "natural parks law"

Inconsistent management systemn in KNPA (due to rapid turn-over of officials in Min. Of Environment)

Inconsistency/overwrap of relevant laws

Need to establish state-run "national park bureau"

Organizational inflexibility of KNPA

Need to reclassify national parks on the basis of preservation/ecosystem values involved

Lack of policy regarding cultural resources such as eco-villages and Buddhist temples

Development pressure/ attempts in park area

Attempt of building cable car system in park area

Lack of inventory (ecosystem, infrastructure, etc)

Increased degradation of resources in park area/visitor impacts on natural environment

Insufficient protection for ecosystem

Lack of central government active role on natural resources

Infringement on private property right in park area (which causes civil appeal)

Entrance fee including separate admission fee for cultural assets (buddhist temples)

Conflict with buddhist temples, which are located in major park areas

On-going construction/renovation in buddhist temples in park areas

Park Organization/Management

Under-budgeting

Lack of knpa control over its budget

Understaffing

Lack of expertise in knpa

Problem of political appointment of knpa chairman

Lack of standards in conservation

Inconsistent management of ecosystem

Knpa and central government's lack of understanding national park management

Lack of management direction/goals/objectives; lack of long-term view in management

Unlawful facilities in park area

Unplanned development and facility deterioration in "mass facility zone" in park area

Financial difficulty of business in "mass facility zone"

Problem of zoning

Poaching and illegal picking (due to lack of law enforcement)

Park Visitation/Visitor Needs

Lack of public relations/education on ecosystem

The general public's awareness/views of park purpose

Inappropriate/insufficient interpretation programs

General public's low awareness of national parks
p p

Need to provide more environmental education programs

Lack of visitor management

Need to provide good quality of recreation experience

Need to guide visitors to non-disturbing behavior

Insufficient service/educational facilities for visitors

Lack of character distinction between parks

Lack of providing tourism opportunity (on-hand educational experiences in nature and culture)
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Abstract: This study is part of a five-year quality review
process for Florida State Parks. It attempts to document the
feelings visitors have about the parks they visit. The
preliminary findings are very similar to results found in a
similar study conducted in 1995 in which high levels of
overall satisfaction were found. Despite high levels of
overall satisfaction there were some significant differences
found between some user groups.

Introduction

In 1994/95, the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection, Division of Recreation and Parks undertook the
first comprehensive study of visitors to Florida State Parks,
State Recreation Areas and Special Feature Areas. The
purpose of the project was to determine visitor satisfaction
with Florida State Parks and evaluate the quality and
effectiveness of the Florida State Park System. Research
staff from the Leisure Services and Studies Program at
Florida State University conducted the study.

In 2000, researchers from the University of Florida,
Department of Recreation, Parks and Tourism, Center for
Tourism Research and Development implemented a
research project to continue the evaluation of visitor
satisfaction at Florida State Park operations. This five-year
review is part of an ongoing process to understand how
users feel about the Florida State Parks. Modeled
generally on the 1994/95 project, this study attempted to
add a greater understanding of issues important to Florida
State Park visitors and the Florida Park Service by adding
questions to learn more about the visitation, dining and
information gathering patterns of visitors to Florida State
Parks. Questions were also asked to determine what roles
visitors felt that parks should play as public resources.

In revisiting visitor satisfaction issues after five years, it is
important to note a number of conditions that have
changed:

1. The number of visitors and the number of facilities
operated by the Division increased substantially.

2. Technology such as the World Wide Web emerged as
a major method of communicating information.
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3. The Division embarked on a major Eco-tourism
initiative, as environmental tourism and heritage
tourism became two of the fastest growing types of
tourism worldwide.

4, The Division is developed new administrative rules to
permit pets is some Florida State Park campgrounds.

5. Research models for visitor satisfaction are more
sophisticated as issues of service quality, price/value
and customer loyalty were further developed

Purpose

This study, modeled generally on the 1995 study, attempts
to add a greater understanding of issues important to
Florida State Park visitors and the Florida Park Service. Of
particular interest are comparisons between the 1995 and
2000 study and comparisons of satisfaction scores between
different user groups visiting the parks.

Methodology

In order to insure comparability with the previous study,
the basic methods and survey instrument were the same.
Twenty-five locations throughout the state were selected to
take part in the study. A stratified random sample,
stratified by type of operation (state park, state recreation
area, and state special use area) and management regions
was developed.

Selected parks were sampled 4 times during the year 2000
(January, April, July and October). The week prior to the
beginning of each survey month, managers were shipped
boxes containing 400 survey instruments (consisting of the
questionnaire and a return envelope). Each park distributed
a total of 1,600 questionnaires throughout the year with a
total of 40,000 questionnaires distributed throughout the
system during the yearlong period.

Park personnel were asked to distribute survey packets to
visitors as they entered the park during each survey period.
Staff members were asked to distribute a maximum of 40
studies per day from the initiation of the survey period until
all survey forms were been distributed regardless of the
number of days required.

stionnair

Similar to the previous study, the questionnaire was
completed by the respondent and returned to the
researchers using postage paid return envelopes. The
questionnaire was developed with input from the Division
of Recreation and Parks and was comparable to the
previous study. Questions were also developed to learn
more about the visitation, dining and information gathering
patterns of visitors to Florida State Parks.

The questionnaires were printed on a computer scan able
form. Questions were generally forced choice questions
with respondents indicating their answers by darkening in
ovals next to selected items. There were no open-ended
questions on the survey though respondents were
encouraged to add any additional comments on separate

paper.



Results

Overall, 5,162 visitors to the Florida State Parks took time
to return completed and usable surveys. This represents an
estimated return rate of 12.9% if all questionnaires were
actually disbursed. Under this methodology, no attempt
was made to determine how many surveys each park
actually passed out each quarter.

Respondents

Respondents feel most strongly that the natural and cultural
features of the park are worth protecting (1 .15), and that
they would like to visit the park again (1.40) and they are
satisfied with their visit (1.43). They feel least strongly that
“The park is adequately staffed” (1.85), “The cultural and
historical features are managed appropriately” (1.76) and
“Overall, the park fees are fair” (1.70).~

Table 1. Description of Respondents

As seen in Table 1, about 65% of the respondents were Residence  Count %
Florida residents though the largest group was from outside F1 County w/ Park 1164 234
the county of the park. The most common age group F1 County w/o Park 2089 42.0
reported was 45- 64 years of age with about reporting Other US State 1497 30.1
incomes between $30,000 and $60,000. Visitors were Canada 115 2.3
primarily Caucasian with only 6.1% of the respondents Intl Not Canada 108 22
being minorities. Total 4973 100.0
. . Age Count Y%
age xount Lo
General Satisfaction Scores 18-24 167 14
Respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement 1242 - 23 ;ﬁg ‘315421
with 12 general statements about their most recent visit to a 65 l;l 1043 5 1‘ 1
Florida State Park. Response categories were: 1 = -—-T—u-si 4953 1500
“Strongly Agree”, 2 = “Agree”, 3 = “Neutral”, 4 = ota :
“Disagree”, 5 = “Strongly Disagree”. Thus, in this section, Ethnicity/Race Count %
the lower the number, the more strongly respondents agree Caucasian " 4306 93.9
with the statement. Hispanic 106 23
African American 20 4
As seen in Table 2, the General satisfaction Scores indicate Asian 27 6
a high level of agreement with the statements made about Other 129 2.8
the parks. In this table, responses have been sorted in Total 4588 100.0
ascending order so that the items most strongly supported o
are listed on the top of the table and the items least strongly Income Count %
supported are listed toward the bottom of the table. It Less than $15,000 168 38
should be noted that all items averaged 1.85 or less which $15,001 to $30,000 664 15.1
indicates that, on average, all items were ranked between $30,001 to $45,000 973 22.2
“Strongly Agree” and “Agree”. When comparing the 1995 $45,001 to $60,000 996 227
scores to the 2000 scores, slight improvements were $60,001 to $75,000 570 13.0
noticed in all areas except one: “The park is adequately More than $75.000 1015 23.1
staffed.” In this case, scores dropped from 1.67 to 1.85. Total 4386 100.0
Table 2. General Satisfaction Scores
1995 2000
Comment Report Report
Natural and cultural features of the park are worth protecting 1.16 1.15
I would like to visit this park again 1.45 1.40
Overall, I am satisfied with my visit 1.51 1.43
Staff was courteous & friendly " 148 1.46
I feel safe in this park 1.67 1.49
Visit was well worth the money I spent N/A 1.50
Staff members were prompt and helpful 1.55 1.51
Natural features of the park are appropriately managed 1.67 1.59
The weather was good during my visit 1.83 1.59
Overall, the park fees are fair N/A 1.70
Cultural and historical features are managed appropriately N/A 1.76
Park is adequately staffed 1.67 1.85




Comparisons between Groups

When comparisons were made between different user
groups, several interesting findings were discovered. When
comparing residents and non-residents, there were
significant differences between groups on every variable.
In each case, residents were more satisfied than non-
residents.

When comparisons were made between satisfaction scores
by race/ethnicity several differences were found (Table 3).
“African Americans” and “Others” were least likely to feel
that the natural and cultural features of the park were worth
protecting, “African Americans” and “Others” were least
likely to feel that the natural features were being
appropriately managed while Asians were least likely to
feel that the cultural/historic features were being
appropriately managed.

“African Americans” and “Othiers” were also least likely to
feel that the park fees were fair, the park was adequately
staffed, and the visitor was worth the money. African
Americans and Hispanics were least likely to feel that the
staff was courteous and friendly.

Discussion \

Overall, the General Satisfaction Scores for the Florida
State Parks are very good. There were high levels. of
agreement with all the positive statements made about the
parks. People felt most strongly that the natural and cultural

features of the parks were worth preserving and that they
would like to visit the park again. When comparing the
scores from this study to those from 1995, the general
evaluation scores improved in every case except one.

The findings that respondents are less satisfied with staffing
levels in 2000 is important to Florida State Park
administrators. During the Summer of 1999, under the
direction of Governor Jeb Bush, state administrators were
requested to develop plans to reduce the size of all state
agencies by 25% over a 5 year period. This plan is to
include all state parks. Administrators are faced with a
dilemma - on one hand, public satisfaction with staffing
levels was already dropping before the mandate — on the
other hand, there is strong pressure from the govemor to
make additional cuts.

Though state park visitors seemed quite pleased with the
parks, there were some variations depending upon user
group This points out that the Florida State Parks are
attractive to several constituencies and management plans
should consider all groups. However, there are some
potential challenges for park management in meeting the
needs of minorities, particularly African Americans.

Reference
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Table 3. Differences in Satisfaction Scores by Race/Ethnicity

Comment Caucasian Hispanic i_n%qg Asian Other
Natural and cultural features of the park are worth protecting 1.13 1.20 1.35 1.04 1.37
Natural features of the park are appropriately managed 1.58 1.48 1.75 1.37 1.78
Cultural/historical features are managed appropriately 1.75 1.80 1.75 1.46 2.07
Overall, the park fees are fair 1.69 1.65 1.85 1.26 1.98
The park is adequately staffed 1.84 1.87 2,16 1.62 2.01
Visit was well worth the money I spent 1.49 1.48 1.80 1.15 1.67
Staff was courteous & friendly 1.45 1.56 1.75 1.19 1.49

Note: All variables mentioned are significant at the .05 level or greater

137



RECREATIONISTS IN THE COLUMBIA RIVER
GORGE NATIONAL SCENIC AREA: A SURVEY
OF USER CHARACTERISTICS, BEHAVIORS, AND
ATTITUDES

Robert C. Burns

Assistant Professor, Recreation, Parks & Tourism, 300
Florida Gym, University of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32611

Alan R. Graefe

Associate Professor, Leisure Studies Program, School of
Hotel, Restaurant & Recreation Management, 201 Mateer
Building, The Pennsylvania State UanCI‘Slty, University
Park, PA 16802,

Abstract:  The U.S. Forest Service has begun a
comprehensive recreation research effort designed to
understand visitor use patterns, satisfaction levels, and
economic expenditures of forest recreationists. This study
examines four categories of variables (socio-demographic,
recreation experience, economic expenditure, and customer
satisfaction) across a set of five independent variables (type
of site, stratum, survey period, state, and season) for the
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. The greatest
differences were noted for the socio-demographic
variables, place attachment variables, and motivations for
visiting.  Fewer differences were noted across the
satisfaction, management preference, and economic
expenditure variables.

Introduction

In 1999 the USDA Forest Service (USFS) initiated a national
research effort designed to understand recreation use patterns in
every national forest across the United States. The National
Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) study will evaluate one-
quarter of the national forests each year. The primary purpose
of this study is to provide managers with the number of visitors
using USFS facilities and lands. Initial indications are that the
USFS will continue to rotate each of the forests through the
NVUM study every four years, thus providing a longitudinal
study that will facilitate managers’ decision making abilities
when integrated with new and existing management plans, The
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area (CRGNSA) was
one of the initial National Forest units to undergo the NVUM
process. On-site sampling was conducted in the CRGNSA to
examine recreational use patterns, satisfaction levels, economic
expenditures, and visitors® perceptions of place attachment,
motivations to visit, and management preferences.

Market segmentation as a method of managing different
recreation users has been recommended by many recreation
researchers (Graefe, 1981; Andereck & Caldwell, 1994). For
example, users’ gender and age have been shown to be valid
predictors of perceived park safety (Westover, 1984). Absher
and Lee (1981) noted that visitor characteristics and prior
experience had an effect on perceptions of crowding in a
National Park. Absher, Howat, Crilley, and Milne (1996)
measured visitor use characteristics at sporting events and
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leisure centers in Australia and New Zealand, demonstrating
that customer characteristics such as gender, age, and disability
status impacted overall satisfaction levels of users. This study
also revealed visit characteristics that showed specific market
segments of visitors with significantly different levels of
satisfaction, —

Description of Study Site

The Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area is located
along the Columbia River, straddling the borders of Oregon
and Washington. The CRGNSA encompasses an 80-mile
length of land and water along the Columbia River, running
from Reed Island, just east of Troutdale, Oregon and
Washougal, Washington to Miller Island, near The Dalles,
Oregon. The CRGNSA is made up of the natural gorge of
the Columbia River, and is one of the Pacific Northwest's
most unique outdoor recreation areas, with a plethora of
outdoor recreation activities offered in many different
settings. The CRGNSA is the only sea level east-west
break in the Cascade Mountain Range, providing very
strong winds that facilitate superb sail boarding
opportunities. The CRGNSA is host to over 120 scenic
waterfalls and hiking trails, and includes one of the nation’s
first scenic highways,

Survey and Analysis Methods

The survey instruments used in this study were designed by
the USDA Forest Service’s Southeast Research Station for
nationwide application. Three different survey versions
were used to query visitors about their visitor use patterns,
demographics and trip characteristics, satisfaction levels,
and economic expenditures. The three instruments
included a basic version (visitor use patterns,
demographics, and trip characteristics); satisfaction version
(basic version plus importance/satisfaction and crowding
indicators); and an economic version (basic version plus
trip expenditure measures). A short on-site experience
addition was added for the CRGNSA study. The
experience version queried visitors about their sense of
place, motivations for recreating in the CRGNSA,
management preferences, and so forth.

Data collection followed the protocol for the national
(NVUM) study. An onsite face-to-face interview was used
to obtain feedback from a sample of recreationists in the
CRGNSA. The onsite survey took approximately 5-10
minutes to complete, depending on the version of the
instrument that was used in the interview. Approximately
one-half of the visitors were interviewed with the basic
version/experience addition, while one-quarter received the
satisfaction version and one-quarter received the economic
version. Sampling was conducted according to a random
sampling plan developed by the NVUM national office,
and included approximately 200 days of interviewing
during the period January 1 to December 31, 2000. A total
of 1282 onsite surveys were completed, resulting in a
participation rate of 95.5%.

For the purposes of this paper, we compared socio-
demographic information, satisfaction levels, economic



expenditures, and experience perceptions across several
independent variables. These variables included the fype of
survey site (general forest area versus developed area), use
stratum (high, medium, or low use as determined by area
resource managers), survey period (moring or evening),
state the respondent was interviewed in (Oregon or
Washington), and season (data were broken down into the
four established seasons).

Visitor Demographics and Trip Characteristics Results
and Discussion

The majority of visitors interviewed for this study (60.4%)
were married, and almost two-thirds (62.9%) were males.
The mean age of study respondents was 43 years old, and
almost half (47.1%) reported an income of between
$40,000-70,000 for the 1999 tax year. This group of
respondents was highly educated, with almost one-third
(32.4%) reporting education beyond a bachelor's degree,
and 35.5% reporting that they completed a bachelor's
degree. Only 13.5% of the respondents indicated that they
had a high school degree or less.

About half of the interviews (52.8%) took place during an
8:00 am--2:00 pm shift, with the remainder during the 2:00
pm--8:00 pm shift. Interestingly, the majority of the
respondents reported that the Columbia River Gorge was
their primary destination, and only 14.5% indicated that
they were visiting the area for the first time. Columbia
River Gorge National Scenic Area visitors were most likely
to be interviewed in family groups (40.7%), in groups
consisting of friends (25.8%), or family and friends
(14.5%).

Numerous significant differences emerged when the socio-
demographic and trip variables were compared across the
five independent variables (Table 1). The season variable
showed the greatest number of differences across the trip
characteristics and socio-demographics, with seven of the
10 dependent variables showing significant differences.

Five of the variables differed by state, and four differed by
type of site at which the respondent was surveyed. No
variables showed significant differences across all five
independent variables; several variables varied by two or
three of the independent variables.

Visitors who were contacted during the fall season were
more likely than those in other seasons to be male and
employed outside of their home. Fall respondents were
also less likely to agree to participate in the interview.
Winter visitors tended to be in smaller groups. Summer
visitors were more likely to have children under 16 in their
group and more likely to have graduate degrees. Females
and retired individuals were more common during winter
and spring.

The state in which users were surveyed showed some
notable differences as well, with Oregon users much more
likely to be married and somewhat older than Washington
users. Additionally, Oregon respondents tended to have
more people in their cars than Washington users.
Washington visitors-were more likely than those in Oregon
to be white, single, and to hold a graduate degree.

Type of survey site also accounted for some differences
between visitors. People interviewed in developed areas
were generally younger and more diverse ethnically than
those sampled at general forest areas. The developed area
users also showed a higher proportion of females and
individuals in the middle income brackets.

Some slight differences were noted across the two survey
periods (morning or afternoon), with afternoon users being
older and more likely to be employed outside the home
than morning respondents., Lastly, only two differences
were noted across the use level strata. People interviewed
at high use sites tended to be more diverse ethnically and in
larger groups than those at either high or low use sites.

Table 1. Summary of Significant Differences in Demographics and Trip Characteristics
by Five Independent Variables (Chi square or F-values; non-significant values not shown)

g;:‘;gcl;zrgi:::nd Trip ?,‘;:::g ‘State Stratum Season Site Type
Willing to participate 44.6
Number in car 26.6 6.2 - 2.7
Number under 16 6.2
Gender 19.0 6.8
Ethnicity 7.5 7.4 8.6
Education 9.8 22.7
Employment 9.9 42.4
Marital status 4.9

[ Age 15.5 14.9 13.3
Income 36.9 14.9
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Recreation Experience Version Results and Discussion

There were numerous significant differences across three
categories of experiential variables (place attachment,
motivations for recreating, and management preferences).
The management preference items showed the fewest
differences across the independent variables (Table 2). Of
the nin¢ motivation variables, use stratum accounted for the
greatest number of differences (5 of 9 significant), while
three of the nine motivations differed by state and season.
The place attachment items showed the most significant
differences when compared across states and use strata
(Table 2).

A series of five statements queried visitors about their
attachment to the place they were visiting. Differences
were noted across three of the five independent variables,
with survey period and user type showing no significant
differences. Four of the five variables were significantly
different across the state variable. Oregon visitors were
much more likely to report that the main reason for their
visit was “because it is the Columbia River Gorge,” while
Washington users were much more focused on the Gorge
as a place to do their chosen activity. Those visitors

interviewed in Washington generally were more attached to
the place they visited within the Columbia River Gorge.

The stratum category showed differences in the place
attachment items as well. Users interviewed at the low use
sites were more likely to agree with the site-specific place
attachment indicators. Recreationists at high use sites felt
that companionship was more important, and tended to
agree more closely with the statement indicating that the
Columbia River Gorge itself was their main reason for
visiting. One of the five place attachment items differed
significantly across the four seasons. Winter users were
more likely to agree that “this place means a lot to me.”

Nine statements examined visitors’ motivations for
recreating in the Columbia River Gorge. The stratum
variable showed the most differences in the motivation
scales, with five of the motivations differing across use
level strata. Three of the nine variables showed significant
differences for both the state and season categories. No
differences were noted with regards to the survey period,
and only one difference was noted for the type of site
visited.

Table 2. Summary of Significant Differences in Experience Variables by Five Independent Variables
(F-values; non-significant values not shown)

Experience
Variables

Survey
Period

Site

Season Type

State Stratum

Place attachment

Most important reason for visiting (because it is the
Gorge, activity, place, companions)

12.8 10.9

This place means a lot to me

3.1

I enjoy recreating at this place more than any other
place

6.4 3.6

] am very attached to this place

5.6 4.7

I get more satisfaction out of visiting this place than
from visiting any other place

6.9 4.9

Motivations to visit

To be outdoors

5.0

For relaxation

35 33

To get away from the regular routine

For the challenge or sport

5.2 6.9 3.0

For family recreation

9.7 33

For physical exercise

4.7 6.5

To be with my friends

To experience natural surroundings

29

To develop my skills

8.6

Management preferences

More wildlife viewing areas or opportunities

4.9

More picnic areas

More parking spaces

Better signs directing me to recreation areas

5.3

More interpretive rangers at recreation areas

5.1

7.2 4.2
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With regards to use stratum, visitors interviewed at medium
use sites generally attached more importance to the
motivation items. Visitors at the medium use sites
especially emphasized challenge and physical effort.
Visitors at the high use sites showed the lowest level of
importance associated with physical exercise and
developing their skills.

Washington visitors attached more importance to challenge
and physical exercise, while visitors sampled at Oregon
sites gave higher scores for the importance of family
recreation. The seasonality variable also accounted for
three significant differences among the nine motivation
variables. Winter users attached the most importance to
being with friends, while spring visitors rated family
recreation as more important. Spring visitors attached less
importance to challenge than visitors during the other three
seasons,

Three of the five management preference items showed
significant differences across the four seasons, while few
differences were noted for the other independent variables.
Better signs directing visitors to recreation areas and
additional rangers were generally supported across all
seasons, but were most important for winter visitors.
Additional parking was a less popular management option,
with the exception of respondents interviewed during the
winter. Winter visitors also showed more support for
additional interpretive rangers at recreation areas compared
to visitors during the other three seasons. Interest in more
interpretive rangers also varied by state and survey period.
Visitors interviewed at Oregon sites and during the
morning survey period expressed stronger support for more
interpretive rangers at recreation areas.

Customer Satisfaction Version Results and Discussion

Regarding customer satisfaction, . fourteen specific
satisfaction attributes were examined through the use of a
five-point Likert scale (Table 3). Performance and
importance were measured for each of the items. A 10-
point overall satisfaction scale was used to measure the
respondents’ overall trip quality. In addition, visitors were
asked to report the degree of crowding that they perceived
at the recreation site on-a 10-point scale. ‘
Significant differences were noted across four of the five
independent variables. The season variable showed the
greatest differences, with 11 of the 16 satisfaction
indicators differing significantly across seasons. There was
a large drop-off of significant differences in the other
independent variables. Differences were noted across four
satisfaction indicators for the state variable, three for the
stratum variable, and only one significant difference was
noted for the type of survey variable. No significant
differences were noted for the survey period. Interestingly,
few patterns could be identified across the independent or
dependent variables. With the exception of the crowding
indicator, which showed significant differences across three
of the independent variables (stratum, state, and season), no
more than two differences were noted across the
independent variables.

Considering differences between the two states, visitors in
Oregon gave higher satisfaction scores than Washington
visitors for three specific attributes (scenery, signage,
attractiveness of forest landscape). However, there was no
difference between Oregon and Washington visitors in
overall satisfaction, and Oregon visitors rated the sites as
more crowded than their counterparts in Washington.

Table 3. Summary of Significant Differences in Satisfaction Variables by Five Independent Variables
(F-values; non-significant values not shown)

Satisfaction Attributes Survey State Stratum Season Site Type
Period

Scenery 5.0

Parking availability 6.0

Parking lot condition 6.8

Restroom cleanliness 7.1 8.8

Condition of natural environment 11.6 8.9

Condition of developed facilities 7.1 10.8

Condition of forest roads

Condition of forest trails

Availability of recreation information 6.2

Feeling of safety 2.6

Adequacy of signage 4.8

Employee helpfulness 3.9

Attractiveness of forest landscape 13.5 4.8

Value for fee paid

Overall satisfaction 6.8

Crowding 17.6 : 12.8 2.7




Visitors sampled at low use sites rated the condition of both
the natural environment and developed facilities lower than
those interviewed at medium and high use sites. - Not
surprisingly, perceived crowding was higher at high use
sites than at medium or low use sites.

A closer examination of the season variable showed no
clear pattern of satisfaction scores across seasons.
Recreationists interviewed during the winter season
reported especially low levels of satisfaction for parking
availability, parking lot condition, restroom cleanliness and
availability of information. They also showed the lowest
levels of overall satisfaction. Fall interviewees showed the
highest satisfaction scores for availability of parking,
availability of information, and feeling of safety. The fall
group, however, showed the lowest satisfaction scores for
condition of the natural environment, condition of
developed facilities, and staff helpfulness. Summer users
reported the highest satisfaction scores for parking lot
condition, restroom cleanliness, and overall satisfaction.
Spring users showed the highest satisfaction scores for
condition of the environment and the forest landscape, but
showed the lowest ratings for feelings about safety and
crowding.

Economic Expenditure Version Results and Discussion

A series of questions focused on how much money
respondents spent on recreation-related items and services.
Very few differences were noted across the five
independent variables for the economic expenditure
variables (Table 4). Of particular note is the lack of
differences between the two states and the four seasons,
while these two variables accounted for many of the
differences within the satisfaction and experience variables.

The type of site at which the respondent was interviewed
showed significant differences for purchases of fuel and
other transportation costs. Visitors interviewed at general
forest areas spent significantly more money on gasoline and
oil, while those interviewed at developed use sites spent
more money on other types of transportation. Both of these
findings were expected, since dispersed users may drive

further or may have been driving larger, less fuel-efficient
vehicles. Developed site users may have been part of a bus
tour, or even on a day trip away from a cruise ship on: the
Columbia River. The only other significant differences
associated with recreation economic expenditures were
noted for season. Respondents who were interviewed
during spring or summer spent significantly less money on
private lodging, while fall visitors were most likely to have
spent money for other transportation costs.

Conclusions and Implications

The preceding results show numerous differences across
the independent variables examined. The socio-
demographic and trip characteristics show us that these
users are indeed different people when examined by other
than ethnic make-up. Significant differences were noted in
respondents’ ages and party size for three of the five
independent variables. Most differences, however, were
noted across the four seasons during which this survey was
conducted in 2000.

Few differences were noted across the economic
expenditure variables, and no distinct patterns were noted
for these variables. Perhaps this is attributable to the
relatively close distances between the sites (most sites are
located within minutes of a highway) and the relatively
small size of the CRGNSA in comparison to most other
National Forests. It was interesting to note that no
expenditure differences were noted across the two states of
Oregon and Washington, given the differences found
between these two states in other areas.

The satisfaction indicators showed great differences across
the four seasons. Although no distinct patterns emerged, it
was clear that those visitors interviewed during the summer
season were most satisfied, followed by spring users.
Winter respondents were least satisfied, followed closely
by those respondents who were contacted during the fall
season. Statewide comparisons showed that satisfaction
ratings were always higher for the Oregon side of the
Columbia River. This coincides with more high-use areas,
which in turn may receive more attention from maintenance

Table 4. Summary of Significant Differences in Economic Variables by Five Independent Variables
(F-values; non-significant values not shown)

5::;:|:lc i:::;’: g State Stratum Season 'Iii'::e
Government lodging

Private lodging 3.1

Restaurants/bars

Other food/drinks

Fuel/oil, etc. 3.2

Other transportation costs 5.5 3.0

Recreation activities

Entry/parking fees

Souvenirs

Other expenses

Total spent annually
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personnel. It was interesting to note that Oregon users
rated crowding as worse than Washington respondents.
This may be a function of the type of activities that are
offered in each state. Oregon offers more social-oriented
opportunities (a scenic highway, waterfalls near the
roadway, developed picnic.areas, etc.), while Washington
users tend to participate in activities that involve a degree
of solitude, such as hiking, biking, flower viewing, etc.

The category that showed the most significant differences
was the visitor experience variables. Oregon and
Washington visitors are clearly different in their feelings of
place attachment toward the CRGNSA. Washington
respondents, while attached to the place where they do their
outdoor recreation activity, are more focused on the activity
itself. Conversely, Oregon respondents seem more likely to
feel that the special designation of the Columbia River
Gorge as a National Scenic Area is important to them. It is
clear that the different strata attract people for different
reasons. Visitors to the high use areas do tend to care that
it is “the Gorge,” and not just another place to participate in
their chosen outdoor recreation activity. Respondents who
were interviewed in the winter season placed the most
agreement on one place attachment item, indicating that the
place they visited means a lot to them.

Motivations to visit the recreation areas varied greatly
across the stratum variable, once again demonstrating the
different types of recreationists who visit the vast array of
outdoor recreation sites that the CRGNSA has to offer.
The recreation sites within the medium use category
showed considerably higher degrees of importance for most
of the motivation variables. An interesting finding is that
few differences were noted across the types of survey sites
(general forest versus developed sites). Seasonal
differences were noted for motivations to visit as well, with
winter respondents placing the highest levels of importance
on being with friends. Spring users expressed the lowest
importance for challenge and the highest importance for
family recreation. A similar trend was noted across the two
states, with Qregon visitors placing greater importance on
social reasons, and Washington respondents more oriented
toward physical activities.

Few differences were noted across the management
preferences outlined in the instrument, and most of those
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were noted across the four seasons. Respondents who were
interviewed in the winter season showed greater support for
additional rangers at the recreation sites and for additional
parking areas. Winter respondents also indicated no
opposition to adding more directional signs to the
recreation sites, while recreationists surveyed during the
other seasons showed some opposition to additional signs.

This paper demonstrates the need to understand visitors’
motivations, needs, satisfaction levels, and use patterns
across several variables. The socio-demographic make-up
of CRG visitors is diverse in many ways; however these
variables accounted for relatively few differences among
the satisfaction and economic expenditure variables. The
differences observed were particularly strong for variables
related to the experience of the recreationists. Recreation
managers may wish to focus on the experience variables
outlined in this paper in order to better meet visitors’ needs
in an increasingly diverse outdoor recreation setting.
Future analysis of these data will focus specifically on the
influence of the recreation site and the activity pursued on
satisfaction, economic expenditures and the recreation
experience.
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Abstract: The opportunities and conditions sought by
visitors in national forest backcountry and wilderness areas
can affect the satisfaction they have with the experience.
This study measured the recreation satisfaction ratings of
hikers and backpackers during their trips to backcountry
and wilderness areas in the White Mountain National
Forest. Field interviews were conducted with 385 visitors
to seven backcountry and wilderness areas during July 1,
through September 4, 2000. An importance/satisfaction
analysis compared satisfaction ratings with the important
opportunities and conditions that were sought by visitors.
Information about recreation resource management
problems encountered by visitors was analyzed to provide
comparisons with visitor satisfaction ratings. The study
results indicate that: (1) hikers and backpackers rate similar
opportunities and conditions as important across primitive
and semi-primitive non-motorized Recreation Opportunity
Spectrum areas; (2) hikers and backpackers achieve similar
types and amounts of satisfaction across primitive and
semi-primitive non-motorized Recreation Opportunity
Spectrum areas; and (3) some differences in hiker and
backpacker ratings of importance and satisfaction, plus
problems perceived by users suggest the need for some
additional indirect visitor management (e.g., information
for visitors).

Introduction

Increasing recreational use in some backcountry and
wilderness areas are a concern for managers, since
crowding and more user-user encounters can negatively
influence recreation visitor experiences and satisfactions.
Furthermore, as a result of increased visitor use, some
environmental and social conditions in backcountry and
wilderness areas may be below the standards necessary to
maintain Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) criteria
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for primitive and non-motorized

classification.

semi-primitive

The ROS was designed as a regional, recreation planning
tool to help planners and managers to conduct inventories,
design target management standards, decide among
alternative management actions, and provide a larger
framework and context for multiple use recreation resource
planning (Brown et al., 1978; Driver & Brown, 1978; Clark
& Stankey, 1979a; Driver et al., 1987). These
developments in the ROS concept lead to the adoption of
the ROS by the USFS and subsequent publication of the
planning concept in U.S. Forest Service planning and
management documents, such as the “ROS Users Guide.”
The use of the ROS planning approach can help planners
and managers to design management standards, decide
among alternative management " actions, and provide a
larger planning framework and context for developing a
continuum of backcountry and wilderness-related outdoor
recreation opportunities. However, some would argue that
use of the ROS has been superficial due to lack of
understanding about its interaction with management
actions and visitor experiences.

While the ROS has gained some use as a recreation
planning and management tool among federal land
managing agencies, visitor information related to ROS
classifications is very limited. For example, the impacts of
recreation activities and the acceptability of those impacts
within the ROS classified areas have been studied (Clark &
Stankey, 1979b) as well as the interactions of the ROS
setting attributes and recreational activities in relation to
user experiences (Virden & Knopf, 1989). A few other
studies have investigated how campers’ experiences
affected their preferences for different ROS classes (Yuan
& McEwen, 1989) and visitor preferences for ROS setting
components (Heywood, 1991). Wallace and Smith (1997)
conducted a study that measured the motivations, setting
preferences, and preferred management actions of visitors
to protected areas in Costa Rica; the study included
“primitive”, .“semi-primitive motorized”, and “roaded
natural” areas and offers some insight into measuring
related to the present study.

The objectives of this study are to measure: (1) the
opportunities and conditions sought by hikers and
backpackers in national forest backcountry and wildemess
areas; (2) the satisfaction ratings of hikers and backpackers
during their trips to backcountry and wilderness areas; and
(3) the recreation resource management problems as
perceived by hikers and backpackers during their trips to
backcountry and wilderness areas.

Research Methods

The study design relied upon brief, on-site interviews of
hikers and backpackers during their trips in seven
wilderness and non-motorized, backcountry areas of the
White Mountairi National Forest (WMNF) in New
Hampshire and Maine. This data collection technique
ensured that visitor responses to survey questions reflected
their actual on-site recreation experience. A survey



instrument was designed to gather most of the data in this
study during a 15-minute interview in the field by a trained
interviewer. '

The interview sites and sampling schedule for the summer
months were stratified based on the level of recreational
use within each of the seven backcountry and wilderness
areas of the WMNF. Some of the most important criteria
used in selecting the study areas were: (1) estimated
summer recreation use levels; (2) location of hiking trails
and trailheads for day use or overnight use; (3) existing
ROS classes and WMNF management units; and (4)
whether recreation conflicts or overuse were reported and
where management actions may be most needed to mitigate
or prevent such problems. Seven study areas were selected
(see figure 1) and categorized based on ROS classifications
for the area: (1) Primitive areas included the Pemigewasset
Wilderness and Wild River Backcountry; (2) the mixed
Primitive and Semi-primitive non-motorized areas included
the Presidential Range-Dry River Wilderness, Kilkenny
Backcountry, and Sandwich Range Wilderness; and (3)
Semi-primitive non-motorized areas included the Great Gulf
Wilderness and Caribou Speckled Mountain Wilderness.

A total of 51 interview sites was selected in the seven areas
(see Figure 1) with the number in each area ranging from
six to 12 depending on the size of the area, number of
public access points, and estimated visitor use, Each site
was visited systematically three times during the 10-week
sampling time from July 1 to September 4, 2000. However,
some interview sites were dropped from the study after the
first sampling session because a variety of factors that
seriously limited the amount of use at that site (e.g., road
access or parking lot limitations) during those weeks of
sampling. Subsequently the remaining sites were sampled
up to four times each.

Each day interview sessions were held for three hours at
three different sampling locations: (1) a morning session
starting at about 9 a.m. and ending about 12 noon, (2) an
afternoon session starting about 1-2 p.m and ending about
4-5 p.m., and (3) an evening session starting about 5-6 p.m.
and ending about 8-9 p.m. The variability in starting and
ending times related directly to the driving time necessary
to move from one sampling location to the next between
the three-hour interview blocks of time. Complete records
were kept on the three-hour interview process to know the
location, date, number of interviews, refusals to cooperate
in the study, the number of visitors seen, and other factors
during the three-hour period.

The on-site interview survey determined: (1) size and type
of visitor group; (2) day or ovemight type user; (3)
recreation activities participated in by visitors while in that
area during that trip; (4) visitor’s perception of the
importance of and satisfaction with 12 wilderness and back
country recreation experience and setting attributes; (5)
visitor preferences for 16 potential management actions
that could be used in the WMNF to reduce recreation user
impacts and/or conflicts; and (6) previous recreation
experience in the WMNF by the visitor.
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The survey instrument was based on previous research on
the satisfactions of wilderness visitors (Dawson et al.,
1998; Newman & Dawson, 1999; Dawson & Watson,
2001). The visitor’s perception of the importance of and
satisfaction with wilderness and back country recreation
opportunities were measured with eight items:

1. 'Natural Environment -- enjoy the view from a
mountain top; experience the scenic quality of nature;
observe and hear wildlife; the tranquility &
peacefulness of a remote area.

2. Physical Activity -- physical exercise and health;
physical challenge.

3. Personal and Social Experiences -- get away from
daily routines; develop a sense of self confidence;
chance to think and solve problems; simplify daily
needs.

4. Exploration and Remoteness -- an area free of man-
made noises; remoteness from cities & people; an
adventure & sense of discovery; feel like I was one of
the first to experience this area.

5. Solitude -- a small, intimate group experience; isolated
from other groups; privacy.

6. Connections with Nature -- get in touch with my true
self; opportunity for self-discovery; develop a sense of
oneness with nature.

7. Connection with Other Wilderness Users and
Inspiration -- feel connected to a natural place that is
important to me; celebrate wilderness as a symbol of
naturalness; feel a sense of an earlier and rugged time
in history.

8. . Wildemess Skills -- improve wilderness travel skills;
learn to travel to a remote destination and return
successfully; a sense of self-sufficiency; recreation in
a primitive environment.

The visitor’s perception of the importance of and
satisfaction with wilderness and back country recreation
conditions were measured with four items:

1. No Litter and Waste -- amount of litter along the trails
and at campsites; campfire rings.

2. Management Conditions -- condition of the trail
system; publicized rules and regulations; the number
of visible places where others have hiked and camped.

3. Information on Backcountry and Wilderness Area --
finding safe drinking water; information on where
other users are likely to be; find an unoccupied
campsite.

4. Numbers of users -- number of hikers you saw on
trails; number of large groups you saw on trails;
number of groups that camped near you.

Results

The 335 hours of interviewing resulted in 385 completed
interviews (Table 1) with hikers and backpackers, and only
18 visitors refused to participate for a variety of reasons
(e.g., too tired, rainy weather). Of the total, 228 interviews
(59%) were held in the Primitive areas, 95 interviews
(25%) were held in the mixed Primitive and Semi-primitive
non-motorized areas, and 62 interviews (16%) were held in
the Semi-primitive non-motorized areas (Table 1).
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Fable 1.

White Mountain National Forest Backcountry and Wilderness Reereation Stady Areas

and Interviews in the Summer of 2000

Number of
Sampling Sites

RO ¢ ‘Asu‘h,;g«yﬂw:y'miﬁ#j Backcounts v and
CWilderness Arveas

Number of
interview Refusals

MNumber of
Iuterviews

Interview
Hours

Primitive areas

12
B ; ) - ‘ -
subtotal 18 1413 B
Primitive and Semi-Primitive nen-motorized areas
6 451 60 {3
- e e Y T
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T subtotal s 112 5 i
‘Semi-Primitive non-motorized areas
] o 46.7 42 A
¢ [} 33.6 e 20 o
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CTOVAL 51 335.6 385 I

The backeounity and wilderness visitors were day hikers in
6572% of the cases and overnight backpackers in 38% of the
vases (Table 2); somewhat preater percent were day hikers
i the semi-primtiive nop-motorized areas and overnight
backpackers in the primitive areas. The average overnight
stay was 2.1 nights for those who stayed out on a backpack
trip. Ciroups were most ofien madw, up of friends (419%) and

tamily {43%) and averaged 3.2 adults and 0.7 children per
group (lable 23 Only 14% of those intervicwed were on
therr Hrsl top to the WMNE; one-third had made 1-5

previous trips and 23% had made 21 or more trips to the
WMNE (table 23, Day hikers were more somewhat

expericoced  on average  than backpackers  (Cle-
square=22.8, 4 df, p=0.001) with 56% of day hikers taking
6 or more previous trips compared to 41% of tackpackers,

Backcouniry and  wilderness  hikers  and  backpackers
reported engaging in many other vecreational activilics
while on their trip to the WMNF (table 3). The top
recreational activily was  viewing scenery, an o aclivily
reporied by 78% of those interviewed. (dher common
activitics in the WMNF were: photography, hackpack
camping, Appalachian Fraad hiking, and pienicking,

Table 2. Characteristies of Backcountry and Wilderness Recreation Users Inferviewed
in the Summer of 2000 on the White Mountain National Forest

ROS Categories B
Primitive and Semi-primitive
o Primitive Semi-primitive non-motorized Total
) ‘?’yyv of User L ~ Percent -
s B 55 68 70
vambhl user 45 32 24
Average Nights =700 s ik
Owernight length of stay 2.1 l 2.0 2.1 |
§ Percent i o te
Fricnds 44 31 42 41
wl_f;}gpilv ) 41 51 39 43
Organization 13 11 10 {2
Greup Size Average Number oAl
Autules 3.2 34 2.7 5.2
: 0.9 03 0.5 07
Previews Experience in WVINK Percent
N 16 12 13 14
15 trips 33 42 32 15
. 610 trips 17 14 8 1%
"""" 12 10 (5 2
21 or tore tips 22 23 32 3




Table 3. Percent of Backcountry and Wilderness Users Interviewed by Reported Recreation Activity
in the Summer of 2000 on the WMNF

ROS Categories
Primitive and Semi- Semi-primitive
Typical Recreation Activities Primitive primitive non-motorized Total
 Viewing scenery 80 79 66 78
| Photography 50 41 31 45
Backpack camping 32 33 32 32
Appalachian Trial hiking 30 20 13 25
Picnicking 22 24 15 21
Swimming, 17 21 23 19
Camping in a campground 18 19 11 17
Nature study 13 6 13 11
Fishing 1 4 2 2
Boating/canoeing 0 4 5 2
Other activity 7 8 8 8

The hikers and backpackers interviewed rated the eight
wilderness  and  backcountry  opportunities and  four
conditions according to how important an influence they
were on the quality of their trip. The response categories
for irip importance were: 0 = not important, 1 = slightly, 2
= somewhat, 3 = moderately, 4 = very, and § = extremely
important. Three opportunities were highly important on
trips: natural environment, physical activity, and personal
and social experiences (Table 4). One condition was highly
rated: lack of litter and waste. Overall, the average ratings
for all 12 opportunitics and conditions were above the
moderate importance category. While five of the 12
opportunities and conditions ratings for importance had a
statistically significant difference (ANOVA statistical test
with p=0.05) between the three ROS categories, the actual

difference between means was too small (e.g., 0.3) as to
lack significance for differentiating management by the
three ROS categorices (i.e., these differences in mean scores
do not necessarily warrant differences in management
approaches).

When considered separately, overnight backpackers were
statistically more likely than day hikers to report somewhat
higher importance for exploration and remotencss,
wilderness skills, natural environment, and information on
the wilderness area (T-test statistic, p<0.05). The only
significant difference in importance between visitors with
higher levels of experience (more than 6 previous trips) and
less experience was those with more experience more often
reported that physical activity was important.

Table 4. The Importance Ratings of Backcountry and Wilderness Recreation Users
Interviewed in the Summer of 2000 on the WMNF

Importance Ratings b by ROS Categories
Wilderness and backcountry opportunities and Primitive and Semi-primitive
conditions Primitive Semi-primitive | non-motorized Total
Opportunities
Natural environment 4.6 43 45 4.5*
Physical activity 4.2 4.1 4.5 4.2°*
Personal and social experiences 4.1 4.0 4.2 4.1
Exploration and remoteness 4.0 3.7 3.9 3.9
Solitude 3.7 3.4 4.0 3.7
Connections with nature 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7
Connection with other wilderness users & inspiration 33 32 33 33
Wilderness skills 33 3.2 3.5 3.3
Conditions
No litter and waste 43 4.5 4.6 44*
Management conditions 3.6 35 3.7 3.6
Information on backcountry & wilderness areas 3.2 3.2 3.1 3.2
Numbers of users 3.3 2.9 3.2 3.2°

* Statistically significant difference between ROS categories using ANOVA test with p<0.05.

" Importance rating: 0 = not important, | = slightly, 2 = somewhat, 3 = moderately, 4 = very 5 = extremely important.
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The hikers and backpackers interviewed rated the eight
wilderness and backcountry opportunities and four
conditions according to how dissatisfied or satisfied they
were with these on their trip. The response categories for
trip dissatisfaction or satisfaction were: -2 = very
dissatisfied, -1 = dissatisfied, 0 = neutral, 1 = satisfied, and
2 = very satisfied. Respondents indicated that they were
very satisfied with three opportunities: physical activity,
natural environment, and personal and social experiences
(Table 5). One condition was rated as very satisfying: lack
of litter and waste. Overall, the average ratings for 10
opportunities and conditions were above the satisfied
category, only information on the wilderness and
backcountry areas was rated less than an average score of
satisfied (1.0). Only three items had 5% or more of those
interviewed reporting either being dissatisfied or very
dissatisfied: solitude (5%), exploration and remoteness
(6%), and number of other users (7%). While five of the 12
opportunities and conditions ratings for satisfaction had a
statistically significant difference (ANOVA statistical test
with p<0.05) between the three ROS categories, the actual
difference between means was so small (e.g., 0.2) as to lack
significance for differentiating management by the three
ROS categories (i.e., these differences in mean scores do
not necessarily warrant differences in management
approaches). '

Comparisons of respondent satisfaction ratings by whether
they were interviewed at a high, moderate, or low use
trailhead (level of use estimated by WMNF staff) revealed
only a few statistically significant differences (ANOVA

statistical test with p<0.05). Respondents at low use
trailheads more highly rated their satisfaction with solitude,
available trail information, and opportunities to use
wilderness skills than did those at moderate or high use
trails. Respondents at low and moderate use trailheads
more highly rated their satisfaction with number of other
users than did those at high use trails.

When considered separately, overnight backpackers were
statistically more likely than day hikers to report somewhat
higher satisfaction with information on the wilderness area
(T-test statistic, p<0.05). No significant differences in
satisfaction were found between visitors with higher levels
of experience (more than 6 previous trips) than those with
less experience.

The average importance and satisfaction scores were
graphically displayed (Figure 2) to summarize the overall
respondent differences and suggest the items that need
management attention (these plots are similar to the
importance-performance plots used in management
evaluations). All 12 items were labeled as well above
moderate importance and only two items were at or below
the 1.0 average satisfaction level: number of users and
information on wilderness and backcountry areas.
Therefore, the ratings on the other ten items suggest that
management is generally doing well from the perspective
of the hikers and backpackers. However, some traitheads
had lower satisfaction ratings, suggesting issues like
crowding and litter needed management attention.

Table 5. The Satisfaction Ratings of Backcountry and Wilderness Recreation Users
Interviewed in the Summer of 2000 on the WMNF

Satisfaction Ratings ° by ROS Categories

Wilderness and backcountry opportunities and
nditi

G AN
o :\ o e

Primitive and | Semi-primitive
torized

i
No litter and waste

Elrlenaat pEilh i & % i % 4 SR

Physical activity 1.6 1.7 1.9 : .
Natural environment 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.6
Personal and social experiences 1.5 1.7 1.7 1.6*
Connections with nature 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4
Solitude 1.1 "~ 1.3 1.6 1.2*
Exploration and remoteness 1.1 1.0 1.4 1.1*
Connection with other wilderness users & inspiration 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.1
Wilderness skills 1.2 1.2 14 1.2

1.5 1.6 15

Management conditions 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
Numbers of users 0.9 1.0 1.2 1.0*
Information on backcountry & wilderness area 0.9 0.9 0.7 0.8

* Statistically significant difference between ROS categories using ANOVA test with p<0.05.
b Satisfaction rating: -2 = very dissatisfied, -1 = dissatisfied, 0 = neutral, 1 = satisfied, 2 = very satisﬁed.
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Figure 2, Importance-Satisfaction Analysis for the White Mountain National Forest Survey
of Backcountry and Wilderness Recreation Users in 2000

The hikers and backpackers interviewed were asked to
indicate how much they perceived 16 conditions were
problems for them during their wilderness or backcountry
trip in the WMNF. The response categories for perceived
problems were: 0 = not a problem, 1 = slight problem, 2 =
somewhat of a problem, 3 = moderate problem, 4 = very
much a problem, and 5 = extreme problem. All 16 items
averaged less than the 1.0 slight problem category (Table
6). The top four listed problem items by those interviewed
were related to the two lowest rated satisfaction items:
number of users and information on wilderness and
backcountry areas. While six of the 16 perceived problem
ratings had a statistically significant difference (ANOVA
statistical test with p<0.05) between the three ROS
categories, the actual difference between means was so
small (e.g., 0.2) as to lack significance for differentiating
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management by the three ROS categories (i.e., these
differences in mean scores do not necessarily warrant
differences in management approaches). The perceived
problem items did not appear to be important; they were
rated either “very much a problem” or an “extreme
problem” by less than 5% of the respondents. The highest
percentage in these two combined response categories
were: oo many people on the trails (4%), too many people
at campsites and shelters (4%), and too many large groups
of users (3%). Overall, the low problem ratings indicate
support for the relatively high satisfaction ratings reported
by those interviewed. While these low problem scores
suggest that overall users perceive problems as slight, there
are some trailheads were higher levels of concern were
indicated for some problems (e.g., too many people on
trails, too many large groups).



Table 6. The Perceived Problem Ratings of Wilderness and Backcountry Opportunities and Conditions by Backcountry
and Wilderness Recreation Users Interviewed in the Summer of 2000 on the White Mountain National Forest

Problem Ratings ° by ROS Categories
‘ Primitive and Semi-primitive
Possible problems. Primitive Semi-primitive non-motorized Total
Too many people on the trails 0.9 0.4 0.4 0.7*
Trails poorly marked 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.5
Too many people at campsites and shelters 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.5
Too many large groups of users 0.6 0.2 0.3 0.5*
Litter along trails or at campsites 0.3 0.5 0.2 04"
Not enough information on amount of use 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3
Not enough information on campsites 0.2 0.6 0.4 03"
Too many heavily impacted campsites 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.3
' Rowdy or loud people 0.5 0.2 >0.1 0.3*
Too much evidence of human waste 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.3
| Dogs not under control or on a leash 0.4 0.1 >0, 1 0.3*
Too many restrictions and regulations 0.3 04 0.2 0.3
Not enough information to plan a trip 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2
Too6 many fire rings from campfires 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2
Too many cell phones and other electronic 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.2
equipment used by other visitors
Too much Forest Service presence >(.1 >(.1 0.0 >0.1

* Statistically significant difference between ROS categories using ANOVA test with p=0.05.
® Problem rating: 0 = not a problem, 1 = slight problem, 2 = somewhat of a problem, 3 = moderate problem, 4 = very much a

problem, 5 = extreme problem.

Comparisons of respondent problem ratings by whether
they were interviewed at a high, moderate, or low use
traithead (level of use estimated by WMNF staff) revealed
only two statistically significant differences (ANOVA
statistical test with p<0.05). Respondents at high use
trailheads more highly rated too many people on trails as a
problem than did those at moderate or low use trails.
Respondents at low use trailheads more highly rated dogs
not on a leash as a problem than did those at moderate and
high use trails.

When considered separately, overnight backpackers were
statistically more likely than day hikers to report somewhat
higher ratings of problems with not enough information on
campsites, trails poorly marked, too many firerings from
campfires, too many people at campsites and shelters, and
too many restrictions and regulations (T-test statistic,
p<0.05). No significant differences in reported problems
were found between visitors with higher levels of
experience (more than 6 previous trips) and those with less
experience.

Implications and Discussion

The study results indicate that hikers and backpackers rate
similar opportunities and conditions as relatively highly
important across primitive and semi-primitive non-
motorized Recreation Opportunity Spectrum areas of the
WMNF. The relatively homogeneous importance ratings
across these ROS areas, suggest that the respondents did
not measurably differentiate their use of these areas based
on the important conditions they seek in backcountry and
wilderness areas and on their past experiences in the
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WMNF. Simply put, these areas may appear generally very
similar to the visitors. Similarly, hikers and backpackers
achieve nearly the same types and amounts of satisfaction
across primitive and semi-primitive non-motorized
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum areas in the WMNF. This
study was designed to characterize user responses across
the WMNF and the ROS classes, but not to evaluate
management of the areas.

Some of the results in hiker and backpacker ratings of
importance and satisfaction, plus user perceived problems,
suggest additional indirect visitor management actions
(e.g., information to visitors about trail conditions and
solitude) should be considered. Information before and
during their trips appears to be a central visitor concern.
Similarly, better management of crowding or high levels of
user-user encounters in some areas and at some trailheads
could facilitate visitor satisfactions; however, beyond
suggesting that some locations are reportedly crowded, the
number of interviews at any one site is not adequate to
evaluate each site were interviews were conducted. At this
time, direct management (e.g., limit visitor use) does not
appear to be generally necessary across the seven WMNF
areas studied based on this user self-reported information.
However, this information must be evaluated in
combination with other recreation management information
that is being measured and monitored on the WMNF (e.g.,
user counts on trails, environmental impacts from
recreational use) and in the context of the ROS standards
and goals for the social, environmental, and management
conditions established for these areas.



Elsewhere in this proceedings, Johnson and Dawson (2002)
express concerns about the relatively high satisfaction
ratings by hikers and backpackers and how to monitor these
psychological and social indicators in the future. High hiker
and backpacker satisfaction levels may be possible even
while social and environmental conditions are degrading
because visitors may use various physical and cognitive
coping behaviors (e.g., physical displacement, temporal
displacement, product shift, and rationalization) to maintain
high satisfaction levels. Therefore, the information
presented here should be used in planning and management
decision-making only with other monitored information on
the social, environmental, and management conditions in
the WMNF.
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Abstract: Service quality is increasingly important to park
mangers. Recreation and park evaluation measures the
implementation and outcome of programs for decision-
making. Decisions based on evaluations are often
concerned with improving the quality of the program for
participants. The purpose of the study was to evaluate the
Missouri State Parks Passport Program (MSPPP) by
measuring the program’s success in achieving the
objectives and by ascertaining participants’ perceptions
Based on the results, the researcher concluded that MSPPP
partially achieved the objectives of the MSPPP. Most of
the participants felt satisfied with the prizes of the program.

Missouri State Parks Passport Program (MSPPP)

Missouri state parks and historic sites are considered the
masterpieces of the state by Missouri Department of
Natural Resources Division of State Parks (MDNR DSP).
To help people realize and appreciate the value of Missouri
state parks and historic sites, the employees of MDNR DSP
lead many activities, such as nature walks and nature
education programs. The Missouri State Parks Passport
Program (MSPPP) is one of these programs (Missouri
Masterpieces, 1997). MDNR DSP designed the MSPPP to
attract new visitors to the state parks system, promote off-
peak visitation, and encourage repeat- visitors to explore
less known state parks and historic sites (MDNR DSP,
1995). The program includes 78 sites, 76 state parks and
historic sites in Missouri and the National Frontier Trails
Center in Independence and the Bruce R. Watkins Cultural
Heritage Center in Kansas City which are owned by the
MDNR and leased to those cities. MDNR DSP promotes
the MSPPP by sending direct mail to people who
completed the Camper Award Program, using statewide
news releases, and distributing booklets at sport and trade
shows.

Participants must visit all sites in the MSPPP and have their
passport booklet stamped to verify that they completed the
program. Each participant who completes this incentive
program receives prizes (six theme patches, a passport
banner, a $25 gift certificate, a passport T-shirt, and five
free camping coupons) from MDNR DSP (MDNR DSP,
1997a).
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The Need for Recreation Program Evaluation

From September 5, 1995 to December 31, 1996, 461
participants completed the 1995-1996 MSPPP (MDNR
DSP, 1997b). From April 1, 1997 to April 30, 1998, 108
participants completed the 1997-1998 MSPPP (MDNR
DSP, 1998). However, no evaluation exists for the
program. The purpose of the study was to evaluate the
MSPPP by measuring the program’s success in achieving
its objectives (to attract new visitors to the state parks
system, promote off-peak visitation, and encourage repeat
visitors to explore less known state parks and historic sites),
by ascertaining participants’ perceptions of the MSPPP and
how participants learned about the MSPPP.

Evaluation is the key to make program planning successful
(Farrell & Lundegren, 1991). The goal of evaluation is to
determine the value of something so that good decisions
can be made (Henderson, 1995). Researchers determined .
classifications = of evaluation in leisure services
organizations. Edginton and Hanson (1992) suggested that
there are customer orientation, program orientation and
organizational orientation to evaluate the recreation
programs. Farrell and Lundegren (1991) indicated four
classifications of evaluating programs that were
administration, leadership or personnel, program and areas -
and facilities. Henderson (1995) described five
classifications (5Ps) in evaluation: program, personnel,
participant, place, and policy/administration. This study
concentrated on program and participants evaluation.

Many possibilities exist for developing program
evaluations (Henderson, 1995). Bennett (1982) suggested
seven program evaluation levels: input (time, cost, staff),
activities (type, delivery of program), people involvement
(number of people, characteristics of people), reactions
(satisfaction, like or dislike . for activities), KASA
(knowledge, attitudes, skill and aspirations) objectives and
changes, practice change (application of knowledge, skill),
and long-term impact on quality of life (social, economic).
Henderson (1995) mentioned that trying to access
everything usually results in poor conceptualizations. One
of the challenges of program evaluation is to make sure that
a researcher does not evaluate too many criteria at once.
The seven levels identified provide a framework for
making decisions about what aspects of a program may be
most important to evaluate (Henderson, 1995). In. the
MSPPP evaluation, the researcher focused on people
involvement to ascertain the participants' demographics.
Additionally, the - researcher focused on reactions of
satisfactions to determine the participants' perception of the
satisfactions.

In Rossman’s (1989) survey, four models for conducting
recreation program evaluation were determined. The
researcher used Satisfaction-Based Evaluation to
conducting in this study. Data about participants’
satisfaction with program services ¢an be used to determine
the worth of program services. Participant-reported
satisfaction with leisure participation is an well-accepted
measure of leisure outcome (Beard & Ragheb, 1980).



Many possibilities exist for developing program
evaluations (Henderson, 1995). Bennett (1982) suggested
seven program evaluation levels: input, activities, people’s
involvement, reactions, KASA objectives and change,
practice change and long-term impact on quality of life. In
the MSPPP evaluation, the researcher focused on people
involvement and reactions.

Effective program planning needs program promotion.
Programs will succeed only if visitors are aware of what the
organization is offering (Compton et al., 1980). Compton et
al. (1980) mentioned there were many promotion
techniques that could be used, such as newspapers,
brochures, televisions and radios. Televisions and radios
were increasingly important because of high accessibility.
Brochures were one of the most broadly used and effective
methods. In Tew et al's (1999) study, the recreation
agencies heavily relied on printed promotional material,
such as seasonal program brochures, posters, and
newspapers. In addition, understanding participants’
reasons for participation helps leisure service managers
understand participants’ needs. Moreover, successful
programs not only consider participants’ needs but also
provide satisfying opportunities (Farrell & Lundegren,
1991). Beard and Ragheb (1980) identified variables
influencing leisure satisfaction: gender, knowledge of
leisure, leisure value, leisure attitude, income and age.
There was a strong relationship between participants’
perceptions and satisfaction. Ragheb (1980) indicated that
satisfaction gained from leisure activities greatly increased
participation in activities.

Demographic variables are helpful to profile visitors and
affect leisure activity choice and participation (Bammel &
Burrus-Bammel, 1996). In Busser et al.’s (1996) study,
males were more active than females and participated in

- more outdoor activities.

Methodology

The researcher collected data by a mailing survey and
following by two fellow-up letters. The survey contained
four parts and four pages. The first part of the questionnaire
included eight questions to determine how participants
learned about the MSPPP, to measure the MSPPP’s success

in achieving the MSPPP objectives and to ascertain
participants’ perceptions of the MSPPP. The participants
rated the reasons from 4 (very important) to 1 (not at all
important). The participants’ satisfaction with the
program's prizes, services and overall satisfaction with the
program were 5-point scale ranging from 5 (very satisfied)
to 1 (very dissatisfied). The researcher used 3-point scale
for the ease of completing the program ranging from 1 (too
short) to 3 (too long).

The second part of the questionnaire included participants’
demographic profile. The questions included participant’s
sex, age, educational level, marital status, employment
status, race/ethnicity and annual household income. The
third part of the questionnaire was open-ended for
participants’ comments about the MSPPP. Participants
wrote their opinions and suggestions for the MSPPP. The
fourth part of the questionnaire was to determine
participants who were new visitors or repeat visitors to the
state parks and historic sites,

The subjects were participants who completed the MSPPP
between April 1, 1997 and April 30, 1998, and who were
18 years and older. The total valid population of the study
was 98. The total number of valid questionnaires for data
analysis was 90. The response rate was 91.84 %.

Results

The first part of the questionnaire includes the question of
the respondents' sources of learning about the program. In
Table 1, only one respondent (1.1%) learned about the
program from radio and 2 respondents (2.2%) learned from
news releases. The majority of the respondents (52.8%)
learned about the program from other sources. In these
sources, 16 respondents (34%) learned about the MSPPP
from the information in state parks followed by the
Missouri Resources magazine and friends.

According to the results, MDNR DSP partially achieved
the objectives of the MSPPP. First, the MSPPP did not
attract many new visitors to the State Parks, State Historic
Sites and the other. facilities. All of the participants were
repeat visitors to the State Parks (Table 2). Secondly,
MDNR DSP promotes off-peak visitation to the state parks.

Table 1. Frequency and Percent of Respondents’ Sources of Learning about the Program

Sources of Learning about the Program Frequency Percent
Direct mail 11 124
Exhibit at a sport and trade show 11 12.4
Family 6 6.7
Flyer 8 9.0
Friends 6 18.0
Missouri Resources magazine 19 213
Newspaper news release 2 22
Poster 6 6.7
Radio ] 1.1
Other 47 52.8
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In Table 3, the participants visited the sites mostly on
weekends (94.4%) and weekdays (88.9%). The months
with most visits were from April through August (Table 4).
Third, MSPPP encouraged repeat visitors to explore less
known State Parks and Historic Sites (Table 2). The
participants did not visit some of the less known State

Parks and Historic Sites before participating in the
program. The 1997-1998 MSPPP provided opportunities
for participants to visit 78 sites. The MSPPP not only
encouraged the participants to revisit sites they had already
visited but also encouraged them to visit new sites.

Table 2. Frequency of Respondents’ Visitation

New Visitors Repeat Visitors Total
Sites N % N % N %
State Historic Sites 12 136 76 86.4 88 100
State Parks 0 00 88 100.0 88 100
Other Facilities 13 14.6 76 85.4 89 100

Table 3. Frequency and Percent of Respondents’ Time of Visit

Respondents’ Time of Visit Frequency Percent
Weekdays 80 88.9
Weekends 85 94.4
Holidays 41 45.6

Table 4. Frequency and Percentage of Participants’ Visiting Months

Participants’ Visiting Months Frequency Percent
January 13 14.4
February 24 26.7
March 31 344
April 59 65.6
May 62 68.9
June 72 80.0
July 63 70.0
August 66 73.3
September 63 70.0
October 46 51.1
November 21 233
December 12 13.3

In Table 5, most of the participants determined "discover
new places and things" and "increase my knowledge of
Missouri State Parks" were very important reasons for them
to participate in the program. "Develop friendships” and
"use my physical abilities or skills" were the least
important reasons. Most of the participants felt satisfied
with the prizes and services (Tables 6 & 7). The
participants (76.4%) felt very satisfied with the overall
satisfaction toward MSPPP (Table 8) and thought the ease
of completing the program (87.8%) was about right (Table
9).
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Ninety participants responded and returned useable
questionnaires. Eighty-nine participants indicated their sex,
43 males and 46 female, The average age was 55.3 years
old. The largest group of participants' age was between 50
and 59. About one third of the participants had college
(27%) or high school (34.8%) degrees. Most of the
participants were married (87.6%) and more than half
(53.9%) of them were retired. Almost all (96.6%) of the .
participants were White American. The largest percentage
of participants' annual household income was between
$20,000-$29,999 (28.6%) (see Table 10).



Table 5. Frequency and Percent of Importance of Respondents’ Reasons for Participation

Perceptions
very moderately slightly not at all
Reason important important important important Total M SD
F % F % F % F % F %

D Z‘;‘l’l’j webustleandbustleof 3y 376 22 259 18 212 13 153 85 100 286 109
2) attracted by prizes 17 198 38 442 27 314 4 4.7 86 100 280 .81
3) challenge my abilities 23 274 26 31.0 19 226 16 19.0 84 100 2.67 1.08
4) develop friendships 12 146 27 329 28 341 15 183 82 100 244 96
5) discover new places and things 75 833 12 133 3 33 0 0.0 90 100 3.80 .49
6) increase my knowledge of

Missouri State Parks 65 722 21 23.3 3 33 1 1.1 90 100 3.67 .60
7) relax 51 593 25 29.1 9 10.5 1 1.2 86 100 347 .73

8) use my physical abilities/skills 10 12,0 33 398 25 301 15 18.1 83 100 246 .93

Table 6. Frequency and Percent of Respondents’ Satisfaction with the MSPPP Prizes

Perceptions
neither
very somewhat  satisfled nor  somewhat very
Prize satisfied satisfied dissatisfied  dissatisfied  dissatisfied Total m SD
F % F % F % F % F % F %
1) six theme patches 76 85.4 9 101 4 45 0 00 0 00 89 100 481 .50
2) passport banner 55 632 - 20 23.0 9 103 2 23 1 1.1 87 100 445 .86
3) passport T-shirt 70 77.8 17 189 0 00 1 1.1 2 22 90 100 4.69 .74
4) $25 gift certificate 81 90.0 8 89 1 1.1 0 00 0 00 90 100 489 .35
5) five free camping 79 90.8 6 6.9 2 23 0 00 0 00 87 100 4.89 .39
coupons
Table 7. Frequency and Percent of Respondents’ Satisfaction with the MSPPP Services
Perceptions
neither
Service very somewhat satisfiednor  somewhat very
satisfied satisfied dissatisfied  dissatisfied  dissatisfied Total m SD
F % F % F % F % F % F %

1) facilities’ operation 25 87 43 494 4 46 14 161 1 1.1 87 100  3.89 1.04

hours
2) employees’ helpful-
ness at state parks 66 4.2 20 225 0 0.0 2 22 1 1.1 89 100 4.66 .71

and historic sites

3) locations of facilities
to obtain stamps

4) procedure for

30 45 33 379 3 34 19 218 2 23 87 100 3.80 1.20

obtaining prizes 71 0.7 13 148 3 34 1 1.1 0 00 88 100 475 .57
5) procedure for
obtaining stamps 32 64 29 33.0 6 6.8 20 227 | 1.1 88 100 3.81 1.19
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Table 8. Frequency and Percent of Respondents’ Overall Satisfaction with the MSPPP

Overall Satisfaction with the MSPPP Frequency Percent
Very satisfied 68 76.4 .
Somewhat satisfied 18 20.2
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 1. 1.1
Somewhat dissatisfied 0 0.0
Very dissatisfied 2 2.2
Total 89 100.0

m=4.69, SD=.717

Table 9. Frequency and Percent of Respondents’ Satisfaction with the Ease of Completing MSPPP

Satisfaction with the ease of completing MSPPP Frequency Percent
Too short 2 22
About right 79 87.8
Too long 9 10.0
Total 90 100.0

Table 10. Frequency and Percent of Respondents’ Demographics

Demographics Frequency Percent Demographics Frequency Percent
Sex Employment status
Male 43 483 Employed full-time 30 33.7
Female 46 51.7 Employed part-time 4 45
Fuli-time
Age homemaker 4 4.5
21-29 4 4.7 Retired 43 539
30-39 5 5.9 Student 0 0
40-49 8 9.4 Unemployed 34
50-59 30 353
60-69 28 32,9 Ethnicity
70-79 10 11.8 African American 0 0
Asian 0 0
Education Latino 0 0
Less than 12" grade 8 9.0 Native American 3 34
High school graduate or White American 84 96.6
equivalent 31 34.8 ‘
Some college 24 27.0 Household Income
Associate degree 9 10.1 Less than $9,999 3 43
Bachelor’s degree 7 7.9 $10,000-$19,999 10 14.3
Master’s degree 7 7.9 $20,000-$29,999 20 28.6
Professional school degree 3 34 $30,000-$39,999 12 17.1
Doctoral degree 0 0 : $40,000-$49,999 7 10.0
$50,000-859,999 5 7.1
Marital status $60,000-$69,999 5 7.1
Single 11 12.4 $70,000-$79,999 5 7.1
Married 78 87.6 $80,000 or more 3 43
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Discussion and Implications

More than half of the participants learned about the
program from the information in parks. Other sources were
not very effective. That might be the reason why MSPPP
attracted more repeat visitors than new visitors. The
researcher suggests that MDNR DSP establish different
promotion strategies based on the differences of the areas,
demographics, and motivations. The researcher
recommends that MDNR DSP use more brochures to
promote the MSPPP. Tew et al. (1999) suggested that
seasonal program brochures were the most widely used for
promoting programs and the remaining efforts were
devoted to non-printed sources, such as word of mouth,
television and radio. The researcher recommends that
MDNR DSP promote the program on the MDNR DSP web

page.

Second, based on the importance score of the reasons for
participating in the MSPPP, the participants felt that
“discover new places and things” and “increase my
knowledge of Missouri State Parks” were the most
important reasons for participating in the program. MDNR
DSP needs to promote “discover new places and things”
and “increase my knowledge of Missouri State Parks”. This
might encourage more people to participate in the program.

Third, based on the conclusions of the prizes satisfaction
score, most of the participants felt satisfied with camping
coupons, the $25 certificate and. patches. MDNR DSP
should keep and promote these prizes. However, compared
to other prizes, “passport banner” and “passport T-shirt”
had lower scores. MDNR DSP should consider eliminating
these prizes.

Fourth, in the MSPPP services, the participants were very
satisfied with the “procedures for obtaining prizes” and
“employees’ helpfulness at state parks and historic sites”.
However, “locations of facilities to obtain stamps”,
“procedure for obtaining stamps” and “facilities’ operation
hours” had lower satisfaction scores than other services.
MDNR DSP needs to provide accurate directions and
clearer signs to each site. Some of the sites on the list that
MDNR DSP provided are not correct. Some participants
needed to seek assistance to find some sites and passport
stamps. The researcher suggests that MDNR DSP check the
direction list and make sure the list is accurate. The
participants can only obtain the stamps during the operation
hours. The researcher suggests that MDNR DSP find a way
for the participants who do not visit the sites in the
operation hours to get stamps.

Fifth, demographic variables affect leisure activity choice
and participation (Bammel & Burrus-Bammel, 1996).
Therefore, making a passport-tracking list is important. If
MDNR DSP leaves the name, age, gender, whom did they
participate with and address of the intended participants
who requested the passport booklet, it would be more
efficient for future researchers to study the program. It is
also a benefit to MDNR DSP to track who completed the
MSPPP and who did not complete the program. It is
important to know the reasons why people did not complete

the program.
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Sixth, MSPPP attracted more White Americans, married,
and less educated participants. There were very few
minorities, single, younger, above some college degree, and
higher income participants. Moreover, there were no
students who completed the program. MDNR DSP should
target these people for marketing.

Seventh, MDNR DSP may evaluate Missouri parks system
by the participants who completed the program. All of the
participants visited all the sites in Missouri. Their
suggestions may be valuable to MDNR DSP for improving
park facilities or settings. If MDNR DSP plans to continue
MSPPP, the participants should evaluate the program
annually.

Eighth, most of the participants felt satisfied with MSPPP.
The participants described the program as a wonderful,
educational, enjoyable, and fun program. Some participants
also mentioned that it is also a good family activity and
provides chances to know some nice parks they haven't
known, They will bring family and friends to participant in
the program in the future. The researcher and participants
suggest that MDNR DSP should continue the program.

Based on the participants' comments, the participants
suggested some recommendations for MSPPP. First, many
participants mentioned that many stamp ink pads were dry
or missing. Some of the participants also had problems
getting the stamps after operation hours. The researcher
suggests that MDNR DSP checks the ink pads and stamps
often and also mentions to the participants where to get the
stamps after operation hours.

Second, the passport signs were not very clear. Some
participants had a hard time finding the MSPPP signs. The
researcher suggests that MDNR DSP make the signs at
each site clear,

Third, some participants preferred more free night stays in
the parks. The researcher suggests that MDNR DSP give
more free camping coupons to participants,

Based on the results of the study and the literature, the
researcher made the recommendations for the future studies
and future researchers. First, constraints are the factors that
are perceived by individuals to inhibit or prohibit
participation and enjoyment in leisure (Jackson, 1993).
Constraints to leisure participation have captured leisure
researchers’ attention for several decades because of the
role constraints play in leisure decision making. Crawford
and Godbey (1987) initially termed leisure as factors that
could deter leisure participation and create difficulties to
realize the beneficial effects of this participation (Crawford
& Godbey, 1987). Future studies about constraints may
determine the reasons why people do not participant in the
program.

Farrell and Lundegren (1991) indicated four classifications
of evaluating programs (administration, leadership or
personnel, program and areas and facilities). Henderson
(1995) described five classifications (5Ps) in evaluation:
program, personnel, participant, place, and
policy/administration. Henderson (1995) mentioned that
trying to access everything usually results in poor



conceptualizations. This study only concentrated on
program and participants evaluation. Future researchers
should evaluate the program in the other classifications.

Martilla and James (1979) and Guadagnolo (1985) stated
that Importance-Performance Analysis (I-P) is a useful
technique for measuring the desirability of product
attributes. This I-P is based on research findings indicating
that participants' satisfaction is a function of participants'
expectations about attributes of a program they consider
important and -participants' judgments about agency
performance on these attributes (Rossman, 1989). In I-P,
participants are given a pretest before participating in a
program to determine which program attributes are
important to them. After participation, the participants are
given a posttest with the same items. The process is to
determine how well the agency performed in delivering the
program attributes (Rossman, 1989). The results of the pre
and post measurements are plotted on a two-dimensional
matrix. The researcher recommends that I-P would be
another evaluative model for evaluating the program. The
mode! determines which item needs the most improvement
based on how important the item is and how satisfied the
participants feel. The results would help MDNR DSP in its
decision-making.
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