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FOREWORD

Most of us would probably endorse a one-
year moratorium on meetings, conferences, con-
ventions, workshops, and symposia. In fact,
this planning committee was so reluctant to
assemble another conference that it spent near~
ly 2 years identifying the needs and develop-
ing the program. When the rate of change is
as great as it has been in outdoor recreation,
conferences such as this one become essential.
This is an exceptionmal conference because it
focuses on that change, documents it, and
attempts to determine what its future implic-
ations may be.

Ten years ago, a Forest Recreation Sym-
posium was held at Syracuse, N.Y., for the
purpose of "consolidating and synthesizing
past research efforts in outdoor recreation.”
Even a3 hasty comparison of these proceedings
with those from Syracuse suggests the enormous
volume of research that has occurred over these
10 vears. Equally apparent is the change in
the kinds of research information that are
available todav; from the static descriptive
and prescriptive studies of the late 1960's
to examinations of trends, shifts, and changes
in the outdoor recreatlon economy. Effective
planning requires this dynamic view of out-
door recreation. Because planning, whether
for corporate investment or public develop-
ment, is a long~range activity, it needs in-
formation that goes beyond simple statements
of "what is" into the realm of "what has been"
and "what will be."

Statistical reporting is a critical func-
tion of government. Without this essential
service, it would be difficult, if{ not imposs~
ible, to assess the state of the economy, the

quality of health care, or the adequacy of
public education. Price indexes, business
slumps, new construction, pollution levels,
production facts, and employment figures pop
out of Washington bureaus onto boardroom con-
ference tables with almost biologic regular-
ity. Agriculture, mining, housing, manu-
facturing, wholesale and retail trade,
doctars, dentists, educators, butchers, bak-
ers, and even high school guidance counselors
have more federally-sponsored statistics to
plan with than do the providers of America's
outdoor recreation opportunities. We attempt
to plan the future of the Nation's recreation
resources in the absence of facts about the
present level and rate of growth of private
investment in leisure industries. We define
policy on the basis of out~of-date data and
ideas about public participation in recreation
activities. And, we invest scarce research
dollars in "“problems" which may not exist, or
might at least look different if we had ad-
equate statistics with which to view them.
This symposium will not correct the situation.
It can only serve to heighten your present un-
easiness over the quantity and quality of
avajilable trend data. But we hope it will in~-
still an urgency within you to demand better,
more current, and more comprehensive statis—
tics on outdoor recreation in America.

Good planning has been described as a
two-step process. 'First you figure out what
is inevitable. Then you find a way to take
advantage of it." 1In assembling this collec-
tion of speakers and topics, we have provided
you with the best available information on,
if not the inevitable, at least that which is
highly probable and highly improbable. Step
2 -~ how vou take advantage of that information
--is what recreation researchers will be
monitoring in the vears ahead.

WILBUR F. LaPAGE, Chairman
Program Committee

Aamerloan Demograynics, September 1979,
Used by permission.
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SOCTAT, INDICATORS AXN OUTDOOR RECREATION:

THE FORCOTTEN SECTURl

John D, Peine
Robert W. Marans
Charles C. Harris”™

Abstract.~~Following a brief historical overview of the
social indicators movement, outdeor recreation measures which
can he considered as social indicators are discussed. Such
indicators are largely derived from social survevs., T1llustra-
tive data from 33 such survevs are presented. Despite the
availabilitv of such data, there have been few attempts to
adapt them as cstablished indicaters in the outdoor recrecation
ficld. Reasons for not considering the data as indicators arc
suggested. Finally, a number of parameters which might be
used as social indicators in eutdoor recreation in the 1980's
are outlined.

WHAT ARY, SOCTAL INDICATORS?

Although policv makers and planners are
familiar with the concept of "social
indicators,” there is little consensus
among them as to what constitutes a social
indicator and how indicators arc intended to
be used. The ambiguity assoclated with the
concept in part reflects the evolutionary
nature of what has been referred to for more
than a decade as a movement. The social
indicators movement, however 1is not that
new. 1In the late 1920's, President Hoover
appointed a commission to report on the
changing social conditions taking place in
the United States. The results of that
commission's efforts were published in 1933
and described social trends reflecting
various aspects of life in the United States.
In addition to the report, 13 separate
monographs were produced, covering topics
ranging from nutrition and health to recrea-
tion and leisure.

i T »

Paper presented at the National Outdoor
Recreation Trends Symposium, Durham NH, April
20-23, 1980,
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The movement, however, received its label
in the mid-1960"s with the publication of
Ravaond Bauer's widely publicized book, Social
Indicators, The focus of Bauer's edited volume
was on the development and use of social mea-
sures in assessing the state of societv in
relation to national goals. One influential
chaprer covered social svstems accounting and
called for the development of comprehensive
models describing the structures of entire
social syatems.

TIn part as a response to the Bauver publi-
cation, the federal government issued Toward
ial Report in the late 1960's.

A S The report,
prepared by HEW, detailed the need for social
indicators as a way of assessing the progress
the countrv was making toward achieving socie-
tal gozls. One part of the report focused on
the compilation of descriptive statistics in

a format such that theyv could he aggregated
for summarv purposes or disapgrepated to allow
for dectailed analvsis of sub-areas and sub-
populations of the country. Another theme
considered the collection of direct measures
of welfare and the need to contrast them with
the more readilv available measures of govern-
ment expenditures or other tvpes of inputs.
Implicit in this theme is the notion that
measures of welfare should be expressed in
terms of outputs and herein lies one of the
central issues facing the social indicator
movement today: that is., just how do we mea-
sure output?

This issue is brought home when reviewing
the two government volumes. Social Tndicators,



1973 and Social Indicators, 1976. 1In the
first volume, measures of welfare are ex-
pressed in terms of various statistics de-
scribing conditions of American life,
Measures of longevity, mental retardation,
crime, educational attainment and income
obtained from various governmental records
are typical of the material reported in the
volume. It is not difficult to understand
why there is a lack of consensus about social
indicators when one counsiders these types of
measures. On the one hand, they can be
viewed as the direct measures of welfare
called for in Toward a Social Report; on the
other hand, they might be viewed as inputs
by some who would arpue that they do not
present a complete picture of what is happen-
ing in the country.

In Social Indicators, 1976, the descrip-
tive measures are presented once again, but
also there is greater attention given to
public perceptions of social conditions. Tn
the social indicator movement, the distinc-
tion is made between these two tvpes of
indicators: one deals with the objective
conditions of society while the other
covers peoples’ responses to these condi-
tfons. The distinction between objective
and subjective indicators is reflected in
much of the quality of life research con-
ducted over the past decade. Some studies
describe quality of 1ife in a particular
place in terms of its crime rate, its level
of wnemplovyment or the amount of air pollu-
tion, while others deseribe quality of life
bv the way people experience it and as ro-
flected by their attitudes and behaviors,
Thus, social indlcators can be talked about
in terms of social accounting, wavs of moni-
toring social change and reporting social
conditions or measuring the quality of 1ife
as people experience it

While there is some agreement that
social indicators howvever described are
neceded, the question of how indicators are
and should be used is far from clear.
Ideallv, indicators in the form of social
statistics could be used to guide decision
makers in their deliberations., However, a

Indic: 1973 by federal huresucrats

shows that few make direet use of such data.
(Caplan and Barton 1978)

AVATLABLE OUTDOOR RECREATION INDICATORS

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

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

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

The national outdaor recreation survevs

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

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

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



sponsored by BOR/HCRS in 1970, 1971, 1972, and
1977. (BOR was renamed the lleritase Conserva-
tion and Recreation Service in 1977) None of
thesc surveys have been thoroughly analvzed,
very little has been published, and until
recently, some of the data were unavailahle.

An additional problem in establishing
trends is that the comparability of those
surveyvs is limited. A methodological summary
of rhe four most comparable surveys sponsored
by the BOR/HCRS is shown in Table 1. Parti-
cipation rates shown in Table 2 illustrate
the difficulty in comparing these survey
results over time. That difficulty stems
from variation in sampling techniques,
activity names, lenpth of recall for parti-
cipation, and the circumstances of the par-
ticipation (summer only, during type of
trip, or year around). The 1972 survey pro-
vided an underestimate of activity participa-
tion relative to findings of the 1960 and
19065 surveys according to an analysis of
the methodology of the first five natiomal
outdoor recreation citizen surveys
(Stowell 1975). On the other hand, participa-
tion in the 1977 survey was an apparent
overstatement for several activities in
comparison to other contemporary national
surveys. This discrepancy was probably due
to a shift to data collection by telephone.
Thus, although a series of national surveys
was envisioned as providing trend data from
which social indicators would evolve, it did
not happen.

Other federally collected
outdoor recreation data

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

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

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

State collected outdoor recreation data

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

The state governments typically maintail
extensive inventories of recreation related
facilities, lands and programs allowing defi
tive analyses of geographic distribution and
accessibility. On the other hand, the detai
of information collected and reporting metho
are variable and thereby hinder regional ana
sis and make national analysis virtually im-
possible. FEncouraging progress in coordinat
the collection and analysis of statewide sur
veys and inventory data has been initiated i
the northwestern, northeastern, and southeas



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

Commercially collected outdoor recreation data

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

Similarly, manufacturers of outdoor
recreation equipment keep records of unit
sales.  Such data reflect public interest
and involvement in many recreation activi-
tivs.  For example, manufacturers were the
first to report that the boom in tennis and
bicvelinyg had tapered off and that the boom
in snow skiing is sti1ll strong.

COMMON LIMITATIONS TO ESTABLISHING INDICATORS

Problems arise in attempting to compare
resnlts among surveys which are conducted
for differcent purposes and therefore are not
exact replications of each other. For
inerance, the "wniverse” or population upon

whtielh the sarveyvs are based varies con-
siderably aceording to each survey's purpose,
Seme sarvevs sample a cross section of all

prople within a geographic houndary such
asoa park, a state, or a region of the coun-
trv: others may focus on the population of
the entire nation. Additionally, surveys
mav focus onlv on certain segments of the
population such as those people participat-
ing in specific activities such as boating,
hunt ing, camping, or fishing,

Sampling methodologies reflect vastly
different stuwdv purposes and circumstances
of time, moncv, personuel and expartise.
Cuestionnaires are administered in person,
via telephone or by mail. Combinations of
cechniques such as the handout, mail back
format are becoming more common. Rarely are
riporous tests made on the effect speciflic
techniques have on the accuracy of the
sample drawn, Sample size also varies
ranging from 600 to over 20,000 respondents.
Data pathered from most surveys are weighted
using various schemes to correct for sampl-
ing bias. Ofren these procedures are com-
plicated and not well documented, making
data manipulacion potentially more difficult

as time passes and as familiarity with the
process fades,

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

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

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

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

USES OF EXISTING OUTDOOR RECREATION DATA

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

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



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

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

Tn order for existing data Lo be more
actively utilized in the policy arena, two
conditions must be met. First, the data
must be more readily available for analysis
and, second, researchers must become more
involved in data interpretation for specific
palicy issues, Significant progress on the
accessibility front has been made by the
establishment of the National Leisure
Archive at the Institute of Social Research,
University of Michigan, To date, 130 data
sets from questionnaire type surveys on
outdoor recreation, sponsored by federal
and state agencies, are on file and most
new surveys in the planning stages will be
entered when the data are available. On
the interpretation front, the active use of
data from the HCRS national outdoor recrea-
tion surveys by researchers at 80 univer-
sities around the country copstitutes a
breakthrough in analysis. It is hoped
policy makers will more actively seck out
the research community to interpret exist-
ing data in terms of specific topical
issues on outdoor recreation.

POTENT1AL SOCTAL INDICATORS
FOR OUTDOOR RECREATION

Still another, and perhaps the most
significant reason indicators for outdoor
recreation have not been established in the
past is that there is no simple, agreed
upon way of measuring the social benefits
derived from cutdoor recreation., Such
benefits from participation, for instance,
could stem from personal rewards such as
satigfaction from mastering 2 physical skill,
greater physical fitness, relief from stress,
a sense of adventure, improved self concept,
greater worker productivity, greater family
solidarity, change of pace in daily routine,
or communing with nature, Obviously, the
ligt could go on.

n

From this mvriad of porential candidates
far social parameters in outdoor recreation,
which would be the most useful to monitor
over time? This difficult question hits at
the crux of the dilemma. 7Tt is doubtful that
social scientists and public policy makers will
ever find an answer to such a gquestion through
consensus of opinion.

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

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

[ndicators we have

considerable experience measuring
Considerable data are available for the

following outdoor recreation parametcrs:

Participation rates. As indicated earlier,
participarion rates are the most commonly
collected outdoor recreation parameter and rate
comparability among surveys is severely limited
by variations in survey methodology. activity
names, lengths of recall, unit of measure and
context of participation. There is considerable
popular interest in participation rates. A
commonly asked question is "How many Americans
are campers, etc.?" Unfortunately, since
participation rates usually are very general
in context and their accuracy questionable,
their utilitv in the policy arena is quite
limited. Hunting, {ishing and camping, for
example, are f{requently used activitv names
which are not tied to anv particular resource
circumstance. Alsc, participation rates are
frequently misinterpreted. Many planners have
equated these rates with recreation "demand”
in the context of a planming demand-supplv-—
needs analvsis. Participation rates arc simply
a description of consumption which mav reflect
supply more than public preference. Also,
many have attempted to generate predictive
"demand" models incorporating resource supply
and demographics to predict participation, bhut
the reliability of such models Is highly
questionuble. As a result, participation rates
are much more likelyv to be found in the intro-




ductory remarks of outdoor recreation plans
than in discussions at meetings on outdoor
recreation policy. Measurement of participa-
tion rates will most likely endure in the
future due to continuing public curiosity
about them. Their interpretation may be

most useful when tied to sociceconomic fac-
tors to show shifts in outdoor recreation
interest across age, sex, education, race and
income parameters.

Resource availability and utilization.
Most recreation studies and plans incorporate
inventories of available resources. Tederal,
state and local land managing agencies main-
tain resource inventories. Much effort in
most outdoor recreation studies is devoted
to the compilation of such information. Also,
outdoor recreation visitation records at land
management units are usually kept. More and
more agency managers are expanding the scope
of such information to include more specific
information on visitor use patterns, prefer-
encas and dissatisfactions. The format of
such data bases is quite complicated and the
list of areas extensive. Also, a variety of
units of measurement are applied. As such,
the information is not easily translated
into definable parameters of resource avail-
ability. The usual application of such
material is to portray the geographic dis-
tribution and diversity of resource opportu~
nity. While it may be doubtful that a
universal method of accounting for resource
supply will ever be adopted nationally,
efforts are being made by federal land
managing agencics to develop and adopt a
mutually agreed upon system for inventorying
and classifving recreation resources.  Such
gystems are needed for state, local and pri-
vate lands as well., Until these svstems
are develuped, the portraval of "supply"” as
a social indicator will continue to be limit~
ed to a rather localized perspective,

If the prowth of park systems continues
to decline as the population becomes more
concentrated and travel more restricted, more
will have to be learned about the maximum
recreational utility of close to home re-
sources. More emphasis will surely be placed
here in the 1980's.

Reereational | >1. As portraved in
Tables 1, 3, and 4, several reccent surveys
have included information on travel to parti-
cipate in recveation activiries, Distance
traveled, mode of transportation, nature of
the trip and expenses incurred have all been
repeatedly asked. TIf national indicators

on travel were to evolve, they would most
likely be generated by the U.S. Travel Bureau
utilizing their repeated recreation travel
study. [If encergy shortages and inflation
continue and there persists a dramatic drop

in National Park attendance and the sales of
recreation vehicles, this parameter may be
one of the most important to monitor in the
1980s.

Willingness to pay. Recreation benefits
have been estimated by measuring professed
willingness to pay for access to particular
facilities or areas. Out of pocket expenses
to pursue activities have also been monitored
in survevs and equated to estimates of the
public good. The unit of measure in these
instances is the almighty dollar, the most
universally accepted measure of public good.
The degree to which willingness to pay ques-
tions can really predict future bchavior is
debatable as is the appropriateness of money
to represent the multifaceted public good
generated from outdoor recrearion. However,
given todav's constraints on public providers
of outdoor recreation opportunity, the impor-
tance of such information is obvious. Pay
as you go recreation will probably bhecome a
mere prominent principle of public policy in
the 1980s, More data on this topic will sure
be collected,

Satisfaction with experiences. Several
surveys have measured people's satisfactions
with their reccreational experiences. This
approach to measuring social geod has been
more effective at identifying the usually low
percentage of malcontents than differentiating
the subtleties of degrees and types of satis-
faction., Tnterpretation of such findings are
usually abstract, subjective, and not a par-~
ticularly compelling argument in the policy
arena, However, research linking subjective
reports of satisfaction with various social,
environmental and management elements of the
recreation experience would aid managers in
their planning efforts. Perhaps more impor-
tantly, subjectivelv reported satisfactions
need to be linked to objectively determined
social benefits of recreation. More research
is needed before activitv satisfaction can be

described in convincing terms to the practitioner.

_____ Some sur-
vevs attempt to identifv constraints to parti-
cipation through direct questioning. Although
results provide greater insight into needs, the
questions usually afford such general response
that the need is at best obscure. For example,
the 1977 national outdoor recreation survey in-
cluded such a question (see Table 8). As vague
as the results may be, this is the type of
question which is more likely to reflect a more
comprehensive perception of need than could
ever be generated simply by a study of parti-
cipation rates., In the future, this line of
questioning will have to evelve so that needs
as perceived by the public can be more fully
understood.



Indicators Ve Have
Little Experience Measuring

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

Unmet expectations for participation.
People [requently have preconceived expecta-
tions about recreation activity or areas
which may relate to any one of a number of
things such as scenery, wildlife, cleanli-
ness, condition or type of facilities or
type of fellow recreators. As conditions
change at parks and recreation areas, the
clientele using the areas may change as well,
Increased crowding or a change in the type
of people using an area, for instance, may
g0 beyond the social tolerance of some peo-
ple who then no Tonger visit the park.

Their experience expectations were not met
by conditions at the area

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

Benefits from participation. 1If the
constraints on public agencies continue in
the 1980s, outdoor recreation will be in
greater competition with other social ser-
vices for public funds. 1In such an environ-
ment, the ability to articulate the variety
of benefits derived from outdoor recreation
activity made possible by the public sector
would be most advantageous. As previously
discussed, much effort has gone into esti-
mating recreation benefits. Many approaches
have been utilized but the results are [re-
quently challenged. Benefit analyses have
focused on quantitative parameters such as
a visitor occasions or dollars expended.

A challenge to the research community is
to define subjective parameters which
address both the more personal rewards of
participation and the community-wide bene-
fits afforded by recreation opportunity.
If such subjectivelv based paramefers were
adopted and measured over time, powerful
indicators would be likely to evolve.

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

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

nd

As the decade begins, providers of recreational
opportunities from the public and private sec-
tors are approaching the issue from different
perspectives. The public sector, on the one
hand, 1s faced with an ever increasing fiscal
constraint and thinking and planning smaller.
The leisure industry, on the other hand, is
picked to be one of the major growth sectors
of the 1980¢ and is thinking big. Equipment
manufacturers, recreation facility developers,
and near-home tourist attractions are in an
expansionary mode. Such a situation would
suggeslt that a shift in some roles will occur
between the public and the private sectors.
The monitoring over time of such shifts
vis-a-vis facility and program inventories
could prove to he useful in the policv arena.

ESTABLTSHING SOCIAL INDICATORS
TN OUTDOOR RECREATION

One must admit that the picture painted
here 1s a sobering one at best. We have con-~
cluded that despite the collection of an
immense amount of data over the last two de-
cades. there is no clearly identified set of
indicators in the outdoor recreation field.
Circumstances which have contributed to this
situation include the lack of comnsistent pro-
cedures and types of data collection over time,
inadequate reporting of survey results, the
difficulties in accessing existing data sets,
and the limitations of past efforts to inter-
pret data in terms of kev policv issues.
Furthermore, the broad perspective of potential
human benefits derived from cutdoor recreation
experiences makes it most difficult to deter-
mine an all-inclusive set of measures covering
this social good.

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

Data standardization

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



Collecting a standard set of core data as

part of inventories and survevs would aid in
making comparisons hetween studies and among
studies over time. Appropriare candidates

for standardization might include the names

of recreational activities and facilities

and specific demographic characteristics of
respondents (participants and nomparticipants).
For surveve, an index of commonly asked ques-—
tions and how they have been phrased would be
most helnful. Steps toward implementing

such a goal have been initiated by a task

force within the U.§. Department of the
interior charged with the establishing

standard data elements for outdoor recrea-

tion surve

Vi

Recreation dara should be made more
accessible.  As mentioned earlier, such an
effort has been cestablished for recreation
surveys through the development of the
National Leisure Archive at the University
of Michigan's Institute for Social Research.
To date, 30 data sets have been compiled in
the archive. These sets have been made
available by avencies of the f{ederal govern-—
ment and varicus state govermments. The
data archive at the Institute is part of
inter-universitv consortium which has 240
institutions world wide: these insti-
ess to the data. A
insti-

an

mombe r
tutions have
similar tvpe of mechanism needs to be
tuted for recreation inventorv data.

free acr

bata interpretation

vederal and state outdoor recreation
policy makers should exert less enerav on
developing major reports on recreation
studies and survevs and place greater cmpha-
sis on the interpretation of existing data
vig~a-vis specific poliey issves. The aca-
demic and research community should be called
upon more often to contribute thelr cxpertise
to this process. If policy makers begin to
actively week out information from existing
recreation data, the most useful parameters
to the policy arena will eventually surface.
This process must take place if usable re-
creation indicators arc to emerpe. There is
cbviouslv no simple mechanism to realize such
a goal, so the process will most likely
evolve at an undetermined rate through the
concerted efforts of insplired individuals.

Defiue conceptual framework

The research community should address
the problem of developing a conceptual frame-
work for categorizing social indicators and
for evaluating their importanpnce. Recreation
researchers and practitioners come from manv

disciplines and ovganizations. Although this

divergity has enriched the field, it has
contributed to a lack of organizing principle
for developing either a unified body of know-
ledge of social indicator measures or a method-
ologv for collecting data. Development of such
a framework would provide a focal point for
future research efforts,

Jdentify key indicators now

At this time, we feel it is appropriate to
offer a challenge to participants of this
We believe a special effort can
be made to identify one or two key social indi-
cators for outdoor recreation which would be
systematically monitored in the future. Very
specifically, we suggest that members of this
conference "take the bull by the horns" and
identify one or two line items for the
"Mid-Necade” census and forward such recommen-—
dations for counsideration by the Bureau of
Census. At the very least, such an initiate
will awaken those in the social indicartor
movement as well as ourselves to the fact
recreation and Teisurc are important aspects
of life which are influenced by public policy
and which need to be understood over time.

conference.
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Key to Tables 1, 3 and 4

Date - Year data was gathered
agency (Table 3 only) - Federal agency sponsoring survey
BLM ~ Bureau of Land Management
BLS - Bureau of Labor Statistics
BOC - Bureau of the Census
COE = U.S. Army Corps of ®ngineers
DOT - Department of Transportation
FWS — U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
NPS - National Park Service
TVA - Tennessee Valley Authority
USCG~ U.S. Coast Guard
USFS- U.S. Forest Service
Administration (Tables 3 and 4 only) -
I - Work conducted in-house
C - Work contracted to a consulting firm
Universe Sampled{Tables 3 and 4 only) -
N - Nationwide sample of general population
0 ~ On-site sample for a resource area
R ~ Regional sample of general population
S - Statewide sample of general population
T - Tourist sampled from out-of-state
Cogt - Estimated cost to conduct survey
Sample Size - Number of persons responding to the survey
Sample Techniques =
D - Diary questionnaire
H - Household interview
M -~ Mail guestionnaire
P - Personal interview {face to face)
T ~ Telephone interview
Subject (Tahle 3 only) - Key words of subject covered or of the resource
area name.,
Age Range (Table 1 only) =~ Minimum age of respondent
Response Rate (Table 1 only) - % of people contacted that participated
in the survey.
Geo. Reliability - Geographic reliability
C - data stratified by county
R -~ data stratified hy region
S =~ data for statewide only, not stratified
# Activities - Number of recreational activities included in the
questions asked.
Length of Recall - Length of past time respondent is asked to recall
activity participation.
Period Conducted {(Tables 1 and 4 only) - months that data was collected.
Question Content - Amount of survey instrument devoted to subject area:
H - not included in survey
1 - briefly referred to in survey
2 = subhject referenced by at least 2 questions
3 - subject major emphasis of survey

10



TABLE 1 -

IN THE NATIONWIDE PLANNING PROCESS '

Date

Sample Size
Sample Technique
Age Range
Response Rate

Period Conducted

# of Activities

# of Activities Strictly
Comparable to 1977

# of Activities Roughly
Comparable to 1977

Length of Recall

(Question Content:
Activity Participation
Satisfactiog
Location of Participation
Transportation
Length of Stay
$ spent
Recreation Equipment
Deterence
Policy

Demographics

1960

3,817

15

Summe r

1965
7,194
P
12+
91%

Septe.-
Oct.
28

20

Summer

1970

26,450

9+
78%

Nov.-
Dec.

14

1 yr.

NATIONAL OUTDOOR RECREATION SURVEYS UTILIZED

Oct.~
Nov.

11

wr

4

1 yr.
axcept
vacation

1972 1977
4,029 4,029
T T
12+ 12+
54% 54%
Sept.~ June

Oct.

31 30
18 -
12 -

1 yr. 1 yr.
0 3
0 3
1 3
1 1
1 0
1 0
0 9
2 3
0 2
2 3

1977%*
13,729
P
12+
5%

Febe -
Nov.

30

1 yre

* National outdoor Recreation Survey of the general population
** National Outdoor Recreation Survey of recreation on Federal lands

Source:

11

Unpublished Report on the 1977 National Outdoor Recreation Sur ey -



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

Summexr Rates Annual Rates

Activity 1980 1965 1972 1977*
Picnicking 53 57 47 72
Driving for pleasure 52 55 34 69
Sightseeing 42 49 37 62
Swimming ~ Pool a5 48 18 63

Other 34 46
Walking for pleasure 33 48 34
Playing outdoor games or sports 30 38 22 56

Golf 9 5 16

TPennis ) 5 33
Fishing 29 30 24 53
Attending outdoor sports events 24 30 12 61
Other boating 22 24 15 34
Ricycling a 16 10 50
Nature walks 14 ** 14 17

Rird watching 5 4

wildlife and bhird photography 2 2
Attending outdoor concerts, plays g 11 7 41
Camping - Developed 2 10 [ 30

Wilderness 5 21

Horseback riding & ! 5 15
Hiking ] 7 5 *x%x*x 28
Water skiing 6 [ 5 16
Canoeing 2 3 3 "
Sailing 2 3 3
Mountain climbing 1 1
Visiting zoos, fairs, amusement parks 24 73
Off-road driving (motorcycles/other vehicles) 5/27 26
Other activities category 5 24

* 1977 National Nutdoor Recreation Survey by telephone
** Includes bird watching and photography
**+ Includes mountain climbing

Source: Stowell, 1975, n. 104, for summer rates.
Unpublished Report on the 1977 National Outdoor Recreation Surveys
for annual rates.
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TABLE

Date

Universe

Sample Size
Sample Technique

Length of Recall

Number of Activities

Zoological

New York
Soclety

1970
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1972 1973

N N
1,015 692

M P
year Last
month

15 12
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Nielsen

1973
N

9,600

|

From
time
to

time

23

Nielsen

1976

9,600

From
time
to

time

27

Sindlinger

1977
N

4,616

Last
week

28

Nielsen

1979

9,600

From
time

time

30

Source:
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TABLE A - Participatinn Trends From Meilson Surveys

(:RANKING QF PCPULARITY OF PARTICIPATICN TN SPORTS MEASURED
1975 vs i3/ vs 1373 Speris Participation Surveys)
projected %4 change projected % change projected
fndividual in projected individual in proj2cted individuz2)
participants participants participants particisants participanzs
Rank Sport {00D) 1979 vs 1975 (000) 1976 vs 1973 {n99)
1979 1976 1973
1 Swimming 105,441 +2% 103,503 ~3% 107,191
2 Bicycling 69,810 -7% 75,015 +14% 65,613
3 Camping 60,300 +4% 58,102 7% 54,435
4 Fishing 58,275 ~7% 63,901 +4% 61,263
5 Bowling 43,330 -2% 44,434 +16% 38,213
6 Boating 37,920 +8% 35,230 +8% 32,629
7 Jogging/Running 35,727 * * * *
8 Tennis 32,271 +10% 29,201 +45% 20,158
9 Pool/Billiards 31,937 «11% 35,805 +97 32,920
10 Softball 28,458 +47% 27,268 +3% 26,362
11 Table Tennis 26,908 ~-16% 32,215 ~4% 33,501
i2 Roller Skating 25,358 * * * *
13 Basketball 24,048 -7% 25,818 +17% 22,1283
14 Hunting 19,711 ~4% 20,480 +2% 19,897
15 Ice Skating 18,924 -26% 25,772 +4% 24,875
16 Water Skiing 16,922 +15% 14,681 +5% 14,021
17 Golf 15,897 -4% 16,568 -3% 17,025
18 Snow Skiing 15.397+ +40% 10,999 +42% 7,721
19 Baseball 15,039 4% 15,670' +3% 15,216
0 Football 14,300 4% 14,911 +5% 14,247
21 Racguethall 10,654 +283% 2,784 * *
22 Motorbiking 18,511 +8% 9,734 ~14% 11,339
23 5aiting 8,652 +19% 7,271 +4% 6,973
24 Snownobiling 8,528 ~6% 9,204 +19% 7,753
25 Soccer 6,530 * * * *
26 Handball 5,678 +1% 5,546. * *
27 Archery 5,529 +1% 5,477 ~6% 5,847
28 Paddle Tennis 2,431 -6% 2,577 * *
29 Ice Hockey 1,668 -38% 2,669 -18% 3,263
30 Platform Tennis 405 +120% 184 * *
Total U, 5. Posulation 214,93 2% 210,013 2

'Hot measured in 1972/1976.

LT 5 : .
Tinctuues Solnnilloard erncsorauntry ckiers.

Source: News Release By The Neilson Company
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TABLE 7 - A COMPARISON AMONG SURVEYS OF THE EFFECT

PRICES HAVE HAD ON OUTDOOR RECREATION

THAT GASOLIXE

Year Survev and Question Percent
1974 State of Ohio
How important is the cost of gasoline 47% very importa
in your participation in outdoor
recreation?
1975 CCE at MeClellan Kerr site
How has the price of gascline (shortage) 29% fewer trips
affected your recreation related travel 28% shorter trig
plans? (1975 compared to 1974)
1976 State of Indiana
Has energy or economlic changes during the 38% ves and of
previous vear affected your outdoor those...
recreation involvement? How? 59% fewer trips
away from home
32% closer to he
29% stopped
participating ir
some activities
1977 State of Arizona
(Has) the increase in price of gasoline 44% much or e
over the past several years affected little less use
how much your family uses (gasoline
consuning) equipment for recreational
purposes?
1877 HCRS General Population Survey
Has the present price of gasoline caused 49% yes
you to take shorter trips for outdoor
recreation activities?
1978 State of Maryland
Has the present price of gasoline caused 42% vyes
you to take shorter trips than you
normally would for outdoor recreation
activities?
Source: Unpublished Report on the 1977 National Nutdoor Recreation

Survey
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TALLE B8 - REASONS PREVENTTING USE OF PARES OR RECREATION AREAS

(percent)

Federal Percent:
/ General‘ Estate ) Poi;}t

Reason Type-- Population = Population = Differs
Lack of time 4 52 52 s}
Aroa too crowded A 43 40 3
Lack of money P 37 24 13
Lack of information Aor P 32 12 20
Recreate at residence P 30 4 26
Area not convenient A 29 10 19
Area polluted A 25 8 17
Lack of interest P 22 4 18
Personal health P 21 6 15
Area poorly maintained A 20 10 10
Lack of trangportation P 20 8 12
Arvea safety problems A 19 4 15

[

Sote: 1/ P = Personal situation
A = condition perceived for Area

Gmirce:  npahblished report on the 1977 National Outdoor Recreation Survey
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THE ROLE OF FUTURES FORECASTS IN RECREATION:

SOME APPLICATIONS IN THE THIRD NATIONWIDE
OUTDOOR RECREATION PLAN'

Mey Maguire and Dana R. Younger2

Abstract. -~ This paper provides a quick glimpse into
the theoretical applicability and importance of futures
forecasting techniques in recreation poliecy planning.
The paper also details contemporary socioeconomic trends
affecting recreation, current recreation participation
patterns and anticipated social changes which will alter
public recreation experiences as developed in the Third

Nationwide Outdoor Recreation Plan.

OVERVIEW OF FUTURES FORECASTING
TECHNIQUES AND RECREATIOW

One of the best ways of discerning meaning—
ful trends in recreation is through use of
the techniques collectively known as futures
research. Trend anaylysis specifically and
futures research generally are important
instruments to make policymakers aware of
change and which ultimately help us deal
creatively with change. the value
to be derived from application of a futures
prespective to recreation will depend on the
degree to which it is possible te anticipate
future events and also, the extent to which
it is possible to respond to new circum-
stances. If a society can clearly map out
the future, but cannot plan for or react

to that future's environment, then it is
debatable whether information about the
future is of much value.

However,

where there is a slow rate of change be~
tween the past and the future, society
can maintain relatively rigid mechanisms

Paper presented at the National Outdoor
Recreation Trends Symposium, Durham, NH,
April 20-23, 1980,
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Recreation Programs, USDI, Heritage Con-
servation and Recreation Service, Washing-—
ton, D.C. and Dana Younger is an Outdoor
Recreation Planner in the Division of
Nationwide Recreation Planning, USDI,
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and can largely ignore the future.

In such situations, dislocation costs
can bhe spread over a lengthy period

of adjustment. As we enter the 1980's,
we find ourselves ina situation where
the rate of political, technological
and cultural change in the world is
quickening, and the future is placing
its assertive demands on the present.
We arc entering a perind of profound
social change which affects recreation
as well as the rest of the fabric of
American society. The present recrea-
tion picture is changing rapidly and
future patterns are likely to be egually
divergent. The ability of our society
to adapt to meet these new social needs
hinges not so much on sophisticated
technological innovation as on insti-
tutional and societal innovation.



In order for futures research in parks and
recreation to have any impact, it mast
succeed in re-orienting decisionmakers away
from short~term, reactive planning. Most
decisionmakers place highest priority on
those factors which relate to the immediate
consequences of their actions while ignoring
long-term consequences. Herbert Kahn (1967),
perhaps the dean of futurists, suggests that
the objectives of futures research should be,
"..sto put policy-makers in a position to
deal with whatever future actually arises;

te be able to alleviate the bad and exploit
the good.

While we may not agree with Epicurus that,
"No means of predicting the future really
exists," we must recognize that our tools
of prediction are crude at best. WNeverthe-
less, the challenge of planning for the
future is such that we must proceed regard-
less of the limitations of our current tech-
niques. We must also recognize, as many
futurists already have, that futures re-—
sedarch and trend forecasting are more of

an art than a science. As Solomon, Marst-
rand and Page (1975) point out in their
lively book, The Art of Anticipation,
"Forcasting 1s ap uncertain exevcise,
plagued with fallacies, uncertainties and
ignorance. It cannot aspire to bhe called

a science and it must avoid the dangers

of pseudo-science, It requires an imagi-
native synthesis between what i3 known and
what is indefinite. 'This is properly de-
scribed as an art or a craft.”

To summarize, the art of future specu-
lation can offer glimpses of symptoms

of the future which can alter the pre-
spective of decisionmakers -- to
encourage them to invest in decisions
which will deal with future econditions
as well as present or past conditions.
This preparedness for futare events has
become more relevant now than it was in
the past, due to the current rate of
change which increases the need to make
decisions about diverse conditions and
increases the costs of bad decisions and
non-decisions for society. The park and
recreation movement is a vital part of
society and includes people who believe
in improving the quality of life. To
believe in this concept and to operat-—
ionalize it requires that individuals
bring flexibility into existing institu-
tions.
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APPLICABILITY OF FUTURES FORECAST
IN HCRS RECREATION POLICY PLANNING

The creation of the Heritage Conserva-~
tion and Recreation Service (HCRS) in
1378 reflected such a commitment on the
part of the Carter Administration to
improve the making of public policy for
recreation, natural resource protection
and historic preservation. Advocacy of
the National Heritage Policy Act; pro-~
tection of Barrier Islands; improved
administration of both Federal and State
sides of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund; implementation of the Urban Park
and Recreation Recavery program; and
preparation of the Third Nationwide Out-—
door Recreation Plan all indicate HCRS's
attempts to anticipate future needs.

However, futures forecasting has differ-
ent meanings and operates toward differ-—
ent goals depending on the level at which
it is developed. Obviously, the fore~
casting needs of an individual park
manager are very different from those

of an administrator responsible for over-
seeing many varied facets of park and
recreation planning. Strategic long-
range planning and policymaking in HCRS's
business requires some indication about
what conditions will prevail several
years henece.

The most important requirement of such
long~range futures forecasts is that they
capture the unexpected. Many things
will certainly continue in rather pre-
dictable patterns. However, it is the
unexpected development, often produced
by the interaction of predictable exist-
ing patterns that is most elusive. The
value of these more speculative types

of long-range futures forecasting is
that they attempt to predict the "un-
predictable" types of events which have
sweeping effects on established trends.
The techniques used in these exercises
are usually based on more imaginative,
subjective processes as opposed to
structured, guantitative ones.

It is difficult to know how to recognize
a valid forecast amidst the many wild
guesses. However, the main value of
long-range forecasts is not in their
accuracy. There are simply too many
intervening events to be able to describe



with any great degree of precision what,
for example, the nature and use of nat~
ional parks will be in twenty~five years.
The value of long-range forecasts and
studies of recreation trends lies in
their ability to sensitize planners and
policymakers to the ranges of possibil-
ities that await them just beyond the
horizon of what can be predicted or fore-
seen. Although accuracy in terms of
timing and magnitude of events is desir-
able, the prime objective of long-range
futures forecasting is to reveal the

full spectrum of possibilities that might
be realities in five ten, twenty or thirty
years.

This is particularly relevant to those of
us in the Federal government who are guar—
dians of the public trust in administering
public lands for park and recreation pur-
poses. We have the responsihility to ensure
that the public values presently preserved
and enhanced on these lands survive to be
used and enjoyed by future genevrations.
Forecasting is alse important because the
develapment of a single park, from first
conception, through land acquisition, to
eventual vecreation development may take up
to twenty years to complete. Long-range
forecasting will become even more relevant
to park planners and managers in years
ahead as fiscal compression increases, as
our nation's natural environments are
depleted and transformed, and as all basic
land use decisions take on still greater
importance.

Keeping in mind that each of us will spend
the rest of our lives in the future, many
of us actively shaping recreation policy,
we would like to share with you some of

the insights and accomplishments of our
new Nationwide Recreation Planning Process,
which culminated on December 11, 1879 with
the President's transmission of the Third
Nationwide Outdoor Recreation Plan to the
Congress. Within the limits of existing
information, this Plan's Assessment sought
to discern many trends in contemporary
recreation, and to anticipate future hrends.
The Plan's Action Program developed respon-
sive policy options to ease the transition
of recreation into the future in America.

Before proceeding with a discussion of the
findings of the Plan's Assessment, it is
important to say a word about the data
sources used in this document, as well as

about the general limitations on data in

the park and recreation field. Inconsistent

or nonexistent data bases place real limits
on the deyree of accuracy that is possible

in trend analysis.

As you are perhaps all well aware, data
collection and evaluation in the park and

recreation field are not as strong as they

should be. At the national level, data

is incomplete, out of date, or simply

unavailable. There is also wide variation
between agencies and recreation profess~

ionals over what quantitative and gualit-~

ative measures are most appropriate as

indicators in the recreation field. The
long-gtanding debate over qualitative
recreation output measures epitomizes this

problem. Therefore, the production of
accurate, longitudinal data on recreation
and its relation to important natinnal con-

cerns is a critical long-range need.

Variability in avallabhle data bases and
their aggregation made the preparation of

forecasts for the Assessment somewhat pro-

blematic. Nevertheless, in the relatively
short time frame of two years, a compila-

tion of the best available information was

made. We were forced to rely heavily on

non-park and recreation sources for key

trend information. First and foremost,
however, we used data from the latest
Nationwide Outdoor Recreation Survey, com=

pleted in 1977. The data collected during
the survey show the relationship between

3 In the area of gquantitative measures,

while agreement now exigts among Federal
recreation agencies to use "recreation
visitor days"” or "visitor hours" as the
basic unit of recreation output measure-
ment, there is still no standardization

of data collection techniques. In the
area of qualitative measures, there is
considerable disagreement as to how to
measure the quality and cost-effective-
ness of recreation outputs. While some
gualitative values can be measured in
scononic terms, noneconomic benefits pose
difficult measurement problems. These

and other related problems were discussed
at a recent "Workshop on Recreation Output
Measures® held December 11 - 14 at Harper's
Ferry, W. Va. The workshop proceedings
will be published sometime during 1980.
[personal communication, Beverly L. Driver,
UshA-Forest Service Experiment Station,
Ft. Collins, Colo.]



certain socio-demographic variables such as
age, sex, education, income, etc. and rates
of participation in selected outdoor recrea-
tion activities., One component of the sur-
vey involved a subsample of 14,000 inter-
views with visitors onsite at 155 Federal
recreation areas. Many of you may be inter-
ested in the findings which compare public
recreation use between the different recrea-
tion-providing Federal agencies.

In addition tn survey data which was analy-
zed and interpreted, significant trend in-
formation was distilled from various reports
prepared by the U.S. Census Bureau on such
parameters as population projections, geo—
graphic wmobility, family size, etc. Planning
studies, research reports and data provided
by the key recreation-providing Federal
agencies were studied for evidence contri-
buting to trend analysis. Reports and policy
documents from other Federal agencies were
also scrutinizeds Significant recent find-
ings of the Departments of Labor; Health,
Education and Welfare; Transportation;
Agriculture; Commevce; and others were
included.

In the next few years HCRS will seek to
improve still further the collection and
analysis of meaningful data on national
recreation trends. While improved data
collection will clearly henefit many in the
park and recreation field, at least part

of the arqument for more refined data is
based on a gomewhat selfish motive. If we
assume that more decisions will be subjected
to powerful public and political scrutiny,
then we need refinements in the policy
planning information base in ovder to help
withstand griticism.

CURRENT TRENDS IN RECREATLUN

The number of participants in outdoor
recreation has ygrown substantially, and
their demographic make-up has changed
to include people with significantly
different gocial and economic bhack-
grounds than those of recreationists in
years past. The qualitative changes

in the recreating population reflect
more than just a higher standard of
living and expanded leisure time: they
can also be attributed to a redefini~
tion of society's values, new economic
forces, and advanced technology.
Recreation managers and policy makers
.16t be aware of these vvolutionary
cultural changes if they hope to grasp

[
t

the nature of contemporary recreation
trends and their implications for the
future.

Numerous changes in the nuber, loca-
tion, character, and recreation inter=-
ests of America's recreationists are
occurring and will be likely to continue
for the next ten years. The 1977 Wation-
wide Outdoor Recreation Survey reveals
that recreation continues to be an act-
ivity of great importance to most Amer-
icans. Eighty-six percent of Americans
surveyed indicated that recreation
remains one of their most important in-
terests. Other surveys show that some
90 million adult Americans engage in
recreation activities on a reqular basis.

The latest available fiqures also show
that recreation is of trewmendous import-
ance to the national economy. Recreation
expenditures naw account for nearly $200
billion. This amount dwarfs the five

to seven billion dollars of Federal,

State and local public expenditures

spent annually on recreation. Nearly $1
out of every $8 spent by consumers went
for recreation. In addition to its burge-
oning economic impacts at both national and
regional levels, recreation contributes
significantly to wmaintaining the physical
and mental health of Americans. This
contribution is only beginning to be ade-
quately appreciated.

The sharpest changes in recreation partic-
ipation in the fature are due to broader
underlying demographic trends. Our nation's
population is aging steadily and future
recreation planpiny must adapt to meet new
demands. The median age of Americans will
rise steadily over the next twenty to thirty
years as the post-World War II "baby boom"
age cohorts move into maturity. The median
age will top 30 years in 1980 and reach 35.5
by the year 2000. All of this will bring
important changes in recreation. Birth rates
are expected to rewain low, so that the
numbers of those in so-called "prime recrea-
tional years® from 12 to 25 will continue

to decline through the year 2000, However,
the increasing emphasis on physical fitness
will likely extend the life cycle of popua-
Larity for many activities even past the
traditional ages of declination.

Inevitably, recreation planners will face
the necds of an older population which is



healthier, interested in recreation, re-

tiring earlier, living longer, and one with
wore available income than its predecessors.
The Census Bureau reports that 65 year olds

now exceed 23 million and projectinns indicate

that this age group will increase by one=~
half million individuals per year over the
next decade. While the recreation market
for the elderly will sharply increase, many
cities are still having difficulty providing
adequate senior citizen recreation programs.
More outreach and special transportation
services are especially needed.

Recreation planning must also respond to
changes in the population's location. The
Census Bureau has documented the shift in
population from older, industrialized areas
of the Northeast and Midwest to Sunbelt
States. These areas are expected to grow
twice as fast as the Northeast and North
Central States in the next twenty years.
There i1s also a perceptible "back to the
city movement” in many urban core areas,
and more Americans than ever before, some
72 percent, make their homes in urbanized
areas. This trend will continue to put
pressure on park and recreation systems

to expand their land and facilities in new,
growing areas and to maintain existing land
and facilities through innovative measures
in declining areas.

Other important socloeconomic trends affect-
iny recreation include the following. The
average household size is declining, divorce
rates and the number of unmarried couples
continue to grow simultaneously, all impact-
ing the family unit, traditionally the wolder
of an individual's recreation participation.
Today, there is a greater need than ever be-
fore for rvecreation to play a stabilizing
role, to provide a sense of community and
family for those lacking this structure.

There are also substantial increases in

the pursuit of high-~risk recreation act-
ivities among young adults. Sports act-
ivities such as rock c¢limbing, hang gliding,
gcuba diving and off-road vehicle use are
examples of this trend. Sociologists!
attribute these tendencies to technological
innovation in recreation equipment and the
psychological benefits accruing to partic-
ipants, such as relief from stress and
boredom.

Sex-related differences in recreation
participation are rapidly diminishing. More
women than men are now starting many recrea-
tion activities. This sex~based equality

is particularly evident among the young
where women are actively participating in
many sports traditionally dominated by wmen.
Women's participation in high school and
callege athletics is also showing steady
growth spurrved by Title IX. This trend
will likely boost still further the sales
of recreation equipment, particularly for
those products directed to women's markets.

Other factors likely to affect recreation

in the years ahead are income levels. Rising
amounts of disposable income have fueled

the current leisure industry boom and there
is good evidence that expenditures for
recreation and leisure activities are rising
even faster than consumer spending as a whole.
Although real income levels may taper off
due to inflation and stagnant productivity,
a countervailing trend is the growth of dual
income households.

Americans also have more leisure time now
than ever before, and are better educated
than at any previous time in our nation's
historye Much of this additiconal leisure
time is heing devoted to recreation and
there is a clear correlation between higher
educational levels and greater recreation
participation. Americans now have larger
blocks of holidays and vacations in part

due to smaller families, a shorter work
week, and time=~saving technological inno-
vations. There has also been a continuing
decrease in the proportion of an individual's
life spent at work, a trend supported by
extended gchonling periods, earlier retire-
ments and shorter working hourse Results
from the 1977 Nationwide Outdoor Recreation
Survey show that participation in recreation
activities will continue to diversify and
grow. According to data on new starts, the
ten activities showing the fastest growth
are: cross-country skiing, downhill skiing,
tennis, sailing, snowmobiling, water skiing,
canoeing/kayaking, golf, off-road vehicle
use, and horseback riding. Similarly, those
with the highest potential for growth are:
downhill skiing, tennis, water skiing,
horseback riding, cross=-country skiing,
tennis, primitive area camping, sailing,
golf, snowmobiling and canceing/ kayaking.

Our colleagues in the USDA-Forest Service
(1980) have come up with projections of
recreation participation stretching out to
the year 2030 which show that while recrea-
tion will ygrow substantially, snow-based
recreation activities will grow the fast-
est, followed by water and then land-based
activities. Factors such as the antic-



ipated growth in population, income, and
education all contribute to the projected
increases in outdoor recreation participa-
tion. However, these increases will not
he as great as the extremely large growth
in participation experienced during the
1960's. Several factors which may further
dampen these growth rates are: the popu-~
lation's changing age structure and rising
energy Costs.

Cur analysis in the 1977 Survey of Federal
estate visitation to national parks, forests,
wildlife refuges, recreation arcas, histor-
ical sites, Corps of Engineers lakes and
reservoirs, and other Fedevral resource lands,
alearly shows that users of Federal recrea-
tinn areas are not a representative cross-—
section of the general population. Users

of the Federal estate have higher levels

of income and education, and are conzider=
ably older than their average counterparts

in the general population. This disparity

is most evident for visitors to National

Park System sites {(HCRz, 1980),

Also, since most Federal recreation areas
are located wore than 100 miles from the
majority of the American population, a
stynificant percentaqge of Amcricans cannot
easily reach Pederal recreation areas re-
gardless of whether the areas are located
in the West or the East. The 1977 Survey
shows that these travel distances vary
dramatically amoug the ten Federal regions.
The Survey also ghows that recreation on
the Federal estate ig largely a group
activity, and that wmost groups contain
childrens 1In addition, the larger a group
i5, the more likely it is to stay at the
site for an extended wvisit.

The reasons visitors choose particular Fed-
eral araas vary dramatically. Corps of
Engincers® visitovs cite the availability
of good facilities: Forest Service users
cite sicenic beauty; and Natinnal Park System
visitors are most likely to cite a desire
to visit new areas. The mast popular
activities at Federal recrcatlion areas are
closely related to natural features of the
landscape, with sightseeling and camping
topping the list.

Users of the Federal estate share a similar
concern with the general population over

lack of time and crowded conditions as the
key constraints or deterrents to participa-
tion. Of those expressing dissatisfaction
with the Federal estate, half of all compl-
aints centared on facilities. Many of the

unmet expectations expressed by visitors,
guch as low water levels in reservoirs or
inability to view wildlife, cannot be read-
ily corrected by agency managers.

While many of the projections for recrea=
tion point to increasing although moderate
yrowth, rvecent developmenis concerning

energy costs cast doubt on these forecasts.
Recent oil price increases, last summer's
spot shortages, and the prospect of still
higher prices, inflation, and intermittent
shortages for the foreseeable future lessen
the chances for sharp growth ingreases in
outdoor reccreation. Although verified
gquantitative relationships have not yet been
fully established, economic analysis of fuel
costs and the amount of travel undertaken
indicates that 4 negative or inverse relation-
ship exists {Goeldner et al, 1975). Since
most Federal and regional destination recrea-
tion areas are oriented to visitors traveling
by private car, use levels will continue

to respond to gas prices and supply effects.
The best current evidence suggests that
future increases in recreation participation
will be determined, as many other items in
the consumer budget will he, by the relative
price and income elasticities nof household
energy and travel expenditures. Energy
problems will also affect public park and
recreation management.

While personal mobility increased tremend-
ously in the past three decades, the 1980's
loom as a period of adjustment to scarcity

of available eneryy resources and pose the
imperative to utilize energy more efficiently.
Other key trends in recreation as a result

of eneryy instabilities include the follow-
ing. Fuel costs will rise and supplies will
tighten still further. &ll facets of
recreational travel will become more expen=-
sive. The public will take fewer and shorter
recreation trips. More recreation will take
place at alternative sites close-to~home.
Lower and middle~-incowme groups will be
affected most severely by higher prices and
reduced mohility. Demand for alternative
trangportation modes to recreation opport-
unities will increase, particularly for
transportation to remote recreation areas.

Reductions in visitor use of more remote
national parks, national forests and other
congressionally designated recreation areas
is particularly likely. Adverse effects will
also occur at those parks or recreation areas
that feature energy-intensive forms of
recreation. The economic effect of such

use reductions will strongly affect the



travel and recreation industries. Conver=
sely, substitution effects will increase
visitor pressure and public demand at large
urban or regional parks as well as at those
recreation areas which are within 100-300
miles of major metropolitan areas.

The public is also likely to take more
group~type vacations. There will be in-
creased recreation planning atventinn for
those who cannot afford cars; and increased
development of, and consumer investment

in, more efficient recreation vehicles and
automobiles. Experts also expect a return
to destination-type recreation facilities
and a consequential concentration of travel
patterns.

It is probable that the national search

for new energy sources will degrade the
quality of some recreation areas and increase
pressure to allow energy resource explora=-
tion and development in wilderness areas,
national parks and other protected lands.
Park and recreation agency involvement with
energy conservation and alternative energy
resources to help meet operating needs will
also increase.

while all of the Assessment's trend data
cannot be summarized in this limited paperx,
other important trends affecting recreation
as analyzed in the Assessment are also briefly
developed. In the area of government park
and recreation services, fiscal constraints
will cause reductions in staff and curtail-
ment of programs. The price of prime recrea-
tion land will continue to rise and funds
available to purchase lands will fall short
of demand, particularly in urban areas.
There will be increased development of more
innovative less-than-fee land protection

and acquisition techniques as well as
greater imposition of recreation fees. FPro-
vision of economi¢ incentives to motivate
land owners to open lands for public recrea-
tion will grow and innovative urban recrea-
tion spaces will be utilized increasingly;
for example, waterfront redevelopment, in~
dustrial area reclamation, and redesign of
deteriorating parks. There will be growing
recognition of interdependence hetween private
and public sectors, producing a rethinking
of traditional business relationships, in-
c¢luding changes in concessions policies, and
increased reliance on government use of
contractual services. Construction of new
facilities which lack long-term operations
and maintenance commitments will probably
decline, while better technigues of fiscal
management in recreation administration
rapidly develop.

For natural resource asnagement, the future
looms as a time of better understanding of
ecological factors affecting resource-based
recreation areas. There will be greater
reliance on park, forest and land inventories
to grasp resource management challenges.
Resource managers will be better trained

in integrated managenent to help cope with
multiple use conflicts and carrying capacity
limits. However, there will be increased
control over public recreation usage in
natural and developed recreation resource
areas through time and space rationing.
Greater conflicts between recreation and
non-recreation uges of lands, and heightened
conflicts between different types of recrea-
tion users are also likely. Some decline

in the quality of recreation experiences due
to congestion and over-crowding will probably
occur althouyh public recreation activities
such as nonconsumptive uses of wildlife will
continue to yrow.

Several changes in public participation in
park and recreation agencies are also likely.
Tnstitutionalization of improved public par-
ticipation processes will oceur at the local
level. There will be greater involvement

by private non-profit groups in the provision
of public recreation services through con-
tractual arrangements. Involvement of
volunteaers, the handizapped, the elderly,

and minorities in the design of recreation
services and the managoment of services will
grow. There will also be greater informa-
timn disseaination to the public and the
institution of new public input mechanisms

in the Statewide Nomprehensive Outduor
Recreation Planning process.

The growing diversity in public recreation
demands caused by market divergification,
spacialization, and segmentation will affect
the private sector in years to come. The
private sector is likely to play a still
greater role in meeting new recreation
demands. The private sector will increase
technological innovation in recreation equip-
ment to conserve energy and raw materials
while simultaneouly enhancing the public's
recreation experiences. Foreign tourism will
grow even more due to favorable exchange
rates and the range of America's scenic,
recreational and historical attractions.
There will also be an increass in industrial
recreation or opportunities at the work-
place due to recreation's positive effects
on productivity.



CONCLUSION

While all the trends and issues described
in the Third Nationwide Outdoor Recreation
Plan's Assessment are not repeated here,

it is clear that more precise information
about the future is still needed. Accurate
long-range forcasting will require avail=
ability of adequate time and resources to
do the job conscientiocusly, and managerial
commitment to the use of forecasting as a
means of keeping sensitized to the need for
changes. While we are beginning to get a
better grasp on many of the structural trends
unfolding in recreation, more information
is atill needed, There is a great need for
better "user-needs" assessments to reveal
latent public demands. Hetter data on
regional recreation differences is also
needed so as to anticipate the spatial dis-
tribution of new recreation demand.

U.S.

0.8,

Despite many pessimistic projections, these
are dynamic times for recreation and creat-
ivity is essential to galvanize future
actions to strengthen and support recrea-
tion. Recreation has increased stature in
public policy discussions due to the growing
use of recreation and park development to
meet aconomic objectives, community revital=
ization and health promotion needs, among
others. Even though Epicurus was right

when he saild, "No means of predicting the
future really exists," futures forecasts

are vne lmportant tool to help illuminate
future trends and possibilities for policy-
makers. The projections of recreation's
importance in the 1980's, developed for the
Third Nationwide Outdoor Recreatjon Plan,
leave one with reason for optimism despite
the difficult challenges they pose for
public vecreation agencies.

LITERATHRE CI'TED

Goeldner, C., K. Dicke and Y. Sletta. 1975.
Travel Trends in the United States and
Canada. Business Research Divigion.
Graduate School of Business Admini-
stration. University of Colorado.
Boulder, Colorado. pp. 8~11,

Book 10,

Epicurus. Section 135.

Kahn, H. and A.J. Wiener. 1967. The Year
2000 - A Framework for Speculation on
the Next Thirty-three Years., MacMillan
Coe., Inc. New York, N.Y.

26

Solomon,

P.R. Marstrand and W. Page.
The Art of Anticipation. Martin
London, U.K,

E.,
1975.
Robertson Press,

Department of Agriculture, Forest Ser-
vice. 1980. Nn Assessment of the Forest
and Range Land Situation in the United
State. U.S5. Government Printing Office.
washington, D.C. {[Prepared as a sup-
porting technical document to the Re-
port to Congress on the Nation's Renew—
able Resources--RPA Assessment and
Alternative Program Directions, as
required by the Forest and Rangeland
Renewable Resources Planning Act and
the National Forest Management Act.]

Department of the Interior, Heritage
Consgervation and Recreation Service.
1980. The Third Nationwide Outdoor
Recreation Plan. H.S. Government Print-
ing Office. Washington, D.C. {The Plan
is a multi-volume compilation. This
article cites findings contained in
Volume TI - An Asgessment of Outdoor
Recreation and Appendix T: Nation-
wide Outdoor Recreation Survey Summary.
Data tapes of the 1977 Nationwide
Outdoor Recreation Survey are available
from HORS, Division of Systems Man-—
agement, 440 G Street, N.W., Washing-
ton, D.C. 20243,)



TREND INDTCATORS NEEDED FOR EFFECTIVE RECREATION

PLANNING--A STATISTICAL BLUEPRINT FOR THE 80's l/

H. Fred Kaiser and George . Moeller 3/

Abstract.~~Here we outline important elements in recreation

planning and describe how the procass is changing
Tand management agencies as our example.

nsing Federal
factors

We outline some

that will impact on planning in the 80's. encourape establishment
of a system to monitor trends in key factors that influence

recreation hehavior.

THE CHANGING PLANNING PROCESS

More than ever before, future outdoor
recreation planning decisions will require
reliable, up~to-date trend iaformation not
snly about what the American people are do-
ing, or not doing, for recreation, hut what
they plan to do and the factors that will
inflnence what they plan to do. In the past.
application of outdoor recreation planning
concepts to an-the-ground management has been
largely informal and intuitive. particularly
in cases where conflicts over resource alloca
tion have not been intensive. For mauy years,
the success nf judgmental or subjective plan-
ning mathods were measured by coarivuing
nolitical support and relative lack of
controvarsy over land use policies.

But the situation has changed as pres-
sures mounted in recent years. Protests and
court suits have increased as resources have
become more scarce. The envirenmental move-
went of the 1960's and early 19707s led to
Federal legislation, regulatiouns, and execu—
tive orders that required increased attention
to the environmental consequences of Federal
actions. including those resulting from
management of natural vesources. Legislation,
such as rhe National Environmental Palicy Act
of 1960 with its requirements for environ-
mental assessments and impact statements,
genarated new needs f{or information on
participation ia outdoor recreation.

]Paper presented at the National
Outdoor Recreation Trends Sympssium, Durham.
NH, April 20-23, 1980.

24. Fred Kaiser. Economist, Resources
Planming & Assessment Staff, and Georpe 1.
Moeller. Forest Eavironment Research Staff,

Forest Service, Washington., D.C.

A more recent demand has come from Fed-
ncral legislation reguiring renewable natural
resource appraisals to guide natinnal poli-
cics and programs, as well as accelerated
planning for management of Federal lands.
1974, the Congreass enacted the Torest and
Ranpgeland Renewable Resources TPlanning Act
(RPA) This legislation authorized the Forest
Service te conduct periodic assessments of the
renewable resonrces on all of the Nation's
forest and rangelands and to identify manage-—
ment needs, opportunities and alternative
programs. The National Farest Managzment
Act of 1976 requires that land and rescurce
managenent planning he completed on

Tn

all Wational Forests by 17285, thus generating
an additional major need for ontdoor recrea-
tion information. The Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 requires the Bureau of
Land Management to develop maltiple use man-
agement plans for lands ander its administra-
tion and to inventory the resource values of
the public lands in order to identify changes
and emerging resource needs, Under the provi-
sions of the Soil and Water Resources Conser-~
vation Act of 1977, the Soil Coaservation
Service is conducting periodic appraisals of
the soil. water, and related resources of the
Nation. The purpose of this appraisal is to
assure that Che Department of Agriculture's
nrograms for manazement of soil, water. and
related natural resources address long term
needs.

The effects of these legislative devel-
opments has been to stimulate a major need
for outdoor recreation information. For
instance, in the National Forest System.
local and vegional land and resource plans
are heing prepared to establish long range
outdoor recreation priorities. To satisfy
RPA requirements, Regions must compile out-
door recreation information for the National
Assossment and Program, appropriate RPA program



targets for outdoor recreation to individual
National Forests. and coordinate these plan-
ning activities with State and other agencies.

The relationship betwecen the RPA Recow-
mended Program and land management planning
and the annual budgeting process is now guided
by Section 6 of the National Forest Management
Act of 1976. That section requires formula-
tion of a detailed planning system for program
coordination. In essence, what was required
was refinement of a process that has been
evolving within the Forest Service for many
years., Some key characteristics of this
system are:

o Allocation of resource production tar-
gets based on resource capability of
each administrative unit and on rela-
tive efficiency of production.

o Regional Foresters utilizing assess-
ment findings and the National RPA
Program to prepare regional plans.
These plans will show how outdoor rec-
reation targets are distributed among
National Forests within each Region.

o Using the assigned target range and
local information on capahilities, cach
National Forest prepares a plan for
accomplishing asaigned targets. Speci-
fie aspects of this formulation are:

(1) Development of a 4-decade program
far outdoor recreation outputs for each
National Forest based on the RPA Recom-
mended Program,

(2) Nevelopment of a l0-year outdoor
recreation activity program For cach
National Forest based on the RPA Recom-
mended Program. including appropriate
National Forest-wide administrative
support, transportation. resource pro-
tection and public safety activities.

{3) ldentification of land units at

the National Forest lavel, from which
outdoor recreation outputs or combina-
tions of outputs could be produced, and
of the appropriate activities and in-
vestments necessary for production of
these outputs. This identification
will come from the inventnry informa-
tion base {or each National Forest; and

(4) Conduct environmental and benefit-
cost analyses of the relative effi-
ciency of proeduction from each resource
unit or group of resource units with
similar characteristics.
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(5% Ideatifv major outdoor recrea—
tion issues and demonstrate program
responsiveness to these issues.

As other agencies have found out, asses~
sing the demands for outdoor recreation in
order to plan for future programs is a complex
undertaking. OQutdoor vecreation covers a wide
range of activities and the use of diverse
combinations of natural resources. management,
and facilties. 1In addition. recreationists'
tastes are kmown to change with technology.
availabitity of leisure time and economic
conditions, among other factors.

In the past, the Heritage Conservation
and Recreation Service and irs predecessor.
the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation. have evalu-
ated the demands for outdoor recreation by
conducting national surveys of outdoor recrea-
tion participation. States have also con-
ducted surveys patterned largely after these
national surveys. Two basic types of informa-
tion were collected: data on participation in
various recreational activities; and socioceco-~
nomic data about the people participating in
these activities.

For a variety of reasouns, however, such
surveys have involved no systematic approach
to the collection of data over time. There-
forn, trand analyeis has been difficult or
impassible, Similarly. at a more local level,
recreation use data has bheen often limited to
yearly estimates or counts of participation
for individual sites. As a consequence, it
fias been difficult to determine whether trends
developed from this data reflect real demand
responses., or supply vesponses. or a combina-
tion of both. Therefore. analysis and plan-
ning for outdoor recreation has often not
comperted effectively with other values such
as urban and industrial development, timber
harvest programs, and water resource and
energy development. WNational policies and
program decisions on these competing outputs
will be strengthened by availability of
increasingly comprehensive information bases
and analytic systems to evaluate future
demands. If comprehensive., comparable infor-
mation is not developed for outdoor recrea-
tion, outdoor recreation probahly will not
receive adequate consideration in the plan-
ning process relative to other resource
programs. Provision of this information base
presents a major challenge to all of us
concerned with outdoor recreation.



TRENDS FOR THE 80°'S

Factors that influence recreation parti-
cipation are complex and interrelated, and the
complexity is growing. Past experience is no
longer useful as a single input to planning.
Even the old standby indicators--population
growth, leisure time, income. and mobhility-—-
are no longer as useful for planning as they
once were. These were useful indices when
demands for all leisure services were soaring
and people were participating in as much
recreation as they could. Under these condi-
tions, more was always better, and the plan-
ner with the most grandiose plan was usually
closest to fulfilling demand.

But tomorrow will be much different. New
factors will influence the shape of future
demand, and the influence of old standby indi-~
cators will change. Energy availability, ur-
banization, technology and other factors will
be of as much or more importance in detevmin-
ing demands in the BO's as the old standby
predictors were during the 60's and 70's.
These shifts will necessitate a whole new
approach to planning, a need to develop new
understanding of the factors that influence
demand, and a new system for monitoring trends
in key indicators that ianfluence demand. Some
of the factors that we fecel will be important
in shaping recreation demand in the 80's are
discussed below., They are organized juto five
categories: Demand Gemnerating Factors; Chang-
ing Patterns of Participationj Characteristics
and Availability of Supply; Technological
Change; and Energy.

DEMAND GENERATING FACTORS

Population characteristics

An obvious determinant of recreation
demand is population size. The more people,
the greater the demand. In the U.S., the
current population is about 221 million and
it is expected to grow to an estimated
232-234 million by the year 1985, and to
250-300 million by 2000. But, the population
growth rate has decreased sharply in recent
years. In the absence of major changes in
birth or death rates, this decline in the rate
of growth seems likely to continue. Thus.
while the total size of the population will
continue as an indicator of future demand for
recreation, it may not be as important an
indicator as it has been in the past.

Rather. population structure will play a
bigger role in determiniang the kinde of rec-
reation activities and experiences demanded.
As population structure changes, shifts occur

in recveation demand patterns. The age struc-
ture of the population provides an example.
Past fluctuations in birth rates~~decreasing
during the depressed 30's, increasing drama-
tically during the 40's and 50's, and the cur-
rent sharp decline--have produced age bulges
in the pepulation distribution. Because these
hbulges reoccur periodically through time,
social, economic, and other institutienal ser-—
vices, including recreation services. will
have to be adjusted up and down through dyna-
mic planning. In the longer term, the mean
age of the U.S. population will continue to
incrvease due to better health services and
reduced birth rates, and demand for physically
active formg of ocutdoor recreation are likely
to decrease,

Relationships between work and leisure

A second major demand-related factor that
will significantly influence recreation con-
sumption in the 80's is the patterning of work
and leisure throughout society. 1In most in-
dustrialized societies, time devoted to work
activity has decreased steadily over the past
100 years.

Factors unrelated to work have alsn added
to the growth in availahle leisure time.
Technological inmovation has allowed for the
more efficient use of time. In the home, tech-
ology has reduced time requived for subsis-
tence tasks, More efficient transportation
systems have significantly reduced travel
time. and, as a result, provided more at home
leisure time.

Whether or not the trend in available
leisure continues upward is the subject of
considerable debate. Few comparable studies
have been done to determine trends in leisure
time. Tt may very well be that we are
approaching a limit to the upward trend in
leisure time. Tn fact, leisure time may
actually start to decline because of off-
setting trends in increased time needed to
commute and additional time shifted to non-
recreational pursuits such as home mainte-
nance and community services. Individual and
social attitudes toward use of leisure is also
likely to be more important.

Changing social/cultural roles

Another important group of variables
that will influence future recreation plan-
ning relate to the changing role of indivi-
duals in society. While work-leisure patterns
influence the frequency of participation.
"experiential' factors. such as axpectations,
satisfactions, and participant attitudes,
influence the type of recreation expsrisnce
demanded.



First among these factors is the chang-
ing nature of children's experiences. Child-
hood ecxperience has been found to influence
adult recreation behavior. This is particu-
larly true for major ferest-oriented recrea-
tion activities like fishing. camping, and
hunt ing.

As the trend toward urbanization
continues, children growing up in cities may
have limited opportunity to engage in leisure
activities that depend on natural surround-
togs. At the same time, they will have more
opportunity to Jearn about alternative forms
of leisure activities--activities that do not
require natural envivonments.

A second experiential factor deals with
what might be termed perception of aging.
While the pracess of aping involves a decline
in outdoor recreation participation, the
future rate of this decline may depend on
society's percaption of the elderly, and,
aven more, oo the way elderly people view
themselves, Until the mid-sixties, it was
falt that people began to disengage them~
selves from the mainstream of society after
they reached ratirement age. But, as the
mean age of the population has increased, a
new concept has emerged. Older people now
maintain a higher level of activity than they
did a few years ago. The new emphasis on
activity is keoping elderly people more
active, while improvements in bealth care
systems help to keep them in better physical
condition. The impiications for future
planning are ohvious.

Another facet of the changing role of the
individuals during the 80's is the nature of
the famiiv,
People are marvving later, having {ewer chil -
dren, and many married couples are not having
children,  Furthermor~, married individuals
are increasinglv pursuing careers independent
of their marriage. These trends In marital
relationships are drastically altering the
role of women in today's society. he chang-
ing role of women may have a greater impact
on recreation conkumption than all other fae-
tors combined. Women are now making Lacur-
sions into heretofore predominantly male
recreation activities. -- This trend sits
close observation if we are to plan realis-
tically to meect {uture recreation demand.

individual's role as a member of a

me

Living eavironments

Throughout the 70's, late on any Fridav
afternoon. a steady stream of cars could be
seen leaviug major U.S. cities. The cars
returned on Sunday evening after their occu-
pants had experienced a weekend of recreation
in the rural countryside. This mass-weekend
axodus, although facilitated by cheap fuel,

could hwe attributed in part to a neced for
temporary sscape [rom fhe rigors of urban
living. The degree to which stress-producing
aspects of urhan living can be reduced will
strongly influence the aced to escape cities
in the future, and, correspoadingiv, affect
demand for raral recreation. 1f sheer popu-
lation density is the cause of nrban stress,
than there mav be no real eslution and the
weekend aigration will continue. But recent
studies jadicate that rrowding alone is not
sufficient to produce sach stress. 1f high~
density living s not a source of nrhan
stress, then it mav be possible to solve some
pressing urban problems. 1f cities of tomor-
row can be provided with sufficient amenity
values, recreation behavior of urhan resi-
dents will he alterad significantly. Attrac-
tive urban environments will reduce demands
on raral recreation resources.  Conversely,
if such urban environments are not modified,
demands rural recreation resources will
increase substantially. But, nnder conditions
of cnergy scaveity, there may be no alterna-
tive tn vevitalizing cities,

oan

Another urban~celated factor that will
have strong infloence on foture demand will
be the movement away (rom siagle—family resi-
dences, The trend toward apartment living,
condominiums. and malti-unit dwellings is
Tikely rto coantinue as prices continue to in-
crease and Jdevelopable urhan space decreases.,
As
likely to rrach g geographic limit based on
availability of public transportation. There
will bhe Yittle alternative but to move toward
mare concontrated populations, This movement
0 that backyard space, once available

CReT Y &S city grows, urban arcas are
e, Yy B

will me
to single-home unit dwellers, will
be availableo nor will easy acceas io
conutryside. The rosult will be an intensi-
fication of demand for recreation facilities
in and very near urban centers.

Ao lTonger

tha

Economic environments

Much of the past zrowth in outdoor rec-
reation consumption has been fostered bv easy
access to jnexpensive forms of recraation.

Not only has participarion been relatively
inexpensive, incomes have hwen growing,
thereby providing the abilitv ve parricipate
in recreation and purchase consumer jtems.

The relative price of recrration in comparison
ta prices of other zoods and services has been
ralatively low. Few can argue that at the
outset of the 80's. gains in income are often
offset by inflation and by the soaring costs
for basic necessities--food. housing.
clothing., and energy.



As we plan for leisuve services during
e 80's., we must monitor relationships
between markets that most impact on recrea-
tion and on relative price relatiouships.
The 80's may demonstrate how really important
recreation participation is to the American
public--as shown by how willing people are to
pay for a highar proportion of costs in rela-
tion to other demands on their increasinpgly
scarce financial resources. The same rela-
tionships will nhold for public expendituves
for providing recreation in relation to
growing costs for other public services.
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The cumulative effect of rapid change in
the factors previously discussed is that rec-
reation behavior patterns will be subject to
both short- and long-run change. These
changes underscore the need to document, on a
cantinuing basis, the outdoor recreation par-
ticipatinn rates and patterns of the popula-
tion as a whole and for various sagments
within the population. Only in this way can
we begin to identify meaningful trends and
shifts in participation and to develop plans
that are responsive to changing demand.

Manv leisuve activities are substitut-
able, and the individual! can f{reely inter-
change amoug them. Similarly. some activities
ars complementary-- for one goes up
the demand for others goes down. While there
is littlas known about these relationships, we
should recognize that as major factors that
underlis recreaticn behavior change. peopla
will adjust their patterns of leisure hehav-
Ltor throuyh substitation and complemantary
select.

5 demand

decisions about the activities they
need to understand motiva-
tional determinants of laisure behavior, i.e.,
forces that underlie recreation behavior pat-
terns and choice. These motivational forces
provide a basis for understanding cuvrrent rec-
reation Behavior aad mav serve as a guide to

Fathwermoce, we

predict how people are likely to substitute
among altevnative recreation activities.

CHARACTERTSTICS AND AVAILABII

UPPLY

Supply factors also inflaence participa-
tion patterns. One supply-related factor is
the changing patteru of land ownership.
Today. most forest land and open space in ot
near large metropolitan ar2as is in small
tracts held by private owners. These owners
have exhibited a growing tendency to restrict
The Adegree to

usad

public access to their land,
which these privately owned lands can be

i

for publiz recreation will depend largely on
the public's willingness to reimburse owners
for such use, Land zoning, recreational casec-
ments, transfer pavwents. and other land use
contro! devices cau be employed to increase
the amount of recreation land readily acces-~
sible to urban populations. 0Or, public agen-
¢ies can purchase these lands. Measures atve
needed to index the change in distribution
and relative accessibility of such resources
so that appropriate supply responses can be
developed through planning.

Other indices are also necded to eval-
nate how supply can be altered to meet recrea-
tion demands, For example. indices are needed
to evaluate how existing facilities can be
expanded to their full site capacities, or
adapted to the needs of special populations.
This information will make it easier to make
policy decisions te influence recreation con-
sumption by changing any couwbinatien of the
following: The quality of recreation experi-
cnce provided; methads of management; site
capacity; and accessibility and availability
of recreation facilities, Scarce and unique
resources present a special problem. Here,
use must be closely wonitored in relation to
site capability so that plans can be made to
control and regnlate use within resource
capabilitins.

Finally. it will not be sufficient to
know whore supply exists and to understand
its changing capability without understanding
how aceassible it is to various population
segments What is aceessihle to an urhan
stum resident is not the same as what is
accessihle to an upper middle class person
living Ln an adjoining neighborhood. Supply-
related trend indicators, therefore, need to
be evalnated in terms of their relationship
to various population segments before such
indices can be made useful for planning
decisions.

TEGHNOLOGICAL, CHANGE

By introducing new types of recreation
equipment. technology provides a continual
change in the composition of available leisure
activities. For example. the recent develop-
ment of electronie games has provided new
forms of home~orieated indoor leisare pur-
suits. Development of snowmo»iles and other
recreational vehicles has created demands on
outdoor recreation resources that were not
aven dreamed of when plans for recreation
facilities that serve these activities were
daveloped. Tstimates of the impact of tech-
nnlagy on recreation demand can only be very
ronghlv estimated. but it is certain that



technology, bhoth directly related
ing mew kinds of leisure pursuits sq4 te
factors that influence recreationm demand, will
shape the future of recreation lmha-\,gar_' Tho‘
impact of techuology on planning g ohvions
Systems need to he set up to monirge te )
nology and to evaluate the kinds of
that are likely to occur.

provid-

cho-

impacts

ENERGY

We conclude this veview of majo~ facrors
that need to be monitored with a discuasisn of
the factor that has had as much impact an
starting the surge in demand for recreation
anything else--Energy. Few would argne that
availability of inexpensive energy, coupled
with correlated improvements in transppwia-
tion methods and systems. contributed greatly
ta past growth in recreation consumptian, ’
Once it was delieved that this abundance
would continuge; but as pasoline linc« grow
and prices skyrocket, the future seeoms mich
less predictable,

as

If energy costs remain low or +if tech-
nnlogy creates ways for more efficient uses
of available energy. curreat rates of recrea-
tion consumption can be sustained. But, i f
thiese things do not occur, major ahifts in
vecreation demand patterns ave likelwy ta
For cxample, during the recenar gaso-
Tine shortage. U.S. recreation travel patterns
changed significantly. As gasoline beconmes
more scarce and costly, people will have to
malie choices about how they will either allo-
cAte scarce gasoline (if rationing oceurs) or
how they will allocate income (if gasoline
prices continue to rise) among competing
needs. How recreation fares in these deci-
sions will have a big impact on recreation
demand. These decisions must be of central
concern to recreation planners.

seCur,

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

re g Lawed

In this paper, we have brieflwy
rhe kinds

i@ planning process in relation Lo
of trend data that will be ncednd to plan for
future recreation nceds, We have identifind
some of the kinds of trend indices that we
feel will be important in the futnre and tried
to indicate why we feel they will be impor-
tant. We have not, however, addressed how
data on these indices should be collected; nor
have we commented on the research needi?d to
determine relationships between trend indica-
tions and future demands; uor have W (.112?"
cussed the developmeut of modeling techniques
neaded to make demand projectinng ani assess-
ments, Hopefully these will be major FOpics
for consideration during this conference.

i
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The hest of Al possihle situations
wauld be to design a menitoring system EO
track all trend indices needed for planming-

0f course. this is not feasible because 1T
would he Inefficient and impractical. TheTe
h r—
remaing a great deal of work to do to: Dete
JeteTr

indives are most important s
various facto¥ s
indices
to

miane which
mine the wav in which the
inflieace recreation hehaviar: relate
to the plamaiap process; design systems
monitor indices; and develop models to
evaluate alternative plans.

We have tried to show that as the 79'5
differed {rom the A0's, the 80's will dbring
new changes that will influence recreation
consumpt ion and, coasequentlv, recreation
plaoning. Ammap these facters are inflation,
enovav, transportation systems, internat ional
relatians, urhanization, ete. All of these
factnrs will have impacts on ghifting and
channing the shaps of demand f{or recreation.
The old jndices will nnt work, For example,
we can be nare that population will increase,
but. unless people have access to inexpensive
gasaline, disposable income, and recreation
facilitins, they will not he ahle ta partici-
pate in recreation, Shifts in factors that
influcnce recraatinn behavior will necessi—
tate a whole new approach to planning based
on a revised nnderstanding of the factors
thar inflaencr demand and a new system for
menitoring treatls in key indicators.



