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CHAPTER I: IMRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the effects oi limited access

highways upon outdoor recreation in Arkansas. The statement of purpose is

provided as an introduction to the study. Also set forth in this section

are the objectives and hypotheses which basical1y aim at providing useful

information for the establishment of priori.ties in the construction and

development of limited access hi,ghways.

1.1 Statement of Purpose oJ qtlf4y

Adequate highway transportation has long been recognized as a vital

facLor in the economic development of a region. Improvements in the highway

system of a region usually contribute substantially to economic growth

through increased employtr.ent, incomes and other recreation trade. The Prox-

imity of the state to urban areas such as Memphis, St. Loui-s, Dallas, Kansas

City, and Tulsa suggests continued economic growth through tourism since a

J-arge portion of Northern and Western Arkansas possesses an envi.ron$ent

attractive to outdoor recreationists.

Recreational travel is a major income-producing activity in the State

of Arkansas. Its fast growth in recent years makes it imperative that

planning be implernented to insure orderly and responsible development in

the industry. Since the automobile is the principal mode of transPortation

for recreational travel, it is important that our highway system take into

consideration this traveler when plans are made for the future. Good high-

ways are especially valuable to the outdoor recreation industry in the

state.

The nature of the resources which Arkansas has in ample supply--

mountains, streams, 1akes, forests, etc.--lend themselves to outdoor

reereational use. An increasing number of people are participating in

i
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outdoor recreational activities such as camping, hiki.ng, backpacklng,

picnici.ng, sightseeing, hunting, fishing, boatj.ng and other water-related

sPorts. Recreational use may represent the hlghest and best use for many

of these resources. Balanced development of outdoor recreati.onal faciliti-es

and the hlghway syst@ is irnportant in order for these facllities to be

effectiveLy utilized.

The tourist industry is ranked as the third most important industry in

Arkansas, and is growing at an accelerated rate. Tyler }iardeman of the

Arkansas Department of Parks and Tourism described tourism as the "Sleeping

Giant" of the Arkansas economy. rn another statement, R. E. L. wr-lson,

Chairman of the National Advisory Board, said:

The State of Arkansas needs growth. The three most
important opportunities are the industries of agriculture, manu-
facturing, and tourisrn . . . Agricultural growth is steady and
contlnuous. Manufacturing has made great strj.des ln recent years,
but, unfortunately, has presently reached an almost ttno growth[
posture . . . This leaves our third major industry, tourism . .
our best achievable opportunity.rl

I,Ihile outdoor recreation is not the only consideration to be weighed

in construction of highways, it is indeed a major one. An improved road

network could have a beneficial effeet on the future growth of outdoor

recreation and consequently improve Arkansast economy. rt is, therefore,

t.he intentlon of this research to determine and evaluate the general impact

of limited access hLghways on outdoor recreation in Arkansas.

L.2 0b ect .ves and theses

The objective of this study is to determine the effects of limited

access highways on outdoor recreation in Arkansas and provide useful infor-
mation for the establistuuent of priorities in the construction and devel-

opment of limited access highways. This information will also be extremely

t
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useful to the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department in justifying

budget requests for additional construction funds.

The specific objectives of this study include:

1. To provide a general overview of traveler attj-tudes which
relate to interstate-freeway type highways.

2. To determine traveler attitudes concerning the relative
importance of access and of the area itself in site selecti.on.

3. To deternine the importance of selected highray characteris-
tics in route seleetion.

4. To compare various types of outdoor recreation as to attitude,
tri.p characteristics, and deruographlc characteristi-cs.

5. To compare attitudes and characteristics of persons inter-
viewed near and far from existing interstates.

6. To evaluate the outdoor reereationistrs attitude toward
economic development in reereation areas.

The achievement of the overall objeetives will result in benefits in

terms of:

1. Determining the effect of limited access highways on outdoor
recreation.

2, Increasing the efficj-ency of city, county and state officials
in allocating funds for road improvements.

3. Developing directions for further economic development plans
for Arkausas.

4. Providing information for tourist-related organizations con-
sidering locating in the state.

It is expected that through the survey approach used in thi.s study to

develop the travel behavior patterns of outdoor recreationists. An evalu-

atj.on of these travel behavior patterns will provide a number of benefieial

relationships that will assist the Arkansas Hj-ghway and Transportation

Department in its policy-making decisions.

I
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATIIRE

Thi-s section attenpts to vlew briefly the current status of knowledge

concerning outdoor recreation. Major consideration is given to lj-terature

concerned with the characteristic features of the participants in outdoor

recreatlon, the economic impact of recreation on a region, and the demand

for outdoor recreation in a regi.on. First, several general facets of out-

door recreatlon are emphasized.

In order ful1y to comprehend the many aspects and inplications of

outdoor recreation demand, Coppl contends that several different perspectives

should be given full consideration. Copp views outdoor recreation from five

interdependent theoretical perspectives; economic, motlvational, demographic,

soeiological, and social psychologlcal. They each have a contribution to

make in explaining and in predicting the demand for outdoor recreation.

From an economic standpoint, outdoor recreation is viewed as one of

many types of consumer goods competing with each other ln the market place.

However, in addition Eo money costs, recreatior5 like other leisure activities,

involves a hidden cost i.n terms of tirne foregone. Thus, consumers of out-

door recreation must allocate scarce money and limited time €rmong various

alternatives wLth an eye t.o maximizing the level of their satisfactj.ons.

It must be recognized that leisure activities like other goods are substi-

tutable. For exanple, a shorter work week may mean more television watching

which, just as outdoor recreation, will absorb income and time.

As for the moti.vational theories for recreation, tension release has

been presented as the explanatlon, but the part it explains is minimal. It

may be that the demand for specific forms of outdoor recreation i.s governed
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by the environment in whlch the individual works and lives. As work becomes

more routini.zed, people may turn to leisure time actlvities not only for

release from tension, but also for their self-realization and establi"shment

of identity.

The demographic perspective profides a basis for estimating the

potential number of users. Copp points out that, surprisingly, knowledge

of our present population strueture and trends has been used very little in

explaining present leve1s of leisure time participation in outdoor

recreation.

Participation in outdoor recreation is linked with the social structure

in that leisure pursuits tend to reflect the goals and norms by which a

society is guided. Consequently, the type and extent of leisure a society

of people engage in tell a great deal about the nature of that society.

Lastly, following Copp, practically all outdoor recreation occurs in

groups of two or more people, making i-t a small group or soeial psycholog-

ical phenomenon. Factors which affect these social groups have implications

for recreation demand.

Currently, one of the fastest growing activities in America i-s outdoor

recreation. One source notes that the principal factors accounting for

this growth are as follows:

(1) Population has nearly doubled during the last fifty years . .

(2) Incomes too have about doubled over this same peri-od
(3) Leisure time . . . has increased. (4) Mobility has increased
tremendously over the past fifty years, mostly because of the
family automobile. (5) The increase in the proportj.on of the
population in the younger pre-work age brackets and in the older
retiredbrackets.. .2

These factors can be shor^m to be associated with a rise of only some 6 per-

eent, leaving about 4 percent of the nearly 10 percent post war rise in

demand ttunexplainedtt .
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This lack of understanding as to which combi.nation of factors caused

the growing interest in outdoor recreation makes it difficult to make future

projections as to the demand for outdoor recreational activity or to set

forth guide lines for private and public enterprisers as to type and extent

of faclli.ties needed.

Further complicating the matter is the fact that participation varies

a great deal among the tJpes of recreation activities, and that there are

regional differences in personal preferences. Studies by Johnson and others

indieate that suburbanites indulge in a greater variety and anount of out-

door recreation than do residents of city centers or the open country.
a

JohnsonJ suggests that the eurrent "return to naturerr emphasis may be a

temporary phenomenon resulting from a rapid urbanization of rural people.

As this trait disappears, there may be major shi.fts i.n the demand for

outdoor recreation.

The report of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Corunission4 shows

that age, income, education, occupation, and place of residence have signif-

icant effects on the amounts and t5ryes of outdoor recreation in which people

partici.pate. Reid5 reported that interest in camping, fLshing, and boating

was found to continue at a high 1eve1 until late in life. Also, boating

and camping are participated in most often by persons from higher income

famiLies; whereas, fishing is participated in most by families with incomes

in the middle income range. It is suggested that educatlon has a comparable

influence to j-ncome in determining participation in these three actlvities.

As for occupation, people not i.n the labor force and those with paid

vacations had higher rates of partlcipation. The data on place of residence

show that persons living in suburban areas participate to a greater degree

in fishing and campj-ng than city residents. People in more rural areas,
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however, do more fishing and about the same amount of camping as the

suburbanites.

Tharp observes, in an interpretatj-on of statistics in the Outdoor

Reereati.on for America report, that the most popular activities are those

in which barriers to participation are at a minimum. Fewer people engage

in those activities that require more physical effort and skill than those

requiring speci.alized facilities. tr'Iater sports, however, ranked high on

the list of activities. The liroiting factors causing people to engage in

fewer outdoor recreational activities than they desired included: lack of

time, lack of money, and lack of facilities.6

The najor recreation demand is in densely populated areas, and peopl-e

vrant recreat.ion opportunities to be close to where they live. Tharp

concludes that in spite of the large amount of plans for recreati.on facil-

i-ties in rural areas, the greatest increase in demand will probably fal1

on the urban and suburban areas. Since the largest demand comes fron

children and young people, the facilities must be close at hand. An indi-

rect benefit of filling this demand is that idleness and inactivity lead

to social unrest and erime.T

From a review of the literature concerning characteristics of

participants in outdoor recreation, one gets the impression that diversity

of recreation demands are to be expected depending upon such Batters as

degree of urbanization of a region, types of outdoor recreation available

to potential participants. As a consequence, it seems that if any meaa-

ingful assessment is to be made regarding characLeristics of participants,

it must be made by studies in particular t)rpes of areas and of particular

types of outdoor recreation.

I
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The Ioca1 economic impact of recreation spending is increasingly

beeoming a matter of interest in that to the extent that non-resident

consumers buy goods and services in the area, additional lncome is injected

into the 1ocal economy. A recognition of this has glven rise to many

contending that recreation can be used effectively as an economic support

of depressed rural areas. The hope is that large recreatlon use will bring

a substantial improvement in the economic well-being of the ,t.t.8

According to Knetsch, the economic impact of recreation expenditures

on an area are as follows:

(1) . by no means all the total expenditures made by recrea-
tionists take place in the communities located in proximity to
recreation areas. (2) the type of er<penditures that are
made in these communities are of a rather speciflc kind
food, lodging, and automobile services cornprise a large bulk of
the expenditure items. (3) There i-s a variation in the type of
expenditures that take place in local areas depending upon the
type of recreation developed and upon its location with respect
to population. (4) . total expenditures are not all net
income to the region.9

The original expendLture of money in an area develops expenditure patterns

based on the recipientst propensity to consume. This nultiplier process

means that the more self-contained the loca1 economy is and the smaller the

proportion of expenditures calling for imports into the area, the greater

will be the impact on the loca1 couununi.ty. Knowledge of the magni.tude of

the multiplier as applled to vari.ous types of recreational activities is

fairly limited.

Cl-awson10 evaluates two comron concepts which are often applied to

discussions of the impact of outdoor recreation. In the first place, he

discusses the gross volume of business resulting from outdoor recreation.

The major limitations upon this concept inelude the considerable error of

estlmate and the obvious point that not all of the reported expenditure is
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ner^I or additi-onaI expenditure. Some of it ruay be merely shlfted from one

thing to another with no net effect on the 1ocal economy. The point is

that people may simply substitute rather than bring additional income flows

into an area. A1so, the fu11 effect of the expendlture ls not necessarily

felt in the area where the outdoor recreation opportunity lies.

Second, Clawson takes into consideration the "value addedtf by 1ocal

business in the estiuoated gross expenditure. This is an approach vrhj-eh

would at least localize the impact of the gross expendltures made on the

1oca1 economy by those seeking outdoor recreation. Value added by the

recreation industry then could be compared with value added by other

industries or by alternative uses of the same resources. But, a problern of

using "value added" is that it does not deal directly with the value of the

recreation opportunity as such. The point is that the o<penditures made

are spent for the provision of servi.ces connected with the use of the

recreati"onal opportunity and not for the development of the recreational

opportunity itself.

AccordJ.ng to Broclirnan, an evaluatj-on of the economic impact of recre-

ational areas serves a variety of purposes;

(1) It provides a picture of the importance of such areas in the
economic structure of a given area " (2) rt aids in the solution
of land-use problems. (3) It aids in determining the desired
size of reereational facilities or services and aid in evaluating
proposed developments. (4) Economic evaluations aid admlnlstrators
of public recreational areas in obtaining adequate financial sup-
port for their operations.ll

Baum and Moore point out that in order for a rural area to develop,

change is essential. There must be a willingness to adapt to the require-

ments of economic growth, and to shed out-dated thinking. The alternatives

from which an area must choose are logically limited to those ln line with

their particular situation. A suggested alternative for rural areas with
I
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no real possibility of industrial development is that development of outdoor

recreation w111 provide the 1ocal labor foree more jobs and higher i-ncomes.12

This has been true to some extent in the Ozarks, as indicated by the Copeland

study.13

Since different areas can be expected to grorr in outdoor recreation

use at different rates, it is irnportant to recognize factors which wilL

influence this growth. Landsberg and others list some growth-limiting

factors as follows:

. The anount of time that will be available for using outdoor
recreation areas . . .; the number of recreation sites of high or
desired quallty; the amount of investment in the development,
improvernent, and maintenanee of recreatj.on sitesl the degree to
which other kinds of recreation may be substi.tuted .; the
kinds of policies that are pursued with regard to entrance fees,
rationingr etc.14

Tharp states that in view of the rapld rise in demand for recreation,

Arkansas has an excellent. opportunity to t'cash in", but more than land and

\^7ater resources are needed. He states that also essential are: skilled

management, adequate capital investments, and community initiative, planning

and action.15

Clawson presents some disquieting considerations concerning the notion

that an area, having no other asset, may be assumed to have recreational

va1ue. First, rlo one may want to go to an area even if it has recreation

potential if it is located in an inaecessible place for recreation seekers.

Second, even i.f many recreation seekers can be attracted, this is not

certain proof that it will be economically feasible to develop it as a

recreation area. Clawson contends that the economie impact of recreation

spending tends to be widely dispersed geographically and the 'rvalue addedt'

in the remote recreation area may be very smal-l. Finally, the residents of

a depressed area probably do not have the manageri-al ski11s nor the financial

means to exploit any ad.vantages whj-ch might exist.16

I
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Johnson points out that there is a need to break dor"m over-all

estimates of the recreational demand i,nto specific acti.vities, groups or

associations of activities, t)pes of users, and physical requirernents. The

implication is that much can be contributed to a better understanding of

the economic impact of reereation by anaLyzing the subrclassifications of

reereatj.on partieipants, such as cElmpers and boaters, and by studying the

effects on the emplo5mrent and incomes of the people located in the area.

The type of data needed concerns dernand for certain activities, or groups

of activities, in a specific area.17

Another matter to be considered is that income-producing private

recreational enterprises require a different kind of economic analysis from

that needed to justify development of programs for public recreation areas.

The expense of public facilities is borne by the taxpayer, and though wrong

guesses result in misallocation of public funds, no one individually sus-

tains any large financial loss. On the other hand, a wrong guess by a

private enterpriser may result in financial disaster. The private enter-

priser must be able to calculate fairly accurately the potential returns

and costs so as to determine if a reasonable profit potential exists which

will compensate for the risks and uneertainty involved. This is not to say

that it is all right for public enterprise to be wasteful while private

enterprise must avoid hraste. Though the latter is true, public facilities

may be justified on the basis of soej"al benefits being larger than social

costs even though the market does not reflect all benefits and costs

.18r_nvolveo.

From this revi-ew of the literature concerning eeonomic impact of

outdoor recreation, one gets the i.mpression that there is a considerable

debate going on with regard to wheEher outdoor recreation can be used

i
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effectlvely as a generator of jobs and higher incomes fot a local labor

force in a depressed rural area. It is pointed out that the lrrpact is not

the full anount of the expendi.tures by recreati.on participairts, but rather

the portlon of the "value added" withln the area where orpenditures occur.

A need ls indicated for more study of this matter with emphasis upon the

speciflc impact of certain types of outdoor recreation at a given recreation

area.

Hugh Johnson says that demand for recreational opportunities in the

out-of-doors has increased faster than the ability of suppliers to provide

the needed facilities and services because of slx deficiencies:

(1) . inability to accurately identify recreation needs.
(2) . inability to forecast recreation trends. (3)
inability to secure adequate financlng--public and private.
(4) . lack of knowledge of the significance of recreatlon.
(5) inability to articulate the need for recreation.
(6) lack of administrative, policy-making, managerial, and
leadership competenci.es in recreation.19

Johnson points out that one of the most obvious needs is to find rggys to

locate more recreation within the reach of more people. Thus, perhaps the

greatest need is for facilities and services within urban and suburban

areas

A major problern in measuring peoplets "rea1'r deruand for recreation is

in determining what people rea11y want. This may vary markedly from what

they say they want. Experiences tend to determine the recreation partic-

ipantrs interests and preferences, and this, along wi-th his knowledge of

existing opportunities, significantly affect his choices. We may have to

study recreation participants more as complex individuals, often irrational,

changeable, and difficult to understand, than to use the usual tools of

economic analysis such as tirne-dj.stance factors, theories of substitution,

ut.. 2o
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Knetsch points out that the state of data on outdoor recreation is

that it is either nonexistent or terrible. IIe eites as an e:<ample the Corps

of Engineers and their data program which does not provide the types of

data needed in eareful economic analysis which contributes to good decision-

making. Knetsch suggests that the major types of research needed in order

to deal effectively with questions of recreation include:

market studies; demand studies; studies of pricing and the appro-
priateness of fees and charges . .; problerns of private recre-
ation areas; loca1 economlc impact of recreation expenditures; ,,1
and benefit-cost or investment criteria for recreation investments."

Knetsch argues the danger of simply extending past trends in the use

of recreation areas or using activity-days engaged in by various population

groups. Such projeetions are not ones of deuand but rather are projecti.ons

of consumption. Recreation consumption for a given region is a function of

both supply and dernand. This must be clearly recognized, for, if tt is not,

then a great chance of furbalance in resource use may occur. This is to say

that a high participati-on rate in Arkansas in fishing may result in the

planning of more fishing lakes i-n the state without realizing that the

reason for such high participation was the great abundance of lakes already

present. The attraetion of fishing enthusiasts may be a function of both

supply and demand.

Crawford22 makes the point that even though participants in outdoor

recreation usually have a primary purpose, they are really consumers with a

joint demand for various types of outdoor recreation. Ilowever, the extent

of joint demand was found to vary among the various classifications of

primary recreational purpose. For example, over 80 percent of campers had

joint demand for vari.ous types of outdoor recreation, while only slightly

over 30 percent of fi-shermen did.

I
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In the literature review it is suggested that the denrand for outdoor

recreation is a function of such independent variables as: income, leisure

time, mobility, age, availability of faciliti.es, and distance from a recre-

ation faciLity. It is also suggested that there is a deficiency of data

necessary for the analysis of recreation deruand. Recreation facilities have

traditional1y been supplied by the public sector at little or no di-rect

charge to the user. consequently, the public has eome to view outdoor

recreation as free except for the expenditures incurred in getting to and

from areas containing facilj.ties. These costs, which include food, lodging,

transportation, entertai-nment, etc., are the ttpri-cett the recreaEion seeker

pays for some "guanti.ty'r of outdoor recreation acti.vity"

A great deal of research has been done to try to estjmate the demand

for recreation in a given region of the country. However, very little

research has been done to specifically relate touri-srn to travel on limited

access highways.

C1awson23 is generally accepted as the pioneer in estimatj.ng the dernand

f or recreation by l-ooking at tttransf er costs[ and itparticipation ratesrr.

Cesario and Knetsch24 pointed out some methodol-ogical problems associated

with Clawsonts work. They stated that there is a high correlat1on between

increased distance and increased travel tirne which tends to underestimate

the demand for a parti.cular type of outdoor recreation at a particular point

in time. Thus, it appears that many of the earl-rz models have been poorly

specified.

An attempt to separate monetary from time costs was made in the 1964

Oregon Salmon-Steelhead study ld:rere days of fishing were expressed as a

function of transfer costs, family income, and average distance traveled.

The standard error for the distance traveled variable was quite high and
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the estimates were unreliable. Another study in 0regon25 r." made to study

the demand for big game hunting. Distance traveled, hunting success, years

of hunting experience, and incomes were all used i.n a multiple regression

rnodel. The R squared value was quite l-ow for the overall model and inter-

state travel was not directly eonsidered. A surmnary of the Oregon findings25

states that aggregating data tends to cause multicollinearity and difficulty

i.n estimating the parameters of recreation demand functions.

McConne1127 analyzed the dernand for outdoor recreation and came to two

main eonclusions. First of all, he decided that the appropriate time vari-

able in the demand for outdoor recreation is the value of the total time

consr:med by the recreation activity rather than simply the time spent in

transit. He al-so decided that the unit of measurement consistent with the

travel cost method is the trip or visit and not user days.

Gum and Martin28 conducted a large scale empirieal study of outdoor

recreation activities in Arizona. The m:mber of household trips, the cost

per trip and the total revenue generated for Arizona hTas estimated. The

methodology for estimating the demand for recreation rras improved. However,

the study did not deal directly uith travel and tourisn.

A study of travel and tourism in Arkansas was completed in L976 by

Troutman and Opitz with the Industrial Research and Extension Center for

the University of Arkansas at Little Ro.k.29 The most important sources of

data were the Quintennical censuses of business conducted by the U. S.

Bureau of the Census. Other sources were: (1) the Bureau of Economi.c

Analysis, U. S. Department of Cournerce, (2) the U. S. Corps of Engineers'

(3) the Arkansas Highway Departrnent, (4) the Arkansas Geme and Fish

Commissj-on, and (5) the Travel Data Center, Washington, D.C. The Arkansas

study showed the travel industry to be of minor importance in terms of total

I
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personal income for the state. However, the travel industry does bring

outside income and tax revenues into the state. The state receives one-

third of its gasoline tax revenues from peopl-e engaged ln tourism.

Although a great deal has been rrzritten on the subj ect of outdoor

recreation, much of it has eurphasized aggregate recreation demand. There

has not been very much done concerning the effect of limited access highways

upon outdoor recreation. The purpose of this study is to help fill that

void with partlcular enphasis upon the specific effects of hlghways upon

recreati.on in Arkansas.

I

,l

,l

I



CIIAPTER III: ANALYTICAL APPROACH

The analytical approach followed in this study was based on a survey

technique. A number of outdoor recreational sites were selected for this

study. The data collected through the survey was used to evaluate the

objectives explained in Chapter I. The approach used in the selection of

sites, the procedures followed to distribute the questionnaires and the

time at which the survey r^ras conducted are explained in thi.s chapter.

3.1 Site Selection for Outdoor Recreational Travel Study

In selection of sites for dlstribution of the questionnaire, lt was

felt thaE accessibility by interstate-freeway type road was of primary

concern. A site readily accessible by interstate-freeway was first selected,

then a site with comparable facilities was selected which was remote to the

interstate-freeway type highuay. Sites were widely distributed so that all

the interstate-freeway type routes i-n the state would be included in the

survey. This pairing of readily accessible and remote sites used in the

study was continued if possible throughout the Arkansas State Parks, the

National Parks, the National Forests, the Corps of Engineer Projects, the

I,Iitdlife Refuges, and the Arkansas Game and Fish Cormnissi.on Areas.

For a geographical location of the sites, see accomPanying map.

Exhibit 1 shows the nanes and types of sites surveyed; the geographical

location in the state; whether they are near to interstate; and the number

of questionnaires given at each site.

3.2 Distribution of estionnai.res

Upon arri.val of the intervi.ewers at each site to be surveyed, permission

was secured to distribute questionnaires. Superintendents were helpful in

I
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Code* Site
Area of

State
Near to

Interstate
Questionnaires Returned
L977 L978 Total

10112
LL2O9
L2209
13112
].4209
15205
L6208
L7j.09
18109
19208

2L208
22L09

3L209
32207
33207
34LA7

4L209
42L09

51205

61105
52105
63205

STATE PARKS
DeGray
Bu11 Shoals
Crowley's Ridge
Lake Catherine
Lake Charles
Moro Bay
Queen Wilhelmina
Village Creek
White Oak Lake
Withrow Springs

NATIONAL PARKS
Buffalo River
Hot Springs

NATIONAI FORESTS
Bear Creek Lake
Blanchard Springs
Cove Lake
Ilorsehead Lake

CORPS OF ENGINEERS PROJECTS
Bul1 Shoals Lake
DeGray Lake

WILD LIFE REFUGE
White River

PRI}fITIVE CAMPING AREAS
Wattensaw Managernent Area
Lake Conway Area
Hurricane Lake

59

4L
87

SI,I

NE

NE

SW

NE

SE

WC

NE
SW

NW

NW

SI^I

SE

NC

NW

NW

NE
SW

SE

EC

C

NE

r-30

r-30

r-40
r-30

r-30

r-40

r-30

r-40
r-40

37
133

7L
32

30
36
49
L6
10
46
I

16
34

51
34

7

50
34
43
53

50
64
79

LO2
75
45

LO2
60
38
52

76
153

35
66

37
82
37
25

84

87
32
25

1,081

35
56
52
22
18

LLz
52

40

669

t24

87
32
25

L,7 50

97
52

209
r.04

*The code used in this table reads as follows:

No. of Facllities
Nearness to Interstate

1 = Near
2=Far

Seguence withln Type of Sire (As Listed in This Table)
Type of Site

1 = State Parks
2 = National Parks
3 = Natlonal Forests
4 = Corps of Engineers Projects
5 = ![i1d Life Refuges
5 = Primitive Camping Areas

205

E

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.

EEIIBII 1
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pointing the way to where people rdere concentrated. 'AttemPts were made to

contact users of several facllities ln each of the different recreational-

areas at the site rather than concentrate on one recreational use. At some

sites users seemed to be concentrated in some areas such as a cErmpground,

but the questionnaires revealed often times their use of the other available

facilities at the site. If they rilere contacted first at a cempground and

later at a swl-mning or boat launching area, the user was permitted to fill

out only one questionnaire.

The distrlbution of questionnaires during the Sr:mrner of L977 started

on July 20 at Lake Charles State Park and was concluded on August 28 at

Crowleyrs Rldge State Park. The entire survey was conducted utilizing

personal interview as the technique for questlonnaire dlstribution. It ls

notelvorthy that no one contacted refused to provide the informatlon desired.

Distribution of questlonnaires at the White River National Wildltfe

Refuge took place durlng the 1977 fa11 huntlng season. Data at Lake Conway

and llurricane Lake were collected duri.ng the Sumner of 1978 and Wattensaw

was surveyed during the 1978 fa11 hunting season. A11 of the original sites

except White River National Wildlife Refuge were visited again between May

23 and July 3, L978.

3.3 Explanation of the Survey Area

The Arkansas State Parks selected for questionnaire distribution and

their locations are shown herebelow:

Bu11 Shoals - From Mountain Houe, 6 miles NW on Ilighway 5, 6 miles
W on Highway 178.

Crowley's Ridge - From Paragould, 10 miles W on Highway 25, 2

miles S on Ilighway L4L,

DeGray - From Arkadelphia, l0 miles N on Highway 7.
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Lake catherine - From Malvern, 2 miles N on u. s. 270, L2 miles
NW on Highway 171.

Lake Charl-es - From lloxie, 8 miles NW on U. S.
Highway 25.

63,2mj.lesSon

Moro Bay - From El Dorado, 20 miles NE on Highway 15.

Queen Wllhelmina - Fro,m Mena, 13 miles NW on Highway gg.

v1L1age creek - From r-40 at Forrest clty, 12 niles N on llighway
284.

wtrite oak Lake - From prescott, 20 niles E on Hlgtrway 24, 2 niles
S on Highway 387.

withrow springs - From lluntsville, 6 miles N on ltighway 23.

The National Parks or Rivers selected for questionnaire distribution
and thelr locations are shown herebelow:

Hot springs National park - Gulpha Gorge campground - From IIot
Springs, 2 miles NE on U. S. 708.

Buffalo Nationar River (nuffalo point) - From ye1lvi11e, L7 miles
S on Highway L4, 3 miles E on Hlghway 269.

The National Forest Reereational- Areas selected for questlonnaire

dlstribution and their locatlons are shown herebelow:

Bear creek Lake - From Marlanna, 7 nLles sE on Illghway 44.

Blanchard springs - From Flfty six, 1.5 miles E on Itighway L4,
3.5 rnl1es N on Forest Road 1110.

cove Lake - From Paris, 1.1 niles s on Highroay 109, 7.5 niles sE
on Highway 309, 5 miles SE on Foresr Road 160g.

Horsehead Lake - From clarksville, 7.6 niles NW on Highway 103,
3-8 miles w on llighway L64,2.8 ml1es NW on Foresr Road l-40g.

The Corps of Engineers Project Areas selected for questionnaire

distribution and their locatlons are shown herebelow:

Bul1 shoals Lake - ozark rs1e, Lakevlew, Dam site, point Return,
Bu1l Shoals, Ilighway L25, Buek Creek, Lead Hil1, and Tucker
Ilollow (a11 of these points in Arkansas only).

DeGray Lake - From Arkadelphia, 8 miles N on Highway 7.
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The Wildlife Refuges selected for questionnaire distribution and their

locations are shovm herebelow:

white River National Wildlife Refuge - From Dewitt, 10 mj-Ies S on
Highway 1, 9 miles E on Highway, E on County Road.

Wattensaw l{ild]ife Managernent Area - From llazen, l urile E on U. S.

70, 6 miles N on Highway 11.

Ilurricane Lake Wildlife Management Area - From Wordan 5 miles S.

The Arkansas Game and Fish Cornmission Public Fishing Areas where

questionnaires were distributed and their locations are shornrn herebelow:

Lake Conway - From Conway E on Highway 286 and also South on
Highway 365.

Exhibit 2 shows the available facilities at each of the surveyed

recreational sites.

I

I
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CHAPTER IV: EVALUATION OF EEFECTS OF LIMITED ACCESS

HIGHWAYS UPON OUTDOOR RECREATION

An evaluation of the effects of limited access highways upon outdoor

recreatlon is provided below. This evaluation starts with a general over-

view of attitudes. Next, the relative i-mportance of access and the area

itself in site choice i-s analyzed. The evaluatj-on then turns to traveler

attitudes concerning route choice. A comparison is made between the various

types of outdoor recreationists as to attitude, trip characteristics, and

demographic characteristics. A sinilar comparison is made between visitors

to different types of outdoor recreation areas. Following this, a comParison

is made of attitudes and characteristics of those interviewed near and far

from interstates. Final1y, an eval-uation ls made of outdoor recreationistsr

attitudes toward economic developuent in reereatioo areas.

4.L General Overview of Traveler Attitudes

The purpose of this sectlon is to provide a general overview of the

survey of the 11750 persons who were contacted in recreation areas in

Arkansas. These persons responded to a questionnaire shown in Appendix I.

This general overview is only a very preliminary look at the matter of

traveler attitudes and later sectioos will provide an in-depth analysis of

various aspects of outdoor recreationistsr attitudes aod characteristics.

Exhibit 3 shows how they were distributed by type of outdoor recreation

area. The largest ntmber was the 38.1 percent surveyed in state parks.

Following this were the 17.9 percent in Corps of Engineer areas; 15.5 per-

cent in national forests; 13.1 percent in national parks; 8.2 percent in
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E)CIIBIT 3

DISTRIBTITION BY TYPE OF OUTDOOR RECREATION AREA

CATEGORY LABEL

STATE PA RK

NATIONAL PARI(

NATT L FO REST
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NATTL L'ILDLIFE
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c0 0E
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7.1

8.2
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8{ .7
g1, g

100.0

c00E
I

1. rrrttrtrrr.trlttrtrtttttttrttlttat (
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I
I

2. tttr*rrrrrtr ( 22o ,
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I
I

3. tt.rtrtrr*rrrrr I ?7S,
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I
I

4r trrrlrrrrrtr.rtrrt ( JIS)
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I
I
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1750 100.0 100.0
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( 124 
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I
I
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Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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prinitive camps; and 7.1 percent in natlonal wildlife refuges. The section

comparing attitudes and characteristics of visitors to different types of

outdoor recreation areas will provide an evaluation of the survey flndings.

Exhibit 4 shows rDore speclfical-ly in terms of the speciflc outdoor

recreatl,on areas the distributlon of vlsitors surveyed. These recreation

areaa provide a good cross section of the numerous recreation areas in

Arkansas and represent areas that are both near and far from interstate-tyPe

hlghways. The breakdown of the areas near to or far from lnterstate high-

ways is shown in Exhibit 5. It indLcates that 62.4 percent of those recre-

ationists surveyed were in areas far from the interstate-type higtnrays'

whl1e 37.5 of the recreatlonists were in areas near interstates. A later

sectlon w111 evaluate in more detall the differences between the trlp and

deurographic characteristics of the recreationists as wel-1 as of other

breakdorms of those recreatLonists surrreyed.

Exhibit 5 provides a breakdom of the frequency in the survey for

various numbers of facllities availabl-e to outdoor recreationlsts. The

greatest category frequency was the 46.7 petcent where nine famllies were

available. Exhiblt 7 deruonstrates the frequency ln the survey of weekday

and weekend outdoor recreation trips. The number of each was very evenly

divided. This is one of the trip characterlstics to be utilized in later

sections comparing different aspects of outdoor recreation.

One of the maJor purposes of this study rilas to determine the degree of

preference for access to i-nterstate-type highways by outdoor recreationists.

Exhibit 8 indicates thls degree of preference for access and shows that 17.6

percent desired direct access and 41.5 percent desired convenlent access.

On the other hand, 27.9 percent desired no access and 13.1 percent expressed

a desire for renote access. An attempt is made io a later section to

anaLyze the characteristics of thess suf-groups.
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HCIIBIT 4

DISTRIBUTION BY SPECITIC OUTDOOR RECREATION AREAS

CATEGORY LAB FL
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EIGIIBIT 4 (Continued)
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HCIIBIT 5

DISTRIBUTION OF VISITORS BY NEARNESS
TO INTERSTATE OF RECREATION AREA

I
I

l
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EXHIBIT 6

DISTRIBUTION BY NI'MBER OF FACILITIES
AVAILABLE IN RECREATION SITE
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EEIIBIT 7

DISTRIBUTION BY I,IEEKDAY OR I,JIEEKEND TRIP

CATEGORY LABTL
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EXHIBIT 8

DISTRIBUTION BY DEGREES OF PREFERENCE
FOR ACCESS TO INTERSTATE

I

CATFGORY LABEL

DI R ECT
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Soue Lnsj.ght lnto the outdoor recreationistsr desire for access is
provided by Exhibit 9 which shows the naximum distance they will travel

from the interstate for outdoor recreation. The breakdown of this shows

that 8.8 percent said they would travel a maximuu of less than 10 miles;

23.9 percent sald their maxlmum rsas 11-25 miles; nearly a third, or 30.5

percent, said 26-50 miles; 16.8 pereent indlcated 51-L00 miles; and 20.9

percent said over 100 miIes. rn a later sectioa of this paper, where

traveler attitudes concerning site sel.ection are evaluated, deeper insight
will be provided into the matter of distance recreationists are willing to

travel. An analysis will be made of the traveL distance sub-groups. Ihe

indication here is that a si.zable proportion will drive substantial dis-
tances from interstates to find recreational areas.

Additional lnsight is provided by their expresslon of agreeuent or

disagreement about whether Arkansas needs more lnterstate highways. Exhibit

10 indicates that 44.9 percent agree and 55.1 percent disagree that Arkansas

needs more interstate highways. Moreover, 9.1 percent strongly agree while

14.9 percent strongly disagree. consequenLly, a uajority do not seem to

desire more interstate-freerfiay type highways being constructed in recreation

areas.

A somewhat different, pattera emerged when outdoor recreationists were

questioned concerning the need for bet.ter connecting roads i.n Arkansas. Of

those surveyedr 65.l percent agree and 34.9 percent di.sagree as to the need.

InterestinglY, 15.3 percent strongly agree whereas only 6.5 percent, strongly

disagreed. This is shown iu Exhibit 11. The indicarlon is that while a

najority of outdoor recreatLouists do not prefer more interestate-t)npe

highways becoming available, they do seem to desire better connecting roads

to provide access to and from recreation areas. Ttris natter will be

analyzed in greater detai-l in a later section of this study.
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EXIIIBIT 9

DISTRIBUTION BY DISTANCE IONISTS I^]ILL TRAVEL FROM

IMERSTATE TO ENGAGE OUTDOOR RECREATION
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EXI{IBIT 10

DISTRIBUTION OF ATT]TUDE CONCERNING WHETIIJR
ARIGNSAS NEEDS MORE INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS
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E)GIBIT 11

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING WIIETHER
ARKANSAS NEEDS BETTER CONNECTING ROADS

I

CATEGORY
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DISAGREE

AGR EE

STRONGLY

LA8 EL

OIS AGREE

A6R EE

COOE

l.
2.

3.

4.

0.

TOTAL

ABSOLUI E

Fpg0

111

a85

8s3

279

42

175 0

RELATIVE
FP IO
( PCT)

6.3

27.7

4 7.6

15.9

?t4

AD.JUSTED
FR EO
(PCT }

6.5

28.4

4 8..8

15.3

}lISSING

CUH
FREG
(PCT}

6.5

3 4.9

93.7

100.0

100.0

100.0 100.0

c00E

1.

0.
(MISSING)

I
rrrr*tt ( 111)

DI SA GR EESTRf}NGLY

2. tttttttttt*t*ttrttlttltttt ( 485)
I OISACREE
I
I

3 . r t t a I t t t t t t t a t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t tl t t t t t lt t * * t t ' 
t (

AGREE

4e r*tt*trttrtttt I 279'
STRONGLY AGRFE

( 42)

. .. a t .. .a I t a a a a a a . . I a a. a a a a . a f t o t 
" ' 

t " 
I t t t t t t t t t f

200 q00 600 800 1000
FR TOUENC Y

I
I
I

853'
I
I
I
*
I
I
I
t

I
I
I
0

tt

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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I{ith. regard to the avaiLability of traveler services, Exhlbit 12

i'ndicates that nearly 60 percent feel that no more are needed while 40 per-

cent feel that more traveler servj.ces were desired. Only 11.3 percent

expressed a strong desire for more, whereas 16.9 percent expressed strong

dtsagreement. consequently, a majorlty expressed the view that more

traveler serviees were not needed. Traveler servi.ces rf,ere defioed on the

questionnaire as restaurants, motels, service stations and the like.
A very interestlng comparison is the importaace of access and the

importance of the recreatlon area itself in site choice. Exhiblt 13 shows

that 55.3 percent say access is of little or no importance while 44.8 per-

cent say it is inportant iu their decision. Interestlngly, only 9.3 percent

said it \ilas very important, whereas 24.7 petcent said it was not important.

Exhibit 14 shows the survey results concerning importance of area in site
choice. Of those surveyed, 86.6 percent sald the area itself was important

and only 13.4 percent said it was of little or no importance. It is espe-

cia1ly noteworthy that while 63.5 percent said the area itself rdas very

important, only 6.3 percent said it was not important. Ihe indication seems

clear Lhat it is the area itself that is more important to outdoor recrea-

tionists than access. Even though the recreationistsr preference of area

over access in choice of site is a comparative indication, a sizable minority
did attribute importance to aceess in choice of site.

Iu addition to making a choice of site, the outdoor recreationist also

exercises some diseret,ion in his choice of route. Exhi-bit 15 shows the

importance of interstate-type highways in the choice of rout,e. The survey

resulted in 56.7 percent saying availability of interstate-type hlghways

was of little or no importance to them in route selection. Only 10.9 per-

cent said they were very important in route selection. Exhibit 16
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E)CIIBIT 12

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING i,JHET}IER

TllIS AREA NEEDS MORE TRAVELER SERVICES
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E)CIIBIT 13

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITIIDE CONCERNING THE
IMPORTANCE OF ACCESS IN SITE CHOICE

CATEGORY LABEL

NO IMPORTANCE

LI TTLE I TIIPOR TANC E

SOI,IE I t4PORTAIiCE

GREAT IiIPORT!NCE

c00E

1.

4.

0.
(I.IISSING)

CO DE

l'
2..

5.

4o

0.

TOT AL

ABS OLU T E

FREO

419

519

602

158

52

RF.'LATIVE
FR EQ
(PCT'

?3.9

?9.7

34.4

9.0

3.0

ADJUSTED
FR EO
(PCT )

24.7

311.6

35.5

9'3

I{ISSIN6

cu !{
FR EO
(PCT)

2q.7

EE AsrJaa

90.7

l0 0.0

10 0.0

1750 100.0 I 00.0

I
I t rr.r rr rr rr trrr rr rr.r ( 41 9,
I NO IHPORT ANCE
I
I

2. :lrtatrlatttttttttlrttt*ttttttt ( 519)
LITTLE IHPORTANCE

5. r*rrrrrrr*rttr*tlrr*rrrrrrtrirrr ( 60Zl
SOHE 

'HPORTANCE

trrrrrtr ( 158)
GREAT IYPORTANCE

( 52)

. .a aa ao.. f .... a.... f . aa... a.. f .a. ao.. a. f a.. a..... f
?00 400 600 800 1000

trR EOI'ENCY

I
I
I

I
I
I
I

r
I
I
t

I
I
I
0

r rt

I
i Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.



39

HCIIBIT 14

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE
IMPORTANCE OF AREA IN SITE CIIOICE

CATEGORY LAB FL
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EXHIBIT 15

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE
IMPORTANCE OF INTERSTATE IN ROUTE CHO]CE

CATEGORY LABEL
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EXHIBIT 16

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE
OF AIL.WEATHER ROAD IN ROUTE CHOICE
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demonstrates that 89.9 percent of those surueyed said avallability of all-

weather roads was i.nportant to them in cholce of route. In fact, 55.1 per-

cent said this was very important. Exhibit 17 indicates that also of

importance ls availability of scenic highways with 81.5 percent giving this

i.mportance. Another matter of importance in route selection was dlrectness

of the route. In the survey, 71.5 percent of the respondents expressed the

opinion that a direct route was of great importance, while 28.4 percent

felt it was of llttLe or no lmportance. This is shorm in Exhibit L8.

Fina1ly, on the matter of route selection, Exhibit 19 shows that availa-

bllity of servlces was important to 58.3 percent of those surveyed.

Further insight into the irnportance of access is provided by dividing

the outdoor recreationists into those participating in dlfferent types of

outdoor recreation. Exhibits 20 through 26 show the degree of importanee

attributed to access by those engaging ln hiking-backpacking, picnlcing-

sightseeing, fishing, hunting, camping, boating-skiing-swlruning, and

vlsiting hlstorical sites. A majority of those engaging in picnicing-sight-

seeing, fishing, carnping, boating-ski.ing-swinming, and visiting historical

sltes attribute tmportance to access. 0n the other hand, a majority of

those engaging in hlking-backpacking and hunting expressed that access j.s

of littl-e or no importance. Access seerned most J.mportant to those engaged

in camping and visiting historical sites. It seemed to be least important

to those engaged in hiking-backpacking and hunting.

As previously pointed out, the obJective sought in this section r,yas

sinply to provide general- perspective concerning the survey findtngs. The

Purpose of later sections will- be to probe ln greater depth the various

attitudes, trip characteristics, and demographi.c charaeteri.sti.cs as they

relate to the effect of limited access highways upon outdoor recreation.
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EXHIBIT 17

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTIIUDE CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE
OF SCENIC HIGI{WAY IN ROUTE CHOICE
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EXHIBIT 18

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTII'I'DE CONCERN]NG TI{E IMPORTANCE
OF DIRECTNESS IN ROUTE CHOICE
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DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITT]DE
OF SERVICES

EXHIBIT 19
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EXHIBIT 20

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITI]DE CONCERNING THE ]MPORTANCE
OF ACCESS IN HIKTNG-BACKPACKING
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EXHISIT 21

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE
OF ACCESS IN P

CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE
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EXHISIT 22

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITI]DE CONCERNING THN IMPORTANCE
OF ACCESS IN FISHING

CATEGORY LABEL

iIO I HE gP TANC E

LITTLE IHPOR TANCE

SOI.IiE IHPNRTA I,iCE

GREAT Il'IPORT ANCE

CODE

CO DE

1.

2o

3.

4.

0.

TOTAL

ABSOLUTE
FREO

208

159

?q0

273

870

1750

RELATIVE
FR EO
(PCT)

11.9

9.1

13.7

15.6

49.7

100.0

AD JU ST EC
FREO
(PCT 

'
23.6

18.1

2?.3

3l .0

I{ISSING

100.0

CUH
FREO
(PCT'

23 .6

41.7

69.0

100.0

100.0

I
7. rrrtrrr*rrr ( 209,

NO TI.iPNRT ANCE

2. rrtrrrirt ( 159'
IT'!PORTANCE

I
I
I

LITTLE

3. ttltrttttrrrr* ( 240,
S0HE IHPoRT/tNCE

4r trrrtrrltrrtrrr* ( 273,
GREAT IMPNRTANCE

* t tt tt t* tlt tt *t tt tr rr tr tt*rr rt r t r r r trr r tt*r ir!r ( pZ 0 )

a ...a...a I..araaa.a f a a.ao.aa. I....aa..aI a.aa aa.r. f2n0 400 600 8n0 1000
FR EOUENC Y

I
I
I
*
I
I
I

0.
(HISSING }

I
I
I

I
I
I
n

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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EXHIBIT 23

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITI]DE CONCERNING THN IMPORTANCE
OF ACCESS IN HUNTING

CATEGORY LABEL

NO I14PORTANCE

LITTLE ITIPORTANCE

SO}1E IHPORTAIiCE

GREA T IMPORT ANCE

CODE
I

1. rtrtt
NO

2. t ( 64)
LITTLE IHPORTANCE

100.0 100.0

......... I.a.......f . ttt"ot' f
1200 1600 2000

CO DE

2.

3.

q.

0.

TOTAL

1.

ABS OLU T E

FPEG

168

64

78

l0 0

13C 0

1750

FELATIVE
FREO
(PCT}

9.6

3.7

4.5

5.7

7 6.6

AD.'U ST E D

FR EO
(PCT )

41 .0

15 .6

19.0

24 .4

il ISS ING

cu14
FREO
(PCT 

'
41.0

56o 6

75.6

100,0

100.0

I

I

( 168)
IHPORT ANCE

3.

4o

0.
(I{ISSING'

78)
I}TPORTANCE

I
I
I
*t

I
I
I
tt
I
I
I
tt
I
I
I

r(
SOHE

rr (

6REAT
100)
IT.,P0RTANCE

rrrrrtttttttt..ttttttttt'ttttt'tttt ( 1340,

I
I
I
0

...a..aaaIataataat'
40 0 fio

FR EOUENC Y

I
0

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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EXHIBIT 24

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE
OF ACCESS ]N CAMPING

CATEGORY LABEL

'!O IHPORTANCE

LITTLE I14POR TANCE

SOME IHPORTANCE

GREAI II{PORTANCE

CO DE

l.
2.

3.

4.

0.

T OTAL

AESOLUTE
FR EO

24t

191

405

489

4?4

1750

RELATIVE
FR EO
(PCT}

13.9

10 .9

23.1

27.9

24.2

ADJUSTED
FR EO
(PCT,

l? .2

14 .4

30.5

56 o9

I'IISSING

cu tl
FREO
(PCT )

18.2

32.6

63. I

100.0

100.0

100.0 100.0

0.
(14ISSING)

CODE
I

l, t*ttrttrrt*trtttrttr*ltttt I ?ql!
I NO IHPORTANCE
I
I

2. rrrrrrrrtrrrtrrtrr** ( 191,
I LITTLE IHPORTANCE
I
I

3 , t t t r t t t t rt t t r * t t t t t t t t t a t r !t t t t t , t t t I t a r t r t t ( 405'
S OI{ E I II PORT ANC E

4. t t tttttt tt t* tttttrltt tt tttrtttt t ttt rtt ttrtt rttr rr *t ( 489 
'I GREAT IFPORTANCE

I
I
tt tt tt rt tt tt rt tr r t tt tt tt t t t rt t t t t t ttt a ttt t t (

I
I
I

I
I
I
0
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EXH]BIT 25

DISTRISUTION OF ATTITT]DE CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE

OF ACCESS IN BOAT-SKI-SWIMMING

I

CATEGO RY LAB IL

NO I t.lP OR T ANC E

LITTLE II'PORTANCE

SOFTE I!{PORTAI\JCE

GRE!T IHPNRT'\CE

CODE

1.

0.
(HISSING)

CODE

1'

?..

3.

4.

0.

TOTAL

ABSOLUTE
FFEO

167

144

271

276

892

175 0

RELATIVE
FR EO
(PCT)

ot

8.2

15 .5

15 .8

51.0

AOJUSTED
FR EG
(PCT )

19 .5

16.8

31.,6

32.2

}IISSING

cu t{
FRSO
(PCT'

19.5

36.2

67.8

100.0

100.0

100.0 100.0

I
rr*rrrrrr ( 167)

NN 
'HPORT 

ANEE

2. r*tttttt ( 144'
IilPORTANCELITTLE

3. rrtttttt*tttttt I 27ll
S OI{E I }TPO RT ANC E

4. rrrtrtttttttttt I 2761
GREAT IHPORTAI.iCE

r a rr rt aa ta rt tt tt t t tt t t ttt a a ttt t t t a tta t tttt tta a ( 892 I

I
I
I

I
I
I

I
I
I

I
I
I

I
I
I
0
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EXHIBIT 26

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE
OF ACCESS IN VfSITING HISTORICAL SITES

_i

I

I

CATEGORY LA8 EL

NO II'DORTANCE

LIITLE I HPOR TANCE

SOHE I HPORT A NC E

GREAT IIiIP0RTANCE

CODE

1.

Zo

4 o rtrrttr
IiPEAT

CO DE

1.

2.

3.

4.

0.

IOTAL

ABSOLUTE
FREO

102
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219

227

I n95

FELATIVE
FPEQ
( PCT'

5.8

5.1

12.5

13.0

62.6

A D.JU ST ED
FR EO
(PCT'

15.6

tG o2

53-5

34.7

'1::1::
100 .0
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FREO
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15.6
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1750 100.0

I
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I
I
t
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I
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4.2 Traveler Attitude Concerning Access to Int.erstate-Freevay Type Highways

The outdoor recreationists were asked to express thelr preferences

concerning access as j.t rel-ates to their choice of an outdoor recreatlonal

site. Ttre breakdown of those surveyed recreati.onists who expressed prefer-

ence for direct access, convenient access, remote access, or no access was

shown in Exhiblt 8 discussed in Section 4.1. Approxlmately 60 percent

expressed a desire for direct or convenient, while 40 percent expressed a

desire for remote or no access. Direct access was defined as 10 niles or

under, convenient access rras defined as lL to 50 mi1es, and remote access

was defined as over 50 mj.les. The purpose of this sectlou is to provide

additlonal insight into the preference for access to lnterstates.

4.2.L Access and Selected Trip Characteristics. Exhibit 27 shows a

breakdown of the proportlons lndicating a prefereace for direct access,

convenient access, remote accesa, and no access by trtp charaeteristics.

There were no signiflcant differences fouad as to dlfferent origins of the

trlp. On the other hand, those r^rlth destlnations in border states tended

to express greater preference for aecess to lnterstates than did those from

in-state. Interestingly, a significantly greater percentage of those with

destinations in other states preferred direct access than was true for border

or in-state bound travelers. A1so, in contrast, a large pereentage of those

bound for other states preferred no access to interstates.

There were no rea1ly signifLcant differeoces nor meaningful contrasts

found for the following trip characteristics: purpose of trip, mode of

transportation, number of persons in vehicle, round-trlp distance, and tlpe

of lodging. Duration of trip does not seem to be very closely related to

degrees of preference for access to interstates. One general observation
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EXHISIT 27

PREFERENCE EXPRESSED CONCERNING DEGREE OF ACCESS
DESIRED IN THE CIIOICE OF AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE

BY SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Proportion Ind icatlng
Trip

Characteristics
Predomi-nant
Observations Direct

(%)
Convenient

(z\
Remote

(7.\

No
Access

u")

0rigin
of
Trip

Destination
of
Trip

Duration
of
Trip

Mode
of
Transportation

Number of
Persons on
Trip

Round
Trip
Distance

Primary Type
of Lodging

Previous
Visi.tor

In-state
Border-state
Other-state

In-state
Border-state
0ther-state

No Nights
1-2 Nights
3-5 Nights
6-15 Nights
16-More Nights

Auto-No Equip.
Auto-Equip.
Motor Home

r

Up to 200 Miles
200-399 Miles
400-599 l{iles
600-799 Miles
800-999 I'files
1,000-1,999 Miles
2,000-over

None
Camping

Yes
No

L4.4
L9.7

39.8
46.3
42.6

L3.4
73.7
11.1

16. 5
L6.4
31. 1

(55.9%)x
(26.8%)
(L7 .3%)

(L7 .s7")
(23.814)
(26.01!)
(24.8%)
( 7 .e%)

(2s.2i()
(62.6%)
( 8.77.)

(4s.e7")
(74.ei[)
(L0.37")

(L8.6%)
(72.L%)

(66.77t)
(33.9"/.)

23.6
L2.3
16.0
L6.9
25.4

52.5
31.1

4t.9
43.7
25.2
42.5
4L.0
47 .3
36.8

39.0
42.2

9.5
L4.7
14.0
13.7
10. 4

L4.
10.

20.5
L2.9
13.6
9.1

11.
L7.
16.
L4.

13.

27 .7
L6.4
27.0

29 ,4
26.L
28.4
26.7
32.1

29.3
27 .8
27.2

26.9
27 .8
26.9
33.1

24..,,
30.
20.

L7.5 29
25
26

3
5
6

91(
(
(

(q
(36
(4e
(e

( s.
( s.
(10.
( t.

42.307.)
17.)
o%)

13.4
14. 8
10. B

8
3
2

4.
5.

Purpose of Trip Outdoor Rec. (7 4 .s14) 16. I 40. 8 13. 5

37 .5
46.9
4L.7
42.7
32.L

40. 0
42.4
34.7

.62)

.87")

.6%)

.a7.)

t6.7
L7 .O
L7 ,9
76.9

35. 9
42.4
4L.6
40.9

L7 ,9
15. 5

27.9

L2

e

1
2

3-5
6-mo

L%)
07")
ez)
e7")

18.
o

L4.
18.
16.
15.
,o

4
8
2

4
9

4
3

4

7

6
7

5
9
3
1
5

6
9

28.
28.
34.

31
28

6
7

1
1
9
2

3

0
1

t9
7

9
13

2A
15

15. 9
19. 8

38.1
48.6

L3.2
L2.7

*Percent of all surveyed having this specific trip characteristic observation.

Souree: Survey conducted by the Authors.

32.7
18. 9

29.5
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night be that, except for those staying no nights, there seems to be a

tendency by recreationists to prefer direct access, the longer is the

duration of their trip. A final observation concerning trip eharacteristics

was that those not visiting a site before had a significantLy greater pref-

erence for access to interstates than those who \ilere previous vlsitors.

4.2. 2 Access and Selected Demographic Characteristics. Exhibit 28 displays

a similar breakdown of attitude about access concerning denographic charac-

teristics. Several generalizations are possible. Those who were not heads

of households tended to have greater preference for access. The older age

groups tended more than other age groups to prefer to a greater degree both

direct access and no access. There are apparently distlnct categories of

older persons each having different attitudes. A1so, the females surveyed

tended to prefer better access than did the males.

The sma11 and also insignificant number of oon-whites tended to prefer

direct or convenient access to a greater degree than did whites. Some

tendency existed for lesser degrees of preference for access to ioterstates,

the higher the level of education attaj.ned by the outdoor recreati.onists.

Farmers tended to be the least concerned about access, whi-le the most

concerned about access were the craftsmen. Finally, there were no signif-

icant differences Fmorlg the various income classes.

4.2.3 Arkansas Highway Needs by Selected Trip Characteristics. Exhibit 29

displays the comparison by trip characteristics of the agreement or disagree-

ment concerning whether Arkansas needs more interstate-freerday type highways

serving its outdoor recreational areas. It ls interesting to note that

there \irere no really significant differences among any of the Lrip charac-

teristics evaluated. This implies that trip characteristics do not really
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EXHIBIT 28

PREFERENCES EX?RESSED CONCERNING DEGREE OF ACCESS
DESIRED IN THE CHOICE OF AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY

SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTER]STICS

Proportj-on Indicat
Demographic
Characteristics

Predominant
Observations Direct

("/")
Convenient

(i(\
Remote

(7.\

No
Access

(%)

Household Head

Sex

Race

Education

0ccupation

Income

Yes
No

Under 18
L8-24
25-34
35-44
4s-58
55-64
55 and over

Male
Female

Under $3,000
$5 ,000-$7 ,499
$7,soo-$9,999
$10,000-$14 ,99
$15 ,000-$L9 ,99
$20, 000-$ 29 ,99
$30,000-over

(7 8.4%)r.
(21.67!)

( 3.47")
(10. 8Z)
(2s.81!)
(24.2%)
(L7.2z^)
(10.9%)
( 7 .7"/")

(7 4 .4"t)
(2s .6%)

(33.8"t)
( e.4%)
(18. s2)
(L0.2%)
(13. s2)

.e%)

.8"/")

.s"t)

.2"t)

.07")

.0"1)

.6%)

2

5

3
1
5
7

1
7

3

t4
10

L7

6
3

40
45

Age

16. 3
18.0
9.6
9.7
9.8

43.

47
27
47
38
35

3

8
5
B

9

3
2

(98 .57!) 16. 9 4L.6 13.5 27.9

16.1
2L.3

L6.7
16.8
L2.2
L4.4
22.2
20.7
26.5

16.0
20.9

31. 3
L9.2
13. 1

29.L
22.9

4L.7
43.5
46.4
42.L
39.7
38. 3
30. 1

40.9
43 .8

35
4L

36. s
35.5
4L.7
43. 0
45.8
41. 0
40.9

13
L4

L2.
10.
11.
10.

L4.L
10.8

2.5
L0.7
17 .1

28.3
25.5
23.9
30. 8
27 ,9
29.3
33. 1

29.1
24.5

31. 3
28. 8
26.6

White

Grade School (
Iiigh School (4
Post HS-College (4

Prof-Tec
Farm
Craft
Self-Emp.
Retired

0
4
2

4
3
3
9

9

6

11
11
L4
11
16
16

(:
(o
(L2

9 (2s
9 (23
9 (le

(e

4.6"A)
e.911)
s .41[)

18.

11.
16.

23.
24.

0
1
3
4
8

2s.3
38. s
24.8
28. 0
29.5

27 .O
2L.8
)_4 .6
L7.6
15.0
15. 9
L6.9

1'

24.
27.
26.
26.

2

9

3
7

2
8
0

30
30

*Percent of all surveyed having this specific denographic characteristic observat.lon.

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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EXHIBIT 29

THE EXTENT OF AGREEI"IENT THAT ARKANSAS NEEDS,

MORE INTERSTATE-FREEWAY TYPE I{IGI{WAYS SERVING ITS
OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL AREAS BY SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Trip Charaeteristics Predomi-nant Observations
Proportion Indicating
Disagree Agree

ot) (It\

Origin of Trip

Destination of Trip

Purpose of Trip

Duration of Trip

Mode of Transportation

Nuuber of Persons on Trip

Round Trip Distance

Primary Type of Lodging

Outdoor Rec. (7 4.sit)

In-state
Border-staEe
OEher-state

In-state
Border-state
Other-sEate

No Nights
1-2 Nights
3-5 Nights
6-15 Nights
16-More Nights

None
Canping

Yes
No

(ss.9z)*
(26.87")
(L7 .37")

(eL.o%>
( 4.L7.)
( s.oi(>

(L7.s?t)
(23.87")
(26.07!)
(24.8%)
( 7.e%)

(18.52)
(72.L"t)

(66.L%)
(33.ei()

56.2
51. 6
5B. s

43
48
4L

8
4
5

4
0
0

0
1
I

0
6
7

3

55. 6
60. 0
53.0

44.
40.

44.056.0

52.2
53. 8
57 .9
56. 0
53.1

47.

47 .8
46.2
42.t
44.0
46.9

Auto-No Equip.
Auto-Equip.
Motor Home

(2s.2%)
(62.6%)
( 8.77.)

1
2

3-5
6-more

Up to 200 roiles (45.9"/")
200-399 Miles (L4.97")
400-599 Miles (10.32)
600-799 Miles ( 5.L7.)
800-999 Miles ( 5.02)
1,000-1, 999 Miles (LO.9%>
2,000-over ( 7 .97")

52.0
57 .9
48. 9

59.0
57 .4
s4.3
48.7

45.
51.

48
42
51

4l
42.

( 4.6%)
G6.87")
(49.67.)
( e.0%)

54
59.
48.
58.
6L.
58.
53.

45.9
40.1
5L.2
41. 5
39. 0
4L.9
46.7

1
9

8

5

0
1
3

54.1
57 .1

4s.9
42.9

56.7
5L.7

Previous Visitor

*Percent of all surveyed having Lhis specific trlp characteristic observatlon.

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.

43.3
48. 3
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have to be considered in evaluating the need for interstate-freeway tlpe

highways in outdoor recreatlon areas. As shornm in this exhibit, a slight
najori.ty i.n almost all trip characteristic breakdovrns disagreed about the

need for more interstates.

4.2.4 Arkansas Highway Needs and Selected Demograp,hic Characteri.stics.

Exhibit 30 shows a eomparison by demographic characteristics of the agree-

uent or disagreement coucerning the matter of Arkansast need for more inter-
state-freeway tyPe highways serving outdoor recreation areas. Several demo-

graphic categories displayed no significant di.fferences. The more signlfi-
cant categories which seemed to agree that Arkansas needed more interstate-

type highways were the following: non-household heads, females, those with

elementary school or less education, retired persons, and those tending to

have lower incomes.

4.2.5 Needs for Better Connecting Roads by Selected Trip Characteristics.

Further insight i-nto the importance of access to outdoor recreationists is
provi.ded in Exhibit 31. This displays the extent of agreement and disa-

greement by trip characteristics as to whether Arkansas needs better con-

necting roads from interstate-freehray type highways to recreational areas.

In contrast to their at,titude toward access t,o interstates, a rnajority of

all sub-eategories amoag the trlp characteristics expressed agreement as to

the need for better connecting roads. In a later section on analysis of

access to interstates versus the area itself in site choice, it will be

demonstrated that direct access to interstates in recreation areas is rela-
tively less important to recreationists. The indication of the above is
that recreationists desire good connecting roads rather than j.nterstates to

provide them access to recreati-on sites.
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EXHIBIT 30

TIIE EXTENT OF AGREE},IENT THAT ARKANSAS NEEDS MORE INTERSTATE-
FREEWAY TYPE HIGHT^IAYS SERVING ITS OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL AREAS

BY SELECTED DM{OGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Demographic
Characteristics Predominant Observations

Proportion Indi-cating
Disagree Agree

(%) (7")

Household Head

Sex

Race

Educat,ion

0ccupation

Income

Yes
No

Under 18
L8-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65 and over

Male
Female

Prof-Tec
Farm
Craft
Se1f-Emp.
Retired

Under $5,000 (
$5 ,000-$7 ,499 (
$7,5oo-$9,999 (
$10,000-$14,999 (
$t5,ooo-$L9,999 (
$2o,ooc-$29,999 (

$30,000-over (

(7I .47.)*
(2L.6%)

( 3.42)
(10.8%)
(25.82)
(24.2"/.)
(t7 .27.)
(L0.e7")
( 7 .711)

(7 4.4%)
(25.6"/")

(33.82)
( 9.4"/.)
(L8.57")
(L0.211)
(L3.s%)

3
6

43
50

56.7
49 .4

Age 54.2
48.9
59. 0
56. 5
s5. 9
52.8
51.5

57 .5
49.2

55.6

4s. 8
51.1
41.0
43 .5
44.L
47 .2
48. 5

42.5
50.8

44,4White (e8. s%>

Grade School ( 4.6i4)
High School (49.97.)
Post HS-College (45.4%)

55
46
4L

39

38.

44
53
59

60
59
56
50
47

45
48
51
55
54
58
62

8"/"

s%)

2

8
0

5
5
0
6
5

9

5
3
7

9
6
0

8
2
0

5
5
0
4
5

7

3

I
4
0

40.
44.
49.
52.

3

6
L2

97.) 54.L
51.5)

25.27")
23.07")
L9.0"A)

9.6%)

48.
44.
45.
4L.

*Percent of all surveyed having thj.s specific demographic characteristic observation.

Source: Survey condueted by the Authors.



EXHIBIT 31

THE EXTENT OF AGREM{ENT THAT ARKANSAS NEEDS BETTER
CONNECTING ROADS FROM INTERSTATE.FREEWAY TYPE HIGIII^IAYS
TO RECREATIONAL AREAS BY SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Trip Characteristics Predominant Observations
Proporti.on Indieat ang
Disagree

( o/ )
Agree

(%)

Origin of Trip

Destination of Trlp

Purpose of Trip

Duration of Trip

Mode of Transportation

Number of Persons on Trip

Round Trip Dist.ance

Primary Type of Lodging

Previous Visitor

In-state
Border-state
Other-state

In-state
Border-state
Other-state

Outdoor Rec.

No Nights
1-2 Nights
3-5 Nights
6-15 Nights
16-More Nights

Auto-No Equip.
Auto-Equip.
l,Iotor Home

1
2

3-5
6-uore

Up to 200 miles
200-399 Miles
400-599 Miles
60A-799 Miles
800-999 Miles
1,000-1,999 Miles
2,000-over

None
Camping

Yes
No

28.9
37 .6
32.6

43.6
34.6
33.4
40. 0

56 .4
6s.4
66.6
60. 0

(55. gZ)*
(26.87")
(L7 .3"/.)

30. 9
37 .6
44.2

69. 1
62,4
55.8

6%

87"

o/"
01!

(9r
(4
(s

(+
(36
(4e
(q

07"

L/"
0"/"

)
)

33.8
49.2
35. 8

66
50
64

2
8
2)

(7 4.5"/.)

(L7 .sit)
(23.8"/")
(26.0%)
(24.87")
( 7 .e7t)

(2s.22)
(62.6"t)
( 8.7%)

(45.97.)
(L4.9%)
(10.32)
( s.L%)
( 5.07")
(L0.9%)
( 7 .e"t)

(L8.6"t)
(72.L%)

(66.L%)
(33.e%)

29.7
28.9
37.8
37 .4
46.9

34.9

7A'
37 .2
37 .4
34.9
4L.5
44.L
47 .2

55. 1

70.3
7L.L
62.2
62.6
53.1

7L.L
62.4
67 .4

70. B

62.8
62.6
65. 1
58. 5
5s. 9
52.8

)
)
)
)

30. I
36. 5

32.9
38.1

2
5

69.
63

67 .L
61. 9

*Percent of all surveyed having this specific trip characteristic observation.

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.

60
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Exhibit 31 shows that proportioaately more recreationists agree that

Arkansas needs better connecting roads to recreational areas than interstate-

freeway type highrmys. Such a preference was evidenced by those whose trlp

origin was in-state; duration of trip was shorter; mode of transportatlon

was auto wtth no camping equlpment; round-trlp distance was shorter; and

where traveler was a previous vtsitor.

4.2.6 Needs for Better Connecti-ng Roads by Selected Demographic Character-

istics. Exhibit 32 provides insight into the relationship of demographic

characteristics to the extent of agreement coocerning whether Arkansas needs

better eonnecting roads. A11 sub-categories of each characteristic agreed

in an approximate two-to-one ratio that Arkansas needs better coanrecting

roads. Greater degrees of agreemeut for better conuecting roads tended to

be by those in the 18-24-year age bracket, those whose educational attainment

was grade school or l-ess, and those whose income Ievel was lower.

In conclusion, the atti.tude of outdoor recreationlsts seems to be that

direct access to interstate-freeway type highways is rea11y not very import-

ant. Ihe more predominant view is that convenlent access is desirable and

that better conneeting roads to recreational areas are needed. This seems

to be the predominant view regardless of trlp or demographj-c characteristics.

4.3 Traveler Atti-Eude Si-te Selection

Ihe general purpose of this section is to evaluate the survey results

eoncerning the relative importance of access to interstate-freeway type

highways and the area itself in the selection of an outdoor recreational

site. In the earlier section providing a general overview of the survey

results, it was shown in Exhibits 13 and 14 that it is the area itself that

is more important Eo outdoor recreationists than is access. The evaluation

to follow will provlde additi-onal lnsight into this matter.
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EXIIIBIT 32

THE EXTENT OF AGREM{ENT THAT ARKA}JSAS NEMS BETTER CONNECTING
ROADS FROM INTERSTATE-FREEWAY TYPE HIGHI^IAYS TO RECRTETTOUEI

AREAS BY SELECTED DEI'IOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Demographic
CharacEeristics

Proportion Indicatlng
Predominant 0bservations Disagree

(%)
Agree

(%)

Household Head

Sex

Race

Education

Occupation

Incoue

Under 18
L8-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65 and over

Yes
No

Male
F emale

Prof-Tec
Farm
Craft
Self -Ernp.
Retired

(78 .4"1)x
(2L.6%)

( 3.4%)
(10.82)
(2s.8%)
(24.2"/")
(L7 .2"t)
(Lo.e%)
( 7 .7%)

(7 4.4"/")
(25.6%)

( 9.4"t)
(1B. sZ)
(L0.2%)
(L3.s%)

4
2

35
32

33.3
24.7
39.0
36. 8
33. I
31. 9
37 .3

35.8
32.L

34. 8

39. 3
3L.4
36.2
33.9
29.0

64 .6
67.8

66.7
7 s.3
61. 0
63. 3
66.2
58. 1
62.7

Age

64.2
67 .9

White (98.5"A)

Grade School ( 4.6%>
tligh School (49.97")
Post llS-College (45.4%)

27 .5
32.3
38. 6

7 2.5
67 .7
61.4

65.2

60.7
68. 6
63. 8
66.L
7t.0

64.8
75.0
64 .5
68.0
60. 0
55 .6

)8"1(33

Under $5,000 ( 3.97.)
$5,ooo-$7,499 ( 6.8%)
$7,soo-99,999 (L2.52)
$10, 000-$L4,999 (25.2%)
$15,000-$L9,999 (23.0%)
$20,000-$29,999 (L9.oZ)
$30,000-over ( 9.6"/.>

07L29
35
25
35
32
40
44

0
2
0
5
0
0
4

*Percent of all surveyed having thls specific demographic characteristic observation.

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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A crosstabulation of the iuportance of area relative to the importance

of access in site choice is shown in Exhibit 33. As shown in this exhibit,

48.6 percent of those giving importance to area also give importance to

access in si-te choice, while 93.6 pereent of those giving imPortance to

access also give importance to area in site choice. Consequently, those

more concerned about access tend also to be concerned about area in choosing

a recreational site. In contrast, a slight majority of those concerned

about area in choice of site attach 1ittle or no importance to access. This

further sErengthens the point that it is the area itself that is more

important.

Since the area itself seems more important, a further evaluation vras

made comparing those giving area importance to those not giving area

importance with regard to several selected traveler attitudes.

Exhibit 34 displays the cornparative degrees of agreement and disa-

greeuent regardi-ng these attitudes. Surprisingly' greater iuportance \^ras

given to area by those tending to agree that Arkansas needs more interstate-

freeway type highways serving its outdoor recreational areas. Those who

considered the area as important also were tending to agree that Arkansas

needs better connecting roads from interstate-freeway type highways to

recreational areas. Consequently, those that place importanee upon area

also place importance upon good access to recreational sites.

The survey found that the iruportanee given to area in site choice

tended to increase the greater the number of facilities available in the

site. This is shom in Appendi.x Table A-35. On the other hand, there was

no clear-cuL relaEionship regarding the importance given to access in site

choice when consideration is given to number of facilities available. The

nuuber of faeilities available is an jmportant dimension of making the area

itself important in site selection.
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EXH]BIT 33

CROSSTABULATION OF IMPORTANCE OF AREA
AND ACCESS IN SITE CHOICE

VAR O 7

NOT

COI'I\T
R OT PCT
c 0L Pcr
TCT PCT

1'
IUTCRTNT

a(a

CNLI'MN
TOTAL

VARO6
I
I r\r0 T I t-!P 0F TN T

I IMPORTNT
I l.I 2.1
I -------- I--------,

47
21.0

6.4
at)(a

R Ctl
TOIAL

224
11.6

I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I

-I

177
79.0
19.5
10.7

I
I
I
I
I
i
I
I
I
YI

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I i,IPORTNT
731

51.4
80.5
44.q

692
4F.f,
o3.6
4 ?.4

I q23
8€.4

9 0tt
55.1

739
44.9

I64''
100.0

I

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
,-'iiI
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As for the weekend compared to the weekday visitor, no signifieant
differences were found in the importance attached to either area or access

in sj-te selection. fhe weekend and weekday visiEors were essentially the

same regarding their attitude on this matter. Ihis can be seen in Appendix

Table A-36.

It is interestj.ng to note that scenic highways enroute to a site are

more lmportaot to those also givlng importance to area in site selection.

On the other hand, scenic highways are not. particularly important to those

also giving importance to access in slte selection. Those that glve

importanee to area and to access tend also to give importance to direetness

to destination and to avallability of traveLer services. These are traveler
attitudes which influence route selection and will be treated in greater

detail in a later section.

The remalnder of this section provides a sunmary comparison of the

trip characteristics and the denographic eharacteristics of those indj.cating

importance and no importance to area and to access in site selection.

Exhibit 35 displays the proportions lndicating inportance and no importance

of aecess by trip characterlstics. Exhlbit 36 displays the proportions

indicating lmportance and no importance of area by trip characteristics.

A comparative evaluation of these two exhibits indicates the following
generalizatj-ons. Area is more important in site selection for out-of-state
relative to in-state travelers. In contrast, access i-s less important for
all categories of trip origin, but is somewhat more important relatively
speaking for out-of-state in contrast to in-state travelers. As for desti-
aation of trip, oo signifieant differences were found between the various

destination groups as to importance gi.ven to either access or area in slte
selection.
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EXHIBIT 35

THE IMPORTANCE OE ACCESS TO INTERSTATE.FREEI{AY TY?E HIGHT^IAYS

IN THE SELECTION OF AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY

SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Trip
Characteristi-cs Predominant Observations

ortion Indicat
Not Important ImPortant

(7")co

Origin of Trip

Destination of Trip

Purpose of Trip

Duration of Trip

Mode of
Transportation

Number of Persons
on Trip

Round Trip Distance

Primary Type of
Lodging

In-state
Border-state
Other-state

In-state
Border-state
0ther-state

Outdoor Rec.

No Nights
1-2 Nights
3-5 Nights
6-15 Nights
l6-More Nights

Auto-No Equip.
Auto-Equip.
Motor Houe

t
2

3-5
6-more

(55.9%)*
(26.87")
(L7.3%)

(74.57")

(L7 .57.)
(23.8%)
(26.0"/")
(24.87.)
( 7 .e7")

(2s.2%)
(62.6i()
( 8.72>

( 4.6%)
(36.87")
(4e.67")
( e.07")

(L8.6%)
(72.L7.)

58. 3
51. 5
5L.2

57 .5

56. 8
55.2
56. 5
55.4
45.L

57 .5
56.4
43 .6

62.
56.

sB. 7

55. 6

41.
48.

40.5
53. 6

44.L
5!,7
52.L

42.5

43.2
44.8
43.s
43.6
54.9

4L,3
44.4

48

7

5
8

( er.
( 4.
( s.

5s. 9
48.3
47 .9

0"1

L7"

07"

)
)
)

Up to 200 Miles G5.97")
200_399 Mites O4.97t)
400-599 Miles (10.32)
600-799 Miles ( 5.L7")
800_999 Miles ( 5.07")
1,000-1,999 Miles (10.9%)
2,000-over ( 7.9%)

55
48

55
55
55
53
53
55
40

7

5
0
7

7

2
0
6
7

8
5

42.5
43.6
56.4

37 .3
43.5
45.0
51. 3

44.3
34.8
45.0
46 .4
46.3
44.2
59. s

None
Camping

Previous Visitor Yes
No

*Percent of all surveyed having this specific trip characterisEic observation.

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.

66
33

(
(

59 .5
46 .4

L%)
e7")
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EXIIIBIT 36

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE A"R.EA ITSELF IN THE SELECTION OF AN
OUTDOOR RECREATIONAI SITE BY SELECTM TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Trip
Characteristics

Proportlon Ind icating
Predouinant Observations Not Important

(%\
Important

(%)

Origin of Trip

Destination of Tri-p

Purpose of Trip

Duration of Trip

Mode of
Transportation

Number of Persons
on Trip

Round Trip Distance

Primary Type of
Lodging

Previous Visitor

In-state
Border-state
0ther-state

In-state
Border-sEate
Other-state

Outdoor Rec.

No Nights
1-2 Nights
3-5 Nights
6-15 Nights
16-Mrore Nights

Auto-No Equip.
Auto-Equi.p.
Motor llome

1
2
3-5
6-more

None
Canping

Yes
No

Up to 200 Miles (45.92)
200-399 Miles (L4.9%)
400-599 Miles (10.32)
600-799 Miles ( 5.L7")
800-999 Miles ( 5.02)
1,000-1, 999 Miles (10. 9%)
2,000-over ( 7 ,97")

0%

L7"

07"

(9r.
( 4.
( s.

(55.9:L)x
(26.8%)
(L7 .271

(7 4.s%)

(L7 .57")
(23.8%)
(26.0%')
(24.8%)
( 7 .e%)

(2s.2%)
(62.61()
( 8.7%)

L5.2
11. 4
9.2

84.8
88.6
90.8

85.9

86.4
86. 5
84.1
88. 3

90.0

85.7
88.6

)
)
)

L3.2
10. 0
8.2

13.1

13. r
13.5
ls. 9
LL.7
10.0

L4.4
L2.2
13.9

85.6
87. 8
85. 1

86.8
87 .4
87. I
82.0

85.5
82.9
88. 2
85. 9

92.8
88.9
92.3

( 4.6"/.)
(35.8%)
(4e.67")
( e.07")

L3.2
L2.6
L2.9
18. 0

L4.5
17.1
11.8
14.1

7,2
11. 1

7.7

(L8.62)
(72.L%)

(66.L%)
(33.e%)

L4.4
L2.B

85. 6

87 ,2

74.3
LL.4

*Percent of all surveyed having this specific trip characteristic observation.

Source: Survey conducted by Ehe Authors.

86. B

90. 0
91. B
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With regard to purpose of trip, there were no significant differences

between the groups concerning importance of area in site choice. 0n the

other hand, more importanee was given to access by Lhose visit.ing friends

than by those having any other expressed purpose.

As for the duration of trip, the number of persons on trip, and the

type of lodging, no significant differences were found. 0n the other hand,

very minor but still signifj.cant differences were found concerniog raode of

transportation relative to importance of area in site choice. Those giving

greater importance to access in site choice among the modes of transpor-

tation were: moEor home, bus, and air. However, these were a relatively

sma1l segment of those surveyed.

Even though no significant differences were found regarding importance

of area in site selectioo by those traveling various round-trip distances,

there were significant differences regarding the importance of access. Less

relative importance seemed to be displayed to access by those traveling 200-

399 ni1es. In contrast, the only distance category where a majority indi-

cated importance to access r,ras that of those traveling 2r000 miles or over.

Finally, on the matter of trip eharacteristics, those having vj-sited

Lhe site before were not significantly different from those not visiting

the site before in the importance attached to area in site selection. fn

contrast, access was found to be relati.vely more important to Ehose not

having visited the site previously.

Exhibits 37 and 38 show the proportions indicating importance and no

importance to area and to access in site selection by demographic charac-

teristics. There were no significant differences found between the import-

ance attributed to access and to area by sub-categories of the following

demographic characteristj.cs: whether household head, race, and level of
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EXHIBIT 37

THE ]MPORTANCE OF ACCESS TO INTERSTATE-FREEI^IAY TYPE H]GI{WAYS
IN TITE SELECTION OF AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY

SELECTED DEMOGRAPIIIC CHARACTER]STICS

Denographic
Characterist.ics

?roportion Indicating
Predomi-nant Observations Not Important Important

(%)( %)

Household Head

Age

Sex

Race

Education

0ccupati.on

Ineoue

Yes
No

Under 18
L8-24
25-34
35-44
4s-s4
55-64
65 and over

MaIe
Female

Prof-Tec
Farm
Craft
Self-Emp.
Retlred

Under $5,000
$5 ,000-$7 ,499
$7,500-$9,999

(78.4%)*
(2t.6%)

( 3.4"A)
(10.82)
(2s.8%)
(24.2%)
(L7 .2%)
(r0. ez)
( 7 .7%>

(7 4 .4%)
(25.6"t)

(33.82)
( 9.4"A)
(18. s2)
(L0.2%)
(L3.sl()

.e%)

.8%)

.s7")

55. 9
s3.8

58.
58.
50.
54.
50.

1
2

44
46

9
4
6
3

7

2

4

64
51

35.1
48.6
4L.4
4L.7
49.3
45.8
49 .6

42.6
50. 6

44.5

39. 0
46.2
43.2

39.9
36.7
45.2
47 .L
52.2

46.
44.
44.
40.
42.

57 ,4
49.4

White (e8.5"t)

Grade School ( 4.6"/")
High Sehool (49.9"/.)
Post HS-Col1ege (45.4%)

55. 5

61. 0
53.8
56. 8

60.1
63.3
54.8
52.9
47 .8

(:
(o
(tz

45
47

8

4
0
6
1
9
8

54
52
54
55
55
59
57

2

6
0
4
9
1
2

$10,000-$L4,999 (25.2%)
$15, 000-$L9,999 (23.0%)
$20,000-$29,999 (r9. 0Z)
$30,000-over ( 9 .6"1)

*Percent of all surveyed having this specific demographic characteristic observation.

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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EXHIBIT 38

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE AREA ITSELF IN THE SELECTION OF AN

OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY SELECTED DB{OGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Demographic
Charact.eristics

Proportion Indica tins
Predominant Observations Not Important

(/")
Important

(7")

Household Head

Sex

Race

Education

Occupation

Yes
No

Under 18
L8-24
25-34
35-44
45-s4
55-64
65 and over

Male
Female

Prof-Tec
Farm
Craft
Self-Emp.
Retired

(78 .4%)*
(2L.67">

( 3.4i()
(10.82)
(25.87.)
(24.27")
(L7.2%)
(10. e2)
( 7 .77")

(7 4.47.)
(2s.67i)

(33. BZ)
( e.4%)
(18. s2)
(L0.21!)
(L3.si|)

t4.2
9.9

85.8
90. 1

85. 6
90.3

86.8

85.
87.

Age 9
2
1
4
9
0
9

L7
7

L2
15
L2
11
18

82.1
92.8
87. 9
84.6
87 .1
89.0
81. 1

9
3
6

4
9
1
5
0

L4.4
9.7

White (e8.s14)

Grade School ( 4.67")
High School (49.9"/")
Post HS-Co11ege (45.411)

L3.2

17.1
L3.7
L2.2

22.0
18.3
11.1
9.9

L2.9
t2.L
20.4

82.

876
1
9
5
0

L2
L5
10
15
L4

83.
89.
84.
86.

Income

*percent of all surveyed having Ehts specific demographic characteristic observation.

Source: Survey conducted by the AuLhors.

Under $5,000 ( 3.911)
$5,ooo-$7,499 ( 6.87")
$7,500-$9,999 (L2.57.)
$1o, ooo-$L4 ,999 (25 .27")
$15, 000-$L9,999 (23.07!)
$2o,0oo-$ 29 ,999 (L9 .OiL)
$30,000-over ( 9 .67")

78.0
8L.7
88. 9
90. 1
87 .1
87 ,9
79.6
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education. However, in the comparison of these and other demographic

characteristics, a significantly greater proportion in each category gave

greater importance to area than they did to access in the selection of a

recreational slte.

The comparisons that were most significant are sulmratlzed herebelow.

There was soue greater degree of importance given to area by the 18-24 age

grouP than was given by other age groups, while a lesser degree of import-

ance \ras givea to area by the under-l8 and the over-65 age groups. There

were no slgnificant differences between the attitude of the varlous age

groups or to the importance of access in site choice.

When sex of the recreationists was eonsidered, it was found that more

importance rel-atively speaking was given to both area and to access ln sj.te

selection by fenales than was given by males. slgnificantly, both sexes

gave greater importance to area than to access ln this metter.

I{hi1e there were no significanE dlfferences among the classifications

of occupations regardlag importance of area in site choice, the retired

Persons and the clerieal workers tended to glve more importance to access

than did other occupation groups. on the other hand, farmers tended to

glve relatively less importance to access. Perhaps more important, however,

is the significantly greater proportion of all occupation groups that gave

importance to area than was given to access in choice of site.

Finally, on the matter of demographic charactertstlcs, there were no

slgnificant differences between income classifications concerning the

importance of access. Significantly, concerning area, there rcas some teu-

dency for mlddle income classes to attach more importance to area in site

choice than lower or higher income classes.

In conclusion, the differences cited above among the various trip and

deurographic characteristics really are just minor degrees of difference in
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attltude. The basie concl-usion is that area is overwhelmingly more

importaot than ts access in site seLeetion. Even where some sub-group gave

relatively uore importance to access than any other sub-group, in almost

all cases, that sub-group still gave significantly more importance to area

than to access.

Exhibits 39 and 40 provide some insight into speeificalLy the dlstance

the recreationist is wtlLing to travel from interstate-freeway type highways

to a site for outdoor recreation. Exhibit 39 shows this related to Jmport-

ance of access and Exhibit 40 shows this rel-atlve to importance of the area

in site choice. The general patterns are as would be expected with greater

importance given to access by those rrilling to drive shorter distances.

Even though the contrast is not so pronounced, there is some tendency for

area to be of greater reLative iuportaace the farther the distaoce the recre-

ationist will travel from au interstate. In an absolute sense, a signifi-

cantly greater proportion of all- travel distance sub-groups give importance

to area than give i.mportance to access in site choice.

Exhibit 39 provides a specific quantity dimension to the qualitative

expressions of importance of access in site choice. Nearly 507" of those

attributing inportaoce to access in site choice said the maximum distance

they would travel from an interstate was 25 ml1es or Less, and only about

17 percent of those attributing lnportance to access indicated they would

travel 10 miles or Less. Consequently, a substantial portion of those

giving importance to access are actuaS-ly wil1ing to drlve some distance

from the interstate in order t,o reach a recreational site. When Ehis is

considered in conjunction with the earlier evaluatioa of greater relative

importance of area and with the relati.vely strong desire for good connecting
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EXHIBIT 39

DISTANCE RECREATIONIST I^IILL TRAVEL FROM
INTERSTATE BY IMPORTANCE OF ACCESS IN SITE CHOICE
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EXHIBIT 40

DISTANCE RECREAT]ONIST WILL TRAVEL FROM

INTERSTATE BY II"IPORTANCE OF AREA IN SITE CHOICE

VAROT
C0Ul'lT I

ROtI PCT IT'NT LITILF SOIII
C CL P CT I IT'POR TNT I tIP OR TNI I HP CR I I\T
T0T PCT I l.I ?.1 f'l

-I-- I--------I--------I

GREAT
I I.tPOR INT

4.I

86
59r7
8.1
5.1

2tt0
59 .l
22.6
14.4

ROU
TOT AL

I Cq
8.6

4 06
?4.3

511
30 .6

2P3
76.9

3?7
1o.6

16 7l
100.0

VARO2

0-10
t. I

I
1

I
-I

2. Y

I
I
I

-I
3. I

I
T

I
-I

4r I
I
I
I

-I
CI.. a I

I
I
I

-I

q

AE

4.8
0r3

7

4.9
cct

n.4

35g.l
2d.0
2.0

46
al e

11.q
a otl

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
r
I

I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I

I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
't

I
I
i
I

I,IILES

TI-2 5 MI LES

26-5 O MI LTS

5l-lc0 FILrs

0vER l0cMI LES

a_
q

7.1
2'l .6

-- -l:l --
1t)

q.7
18.1
1.1

t6
11.il
3lt.J
2.2

10s
(:.1

l6
3.4

15.?
1.0

117
?o.8
3C.3

7.fl

36
i.b

30.5
ltZ

14 t
21 .lt
36.5

8.4

5f
20.:
l:,t

?E

305
59 .7
28 .7
lg.3

lrrl
54.0
t 7.n
10.8

25
co

27.2
t.5

I
I
I
I
I
I
i
I
I
I
I

I
I
i
I

l7
G,!
- ae

14.4
1.0

24
,?

tc/
t.'l

25n
76.5
23.5
15.0

ln c2
63 .6

c (.1 uMlj
TOTAL

lltt
1.7

386
23.t

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.

I

I

I

I



76

roads, the conclusioa seems to be clear that outdoor recreationists do not

strongLy prefer that interstate-freeway type hi-ghways be built close to

recreation sites. Their preference is actually for good secondary roads

J-eading to recreational areas, whi.ch is a concluslon reached in the sect.ion

concerned with route selection.

4.4 Traveler Attitudes Concerning Route Seleet.i-on

The survey provides data which makes possible the evaluation of traveler

att,itudes concerning route selection. The lmportance of such things as

interstate-freeway type highways, all-weather (secondary) roads, scenic

highways, directness to destination, and availability of traveler services

is analyzed relative to route selection. Exhibits 14-18 provide insight

into these asPects of route selectlon. The purpose of this section is to

provide greater detail regarding the trip characteristtcs and demographic

characteristics of those who give importance or no importance to the above

lj.sted aspects of route selection.

Before attention is turned to trip and demographi-c characteristics, it
is informative to compare the aspects of route selection wlth the importanee

at,tributed to the recreation area itself in site selection. Exhlbit 41

compares those selecting a rout.e on the basis that area is important or not

important and it relates route seLectioa to different highway character-

isties. This exhibit indicates that the najority of those saying that area

is inportant and those saying area is not iuportant in selecting a route do

not consider the interstate-freeway type highways leadlng to area as an

important facEor. Ilowever, a signifi.cantly larger proportion of those

saying area is not importaat give no inportance to interstat,es than those

saying area is important. A11 this is in contrast to the other four aspects
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of highway characteristics. A greater importance was given to the other

four highway characteristl-cs in selecting a route. Of partieular interest.

were the larger relative perceutages expressing great importance for avail-
ability of all-weather (secondary) roads leading to the area. In conclusion,

interstate-freeway type highways rrere not ranked as very lmportant in route

selection, while all--weather roads, scenic highways, directness, and avail-
ability of traveler services were all given a great deal- of importance

regardless of the travelerfs view concerning area.

Exhibits 42 through 51 provlde a great deal of detailed insight

concerning traveler attltude about route selection. They relate the trip
and dernographic eharacteristics to the highway characteristics. The general

conelusion that can be made with regard to route seLection is that inter-
state-freeway type highways J-eading to recreational areas are the least

important deteruinants in route selection, but the all-weather (secondary)

roads leading to area are the most important factors. Also ranked very high

in importance i-s the sceoic nature of hlghways leading to area. This is
conslstenE with the finding earlier in this report where access to inter-
state-freeway tyPe highways was reported as less important than other factors

in site selecti-on. These exhibits indicate interstates are also relatJ-vely

lower in importance in route selection as wel1.

With the major conclusion already bei-ng reported above, the rest of

this sectiou will briefly provi.de an evaluation of the trip and demographic

characteristics found to be significantly different as to the degree of

importance given to the various highway characteristics as they relate to

route selection.
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Exhibit 42 Ilsts the various trip eharacteristics and the proportion

for each indieatlng lmportance or no importaace of interstate in route

choice. Significant differences were found as follows: greater relatlve

importance rras indicated by those uhose orlgin was from out of state, those

who had a round-tri.p distance greater than 400 niLes, those whose prinary

type of lodging was eamping, aod those who had not vi.sited previously.

As for the demographic charact,erlstlcs of those lndicating greater

relative importance of interstate in route choice, Exhibit 43 is informative.

Great relatlve importance for interstates was indicated by those 18-24 and

45-54 years of age, and those who were fenales. Ihere were no si-gniflcaot

differences found for other demographic characterisElcs.

Exhibit 44 shows the various trip characteristics aud the proportion

for eaeh indicating inportaace or no importance of al-l-weather (secondary)

roads leading to area in cholce of route. The significant differences

dlscovered were as follows: greater relative importanee rilas todicated by

those whose destination ruas out of state, those wtrose mode of transportation

lras motor houe, those w:ith nore than one person on Lrlp, and those with longer

round-trip distances.

Exhibit 45 displays the proportion indicating importance or no

importance of all-weather roads in route choice by denographic character-

istics. Signl.ficant differences were indicated such that greater reLative

lmportauce was given by those who were older, those who were professional

technical, craftsmen, or retired, aod those above $51000 of fani.ly income.

The importance of scenic highways in route cholce is shown i-n terms of

trip characteristics in Exhibit 46. Signifieant differences auong those

glving greater imporLance to scenic highways rras shorm by those whose origins

were from out of state, those whose destination was ln border states, those
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EXHISIT 42

THE IMPORTANCE OF INTERSTATE-FREEWAY TYPE HIGHWAYS. IN THE
SELECTION OT A ROUTE TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE

BY SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Trip
Characteristics

Proportion Indi.ca ting
Predouiuant Observations Not Important Important

(%)(Z)

Origin of Trip

Destination of Trip

Purpose of Trlp

Duration of Trip

Mode of
Transportation

Number of Persons
on Trip

Round Trip Distance

Primary Type of
Lodging

Previous Visitor

Time

In-state
Border-state
0ther-state

In-state
Border-state
0ther-state

Outdoor Rec.

No Nights
1-2 Nights
3-5 Nights
6-15 Nights
16-More Nights

Auto-No Equip.
Auto-Equip.
Motor Home

1
2
3-5
6-more

Up to 200 Miles
200-399 Miles
400-599 Mlles
600-799 Miles
800-999 Miles
1,000-1,999 Mj_les
2,0OO-over

None
Canping

Yes
No

Weekend
Weekday

(5s.97")x
(26 .8"t)
(L7 .3%)

.07.)

.Li()

.oi()

(7 4. s%)

(Lt .5%)
(23.8%)
(26.0"/")
(24.8%)
( 7.e"t)

(2s.2%)
(62.6%)
( 8.7"t)

.6',A)

.87.)

.6%)

.o%)

(45.e"t)
(L4.e%)
(10.

57.0
49.2
52.L

57 .3

59.7
s4 .6
58.2
55.2
55.0

58.3
66.8
48.8
52,4
5L.2
52.5
50.4

62.0
s6.5

3861
51
48

7

5
0

43.0
50.8
47 .9

42.7

48.
\t

43.L
4L.6
54.7

3

5
0

3

4
8
8
0

(er
(+
(s

40
45
4L
44
45

(t+
(35
(4e
(g

56
58
45

59
58
56
50

9

4
3

.7

.1
)

.7

3%

L"l
07"
9%

97"

(s
(s
(10
(t

)
)
)
)
)

40. 3
4L.9
43. 8
49.3

40.1
50. 5

4L
33
51
47
48
47
49

38
43

7

2
2
6
8
5
6

0
3

(L8.6%)
(7 2.L"t)

(66.L"t)
(33.eil)

(49.0"A)
(5L.0"/")

59 .9
49.s

56. s
56.8

43
43

5
2

*Percent of all surveye<i having this specific trip characteristic observation.
Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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EXHIBIT 43

THE IMPORTANCE OF INTERSTATE-FREEWAY TYPE HIG}MAYS IN TIIE

SELECTION OF A ROUTE TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAJ. SITE
BY SELECTED DU"IOGRAPHIC CEARACTERISTICS

Demographic
Characteristics Pr edominant Observations

Proportion Indicating
Not Important ImPortant

(lt) (7.)

62
47
64
57
48
56
54

Age

ilousehold llead

Sex

Race

Education

Occupation

Incoue

Yes
No

Under 18
L8-24
2s-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65 and over

Male
Female

Prof-Tec
Farm
Craft
Self-Enp.
Retired

(78.4%)x
(2L.6%)

( 3.4%)
(10. 8Z)
(25.8"t)
(24.27")
(L7 .27")
(10. 9Z)
( 7 .77")

(7 4.4%)
(25.6it)

(33. 8Z)
( 9.47")
(r8. 5Z)
(L0.2"/")
(L3.51!)

59. 1
49.0

57 .4
53.4

56.6

s6.8
56.9
56. s

62.L
55. 5
s4.8
57 .0
s3. 6
59.2
s8.8

42.6
46.6

37 .3
52.2
3s. 3
42.9
5L.2
43.6
45.2

43.4

7

8
7

1
8
4
8

5
7

0
0
8

59
58
53
56
52

40
51

9

0

Whlte (e8.s%)

Grade School ( 4.6"1)
High School (49.97")
Post HS-College (45.47,)

43.2
43.L
43.5

40
4L
47
44
47

37.

5
3
0
0
2

9

4
2

0
4
8
2

Under $5,000 ( 3.9%)
$5,ooo-$7,499 ( 6.8"A)
$7,500-$9,999 (12.57")
$10, ooo-$L4,999 (25 .211)

$15, 0oo-$r9,999 (23.0%)
$2o,ooo-$29,999 (19.02)
$30,000-over ( 9.6%)

44.
45.
43.
46.
40.
4L.

*percent of all surveyed having this specific demographie characteristic observation-

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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EXHIBIT 44

THE N,IPORTANCE OF ALL-WEATHER (SECONDARY) ROADS IN THE
SELECTION OF A ROUTE TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE

BY SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Trip
Characteristies Predominant Observations

Proportion Indicating
Not Important Important

(% ) 0")

Origin of Trip

Destination of Trip

Purpose of Trip

Duration of Trip

Mode of
Transportation

Number of Persons
on Tri.p

Round Trip Distance

Primary Type of
Lodging

Previous Vi.sitor

Time

In-state
Border-state
0ther-state

In-state
Border-state
Other-state

Outdoor Rec.

No Nights
1-2 Nights
3-5 Nights
6-15 Nights
16-More Nighrs

Auto-No Equip.
Auto-Equio.
Motor Home

1
2
3-5
6-more

None
Canpi-ng

Yes
No

Weekend
Weekday

Up to 200 }ti.les (45.9"1)
200-399 Miles (L4.9"/.)
400-599 Miles (10.32)
600-799 Miles ( 5.L"/")
800-999 Miles ( 5.0%)
1,000-1,999 Miles (10.92)
2,000-over ( 7.9%)

(s5.92)*
(26.82)
(L7 .3"t)

(eL.o%)
( 4.L"t)
( 5.0"t)

(74.s7")

(L7.s%)
(23.8%)
(26.0"/")
(24.82)
( 7.e%)

(2s.2i[)
(62.6"t)
( 8.7%)

( 4.6%)
(36.8%)
(4e.6"t)
( 9.0"t)

(L8.6%)
(7 2.7"1)

(66.1"A)
(33.9't)

(4e.0%)
(sL.02)

4
1
9
0

88
92
91

89.

LL.2
7.9
8.1

8
1
9

9

3
0

93
100

10. 1
6.7
0.0

85t3.7
9.6

]-0.2
8.5
5.3

13.1
9.2
6.3

9.5

25.6
10.9
7.1

14. 0

90.5

86. 9

74.

90.
89.
91.
94.

90.8
93.7

3

4
I
4
7

89.
92.
86.

L2.6
6.9
9.4
7.L

13. 6
6.1
7.6

86
91

91
88

13. 4
9.0

87 .4
93. 1
90. 6
92.9
86.4
93. 9
92.4

89.2
9L.4

6
0

10. 8
8.6

8.9
LL.2

1
8

*Percent of all surveyed having this specific trip characteristic observation.
Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.



83

EXI{I3IT 45

THE IMPORTANCE OF AIL.WEATHER (SECONDARY) ROADS IN TIIE SELECTION

OF A ROUTE TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONA], SITE BY

SELECTED DE}TOGRAPEIC CITARACTERISTICS

Ind icatingDemographic
Characteristics Predomi-nant Observations Not Important

(iL)
Important

(%)

Ilousehold Head

Sex

Race

Education

Oecupation

Income

Yes
No

Under 18
L8-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
55 and over

Male
Female

Prof-Tec
Farm
Craft
Self-Enp.
Retired

6
0

4
9
0
7

6
2
0

89.
91

92

13.0
8.3
7.4
7.8
9.0

Age

0
9
5
5
0
4
4

(78.4i4)x
(2L.6%)

( 3.4%)
(10. 8Z)
(25.87.)
(24.27")
(L7.2%)
(10. 9Z)
( 7 .77.)

(7 4.47")
(2s.67")

(33 .8%)
( e.47")
(r8. s%)
(L0.2%)
(L3.57")

.97")

.97")

.5%)

10. 4
9.0

18.6
11.1

10. 6
8.4

9.8

14.3
10.9
8.8

81.
88.
87.
91.

92.
91.

![hiLe (e8.s7")

Grade School ( 4.6%
High School G9.97"
Post HS-College (45.47"

)
)
)

89.4
9L.6

90.2

85.7
89. 1
9L.2

82.7
90. 1
85.3
9L.9

78.0
90.1
87.4
92.5
91.0
90. 6
88.6

6.7
L7.3
9.9

L4.7
8.1

9.
L2.
7.
9.
9.

93. 3

Under $5,000
$5,000-$7,499
$7 ,5oo-$9 ,999
$ 10 , ooo- $ L4 ,999 (25 . 2i()
$15,ooo-$19, 999 (23.07")
$20,000-$ 29 ,999 (L9 .OIL)

$30,000-over ( 9 .671)

(3
(6
(L2

22

11

*percent of all surveyed having this specific dernographic characteristic observation'

Source: Survey conducted by Lhe Authors'
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EXHIBIT 46

THE IMPORTANCE OF SCENIC HIG}IWAYS IN THE SELECTION OF A ROUTE
TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONA], SITE BY

SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Irip
Charactet:isties Predominant Observations

Proportlon Ind icating
Not. Important. Tmportant

("1 ) (/.)

Origin of Trip

Destination of Trip

Purpose of Trip

Duration of Trip

Mode of
Transportation

Number of Persons
on Trip

Round Trip Distance

Primary Type of
Lodging

Previous VisiEor

Tirne

In-state
Border-state
Other-state

In-state
Border-state
0ther-state

No Nights
1-2 Nights
3-5 Nights
6-15 Nights
16-More Nighrs

1
2
3-5
6-more

None
Camping

Yes
No

Weekend
Weekday

2L,
l-4.

78.7
8s. 6
87 ,3

(s5.9"1)x
(26.87.)
(r7 .3"A)

.07")

.77")

.o%)

(L7.siL)
(23.9i,")
(26.01t)
(24.87!,)
( 7 .e1()

( 4.61[)
(36.8"/.)
(4e .6%)
( 9.0"t)

(r8.67!)
(7 2.L"1)

(66.Li!)
(33.e7")

(4e.0"/")
(5L.0"/.)

18.5

20.1
L7.9
2L.L
16.4
7.6

3L.2
18.5
L6.7
L7.4

22.0
24.L
L2.9
7.L

]-4.6
14.0
6.9

L2.

3

4
7

4
0
1

(el
(+
(s

18
5

15

81. 6

95. 0
84. 9

81.5

79.9
82.L
7 8.9
83. 6
92.4

Outdoor Rec. (7 4.52")

Auto-No Equip. (25.2"/.)
Auto-Equip. G2.67")
Motor Home ( 8.7%)

13.1
9.2
6.3

86.9
90. 8
93.7

Up to 200 Miles (45.914)
2OA-399 Miles (L4.9%)
400-599 Miles (10.32)
600-799 Miles ( 5.L"A)
800-999 Miles ( 5.0%)
1,000-1,999 Miles (10.92)
2,000-over ( 7 .97")

75.
87.

68.8
81. 5
83. 3
82.6

78.0

q2

85.
86.
93.

81.6
82.2

80. 3
84.6

9
I
9
4
0
1

18. 4
Lt .8

t9.7
15.4

16.1
20.7

83. 9
79.3

:tPercent of all surveyed having this specific trip characteristie observation.
Source: Survey conducted by the Auihors.



85

whose durat.ion of trip was longer, those with over one person on tri-p, those

whose round-trip distance was over 400 miles, those not a previous visitor,

and those who were weekend visitors.

Exhibit 47 shows the demographic charaeteristics as they relate to the

Jmportance or no importance of scenic highways in route choice. There were

no significant differences found among those observations. Demographic

characteristi-cs apparently do not need to be considered when evaluating the

importance of scenic highways to outdoor recreationists.

Exhibit 48 displays the trip eharacteristics of those indicating

greater relative importance of directness to destination in route choice.

This was indicated by those with larger numbers of persons on the triP and

by those who were weekend visitors. The importance of directness to desti-

nation by denographic characteristics is shornrn in Exhibit 49. The only

demographic characteristic displaying significant differences was the larger

percenEage of females givi-ng importance to directness.

Exhibit 50 lists the various Erip characteristics and the proportion

for each indicating iroportance or oo importance of services in route

selection. Signiflcantly greater importance r^Ias indicated by those with

the following trip characteristics: orre or more nights duration, larger

number of persons on trip, not having visited previously, and weekend rather

than weekday visitor.

Finally, Exhibit 51 shows the categori.es of demographic characteristics-

which gave greater importance to services in route choice. They were those

not a household head and those who were females. There were no other sig-

nificant differences iudicated for other demographic characteristics.

In conclusion, interstate-freeway type highways do not seem to be a

high priority consideration that is greatly i-mportant to the outdoor



Denographi.c
CharacEeristics Predominant 0bservations

86

Proportion Indicating
No t Important Important

EXHISIT 47

THE IMPORTANCE OF SCENIC HIGHI^IAYS IN THE SELECTION OE A ROUTE
TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY

SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

(z) (% )
Household Head

Sex

Race

Education

Occupation

Income

Under 18
L8.24
25-34
35-44
45-54
s5-64
65 and over

Yes
No

Male
Female

Prof-Tec
Farm
CrafE
Self-Emp.
Retired

(78 .4%)*
(21.67")

( 3.47")
(10.82)
(2s.82)
(24.2"t)
(L7 .22)
(L0.ez)
( 7 .7i()

(7 4.47")
(2s .67")

(33.82)
( 9.4"t)
(18. s2)
(to.2t)
(L3.5%)

L7 .9
18.5

15. 6
18.6
17 .8
19. 0
16.8
17 .8

7 2.4
84.4
81.
82.
81.
83.

81.1
83. 8

81. 6

81.3
8L.7
82.0

83.8
7 8.3
82.9
7 4.7
82.8

84.s
84.2
86.1
82.2
80. 1
82.6
74.5

82.L
81.5

Age 27.6

4
2
0
2
282.

18. 9

L6.2

White (e8.s"t)

Grade School ( 4.6y")
High School (49.9it)
Post HS-College (45.4y")

18 .4

L8.7
18. 3
18.0

L7

t6
2L

25.
L7.

15.5
15. 8
13. 9
17 .8
19.9
L7 .4
25.5

2
7

1
3
2

Under $5,000 ( 3.9y")
$5,000-$7,499 ( 6.8%)
$7,500-$9,999 (L2.5"A)
$10, 000-$L4,999 (25.2%)
$15,000-$L9,999 (23.0%)
$20, ooo-g 29 ,999 (L9 .O%)
$30,000-over ( 9.6%)

*Percent of all surveyed having this specific demographic characteristic observation.
Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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EXHIBIT 48

TIIE IMPORTANCE OF DIRECTNESS TO DESTINAIION IN THE SFI'ECTION OF

A ROUTE TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY

SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Pr tion IndicatTrip
Characteristics Predominant Observations Not Important

g")
Important

(Y" )

Origin of TriP

Destination of TriP

Purpose of TriP

Duration of TriP

Number of Persons
on Trip

Round TriP Di.stance

Primary TyPe of
Lodging

Previous Vi-sitor

In-state
Border-state
0ther-state

In-state
Border-state
0ther-state

Outdoor Rec.

No Nights
1-'2 Nights
3-5 Nights
6-15 Nights
16-More NighLs

2 ,000-over

None
Camping

Yes
No

Weekend
Weekday

1
2
3-5
6-more

400-599 Miles
600-799 l"liles
800-999 l"Iiles
1,000-1899 Miles (1

Up to 200 Miles (45 -97!)
200-399 Miles 04 -914)

10. 3Z)

28

9%)*
97.)
3iL)

07.)
L%)
014)

(ss.
(26.
(L7 .

0
2
2

26.
34.

(9r.
( 4.
( s.

(7 4.5it)

(L7 .sll)
(23.8i()
(26.07")
(24.87.)
( 7 .97")

( 4.67")
(36.8%)
(49.67.)
( e.07")

s.L7")
s.07")
0.9%)

( 7 .e7")

(18. 6%)
(7 2.L7.)

(66.L%)
(33.e2)

(4e.0%)
(5r. oz)

26.3
29.7
31. 5

28.5

23.7
28.9
30.0
33.6

28.L
26.9
34. B

44.2
30.3
26.0
24.7

30.
30.
27.
,o
34.
27.

29.1
27.2

26.2
30. 6

73.7
70.3
68.5

72.0
73.8
65 .8

7L.5

7 0.6
7 6.3
71.r
70.0
66.4

7L.9
7 3.L
65.2

29.4

Mode of Transportation Auto-No Equip' Q5'?7:!
Auto-EquiP. G2.67")
Motor Home ( 8.7%)

55. 8
7

0
3

(
(
(

2
5
0
1
6
8
5

9
0

26.

28
28

73.8
59.s
70.0
7 2.9
70.4
65.2
72.5

71.1
72.0

69.
74.
75.

7 0.9
7 2.8

73.8
69 .4Time

*Pereent of all surveyed having this specific trip charaeteristic observation'

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors'
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EXHIBIT 49

THE IMPORTANCE OF DIRECTNESS TO DESTINATION IN THE SELECTION
OF A ROUTE TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY

SELECTED DU'{OGRAPHIC C}IARACTERISTICS

Dernographic
Charaeteristics

Proportion Indica ting
Predomiaant Observations Not Important Iarportant

(/")(% )

Age

Household Head

Sex

Race

Education

Occupation

Incoue

Under 18
L8-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65 and over

Yes
No

Male
Female

Prof-Tec
Farm
Craft
Self-Emp.
Retired

(78.47")*
(2L.6"t)

( 3.4"A)
(10.82)
(25.8%)
(24.27")
(t7 .2A)
(L0.e7")
( 7 .72)

(7 4 .47")
(25.67")

(L8.s%
(t0.2"t
(L3.5"/"

28.6
27 .0

35.1
25.0
25.0
29.2
27 .9
29.2
37 .4

29.7
24.3

28.6

30. 1
27 ,3
29.7

25.2
31.8
28.9
27 .5
29.9

30. 9
27.6

7L.4
7 3.0

64
75.

9

0
0
8
1
8
6

White (e8.57")

Grade School ( 4.62")
High School (49.9"t)
Post HS-Col1ege (45.47.)

75.
70.
72.
70.
62.

70.3
7 5.7

7 L.4

69.9
7 2.7
70.3

68.2
7L.L
72.5
70. 1

59.L
7 2.4
7L.3
71. 8
69.2
7 4.3
68.5

73.88%

47.

(33
(g )

)
)
)
)

28.7
28.2
30. 8
25.7
31.5

3.9%)
6.8%)
2.5"/")
s.2%)
3.0"/")
9,0"A)
9.6"t)

Under $5,000 (
$5,000-$7 ,499 (

$7,500-$9,999 (r
$10,000-$L4,999 (2
$15,000-$L9,999 (2
$20,000-$29,999 (r
$30,000-over (

*Percent of all surveyed having this specific demographie characteri-stic observation.
Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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EXHIBIT 50

THE IMPORTANCE OF AVAILABTLITY OF TRAVELER SERVICES IN THE

SELECTION OF A ROUTE TO A,\ OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY

SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Trip
Characteristics Predominant Observations

Proportion Indica ti"ng
Not Important Import,ant

Origin of TriP

Dest,ination of TriP

Purpose of TriP

Duration of TriP

Mode of
Transportation

Number of Persons
on Trip

Round Trip Distance

Pri:nary Type of
Lodging

Previous Visit.or

Outdoor Rec. (7 4.57.)

In-state
Border-state
Other-state

In-state
Border-state
Other-state

No Nights
1-2 Nights
3-5 Nights
6-15 Nights
l6-Ilore Nights

None
Camping

Yes
No

Weekend
I'Ieekday

(s5.97")*
(26.87")
(L7 .3%)

.0%)

.L7")

.07")

32.9 67
7L
68

I
8
8

(el
(4
(s

(L7 .57")
(23.8i[>
(26 ,0"/.)
(24.8%)
( 7 .eii)

(2s.2%)
(62.61[)
( 8.771)

.6%)

.8%)

.6%)

.oiL)

28.2
3L.2

32.6

37 .5
27 .8
34.s
28.5
30. 0

33.5
30.8
31.0

32.
22.
27.
35.
,o

37 .7
30. 5

4s.97")
L4.97")
10. 3Z)

s.L%)
5.07")
0.97.)
7 .97")

(L8.6%)
(72.Li()

(66.L%)
(33.e%)

(49.01!)
(s1. 0z)

33.6
28.6

67 .5
7 6,7
69.9

67 .4

62.5
7 2.2
65. s
7L.5
70.0

66.5
69.2
69. 0

53.2
65. 1
71. 3
75,5

62.3
69.s

66.4
7L.4

5
J

1

32
23
30

Auto-No EquiP.
Auto-EquiP.
Motor Home

1
2
3-5
6-more

Up co 200 Miles
200-399 Miles
400-599 Miles
600-799 Miles
800-999 Miles
1,000-1,999 Miles (1
2,000-over (

46
34
28
24

32

(t+
(36
(4e
(e

8
9
7

5

7

4
I
6
5
2

0

(
(
(
(
(

67 .3
68.6
67 .9
77 .4
7 2.5
64.8
71.0

31.

Time

*percent of a1l surveyed having this specifie trip characterlstic observation.

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.

28
34

6
6

7L.4
65.4
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EXHIBIT 51

THE IMPORTANCE OF AVAII,ABIIITY OF TRAVELER SERVICES IN THE
SELECTION OF A ROUTE TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY

SELECTED DB{OGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Demographic
Characteristics

Proportion Indicating
Predominant. Observations Not Important

(7")
Important

0")

Household Head

Sex

Raee

Education

0ccupation

Income

Yes
No

Under 18
t8-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65 and over

Male
Female

Prof-Tec
Farm
Craft
Self-Enp.
Retired

Under $5,000
$5, ooo-57 ,499
$7 ,500-$9,999
$10, ooo-$ L4 ,99
$15,000-$L9,99
$20 ,000-$ 29 ,99
$30,00O-over

(7 8.4"A)*
(2L.6%)

( 3.4"a)
(10. 8Z)
(2s.87")
(24.2%)
(L7 .2"t)
(10. ez)
( 7 .7%)

(7 4.42)
(2s.6%)

(33.82)
( e.4i[)
(L8.s%)
(L0.2%)
(13. s2)

0
8

33
25

67 .0
7 4.2

69.5
7 5.3
68. 9
64.s
67 .3
7 0.L
67 .7

65.9
75.2

68. 0

68. 9
70. 3
66.2

67.L
65.1
7L.4
66.3
7 0.6

64.9
73.0
7l-.9
67 .4
64.2
69. 3
65.1

Age 30. 5
24.7
31.1
35. s
32.7
29.9
32.3

34.L
24.8

32.O

31.1
29,7
33.8

32.
34.
28.
33.

27.
28.
32.
35.
30.
34.

White (e8. sz)

Grade School ( 4.6"A)
High School (49.91!)
Post IIS-CoJ-lege (45.4"/.)

,o

35.

9
9
6
7

4

1
0
1
6
8
7

9

3

6
L2
25
23

(
(
(

e(
e(
e(

(

g"l)

2"/.)
o%)

L9.07")
e.67")

97.)

.5%)

*Percent of all surveyed having this specifj.c denographic characteristic observatioo.

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.

T
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recreationist ln rouLe choice. fhe availabil-ity of all-weather (secondary)

roads leading to area ls glven greater importance. This is the clear indi-

cation since 90.5 percent of those whose purpose is outdoor recreation give

importaoce to all-weather roads, while onJ-y 42.7 perceot of them give

importance to lnterstate-freelrEry type highways. In praefically aL1 sub-

categories of both trip and demographlc characteristics, a majority propor-

tion j.ndicates little or no inportance of interstates ia route choice. The

only trip characteristics where a najority indicated interstates rdere

lmportant ln route choice were where origin was from other states (52.07"),

where destination rilas in border states (50.82), where uode of transportatloo

rdas motor home (54 .7%), and where round-trip distance riras 400-599 miles.

As for demographic characteristics, the importaoce of interstates in route

choice rilas expressed onJ-y by those whose age rilas L8-24 (52.2"/") and 45-54

(5L.2%), and by the female respoudent (51.0"/"). In contrast very large

majoritLes of all sub-groups for both trip and demographic characteristics

indlcated importance of all-weather (secondary) roads in route cholce.

4.5 Comparison of Various Types of Outdoor Recreation As to Attitude , Trip
Characteristics , and Demographie Characteristics

The uain objective of this section is to evaluate the extent to which

socio-economic factors influence several selected types of outdoor recre-

ation. An attempt is also made to evaluate the impact of highway access

and the recreation site upon each of the selected outdoor recreation types.

The types of outdoor recreation activities selected for analysis were:

hiking-backpacking, picnicing-sightseeing, hunting, fishing, cauping,

boating-skiing-swimning, and visiting historical sites. It is hoped that

this section can add some insight into the characteristics of the various

types of outdoor recreation, especially as they relate to interstate-freeway

type highways.
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One of the major purposes of this study rias to determine the irnportance

of access to interstate-type highways and the i.mportance of the area itself
in site ehoice. Exhiblt 52 shows that 55.3 percent say access is of little
or no importance whi.le 44.8 pereent say it is important in their decision.

rnt,erestinBly, only 9.3 percent said access was of great importance. rn

contrast, 86.6 percent said the area itself was important and only 13.4 per,

cent said it was of litt1e or no importance. It is especially noteworthy

that r^rhile 63.5 percent said the area it,self was very J.nportant, only 6.3

Pereent said it was not important. The indi.catlon seems clear that it is
the area itself that is more important to outdoor recreationists than access.

Even though this is the comparative indication, a sizable ninority dld

attribute importance to access in choice of site.

The divlsion of outdoor recreationists into various types of outdoor

recreation acti.vities does noL add a great deal of information. The data

does not j.ndicate a great deal of variation in attitude about the relative

importance of access and area arnong the recreation types. The major

differences seem to be that hiking-backpackers give relatively less

importance to access and relatlvely more to area; hunters give relatively

less inportance to both access and areal and boating-ski-ing-swiurers give

relatively more importance to area.

Some inslght into the outdoor recreationists t desire for access is
provided by Exhibit 53, which shows the uaximum distance they will travel

from the interstate for outdoor recreaLion. The breakdown of this shows

that 8.8% said they would travel a maximum of less than 10 niles; 23.9 per-

cent said their maximr-rm was 11-25 uiles; nearly a third or 30.5 percent

said 26-50 miles:' L5.87" indicated 51-100 miles; and 20 percenr said over

100 rniles. This does support the conclusion that area is of greatest
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importance since large percentages were willing to drive substantial

distances from the interstates.

In Chi square tests of the frequency distribution for each recreation

type compared to the frequency distribution of all other recreation types,

significant differences at the .05 leve1 of significance were found for

hiking-backpaeking, fishing, hunting, camping and boating-skiing-swinming.

Further evaluation seems to support the following statements of tendency.

Although the above listed recreation types showed some tendency to travel

further maximum distances, the differences do not seem to be very substan-

tial. In fact, the table tends to support the conclusion that various

recreation types are not very different in their view eoncerning distance

they will travel from an interstate to a recreation site. The most signif-

icant difference may be the greater willingness of hiker-backpackers to

travel longer di-stances from the interstates. However, the most important

conclusion seems to be that those concerned with locaEing interstates

relaLive to recreation areas cErn concern themselves primarily with outdoor

recreationists as a group and not. with the sub-groups of specific reere-

ation types.

The desire for availability of traveler services i.n recreational areas

is shown in ExhibiE 54. Traveler services were defined on the questionnaire

as restaurants, motels, service statj.ons, and the like. This exhibit indi-

cates that nearly 60 percent feel that no more traveler services are needed

while 40 percent feel that more traveler services were desired. Only 11.3

percent expressed a strong desire for more. Thus, the majority of outdoor

recreationists are satisfied with the existing services-facilities provided

in the area.

I{owever, Chi-square tests i-ndicate that significant differences exist

aE the .05 leve1 between all recreaLion types and each of the following

E
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specific types: picnicing-sightseeing, hunting, camping, and boating-skiing-

swimming. There was some tendency for picnicers-sightseers to express a

stronger desi.re for more traveler services and for campers to express a

lesser desire for more traveler services than other types of outdoor recre-

ation.

The most frequently observed trip characteristics by recreation types

are showa in Exhibit 55. Such trip characteristics as origin of trip,

duration of trip, number of persons on trip, round-tri.p distance, primary

type of lodging, and whether previous visitor are displayed by type of

recreation. A comparison of the percentages shown reveals several inter-

esting cont,rasts between the recreation types. For all types of recrea-

tionists, 56.2 percent were from in state and the uost significant contrasts

were that 57.4 percent of those vj-siting historic sites were from out of

state and 51.5 percent of those canping were from out of state. On the

other hand, 74.2 percent of those hunting were from in state.

As for duration of trip, 67.7 percent of all types of outdoor recrea-

tionists stayed five days or less. The oajor differences by specific type

were Ehe 79.4 percent of hunters staying fj.ve days or less and the 57.7

percent of those visiting historic sites and the 61.6 percent of those

cauping staying five days or less.

Recognizing that Exhibit 55 speaks for itself, the fi.nal poiat to be

euphasized concerns round-trip disEance. Anong all types of outdoor recre-

ation, 53.6 percent traveled over 200 miles. In contrast,57.9 percent of

the hunters traveled less than 200 miles while 61.8 percent of the campers

and 68.3 percent of those visiting historical sites traveled over 200 mi1es.

Exhibit 55 clearly shows there were significant differences as to trip

characteristics by recreation type.
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Exhibit 56 displays the most frequently observed demographic character-

istics by recreatlon type. Th:is exhibit is structured much like the

previous exhibit and the perceotages reflect, the contrasts tetween the

recreatlon types. For all recreation types 60.4 percent were over 35 years

of age whiLe 71.0 percent of the ca.mpers, only 52.0 percent of the hikers-

backpackers and only 52.3 percent of the boaters-skilers-swimers lrere over

35 years oLd.

With regard to the sex of the recreationists, 74.5 percent of all types

were mrle with the greatest difference by type being the 82.2 percent of

hunters which were male. As for race, virtually all outdoor recreationists

of alL types were white. Blacks aod other non-whites are not a sigaificant

portion of those particlpating in outdoor recreation at sites ln Arkansas.

The most frequently observed leve1 of education was the 55.3 percent

of all recreationlsts beiag high school graduates or 1ess. The rnajor con-

trastlng sub-types were hlking-backpackiag and those vislting hi.storical

sites wlth 56.3 percent and 52.3 perceat, respectively, havlng educations

above high school. With regard to occupation, the most frequently observed

was professional, technical, or managerial for each and every recreatlon

tyPe.

The final demographie characteristic anal-yzed was income with 51.5

percent of aL1 recreatlon types beiag above $151000 fam1Ly lncome. In fact,

the majority of each recreation type was above this income level. Outdoor

recreation seems to be an activity predoni.nantly attractive to higher lncome

people. In fact, only 23.4 perceot had fanily incomes lower than $10'000.

Comparisons among recreatlon types j.ndlcate that the types havlug higher

percentages in the above-$l5r000 incone category ldere: boaEers-skiiers-

swirrmers; hunters; and hikers-backpackers.
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A brief sunmary of the major flndings of this evaluation of reereation

types ls ln order. It was found that alL recreation types placed signifi-

cantly greater importance upon the area itself than upon actess in site

choice. Future analysis of recreationistsr preferences concerning this nay

not need to be divided lnto various types but can concentrate more on out-

door recreation as a who1e. A11 groups seemed willlng to travel substantlal

distances from the interstates to flnd a good slte. A naJority lndicated

they felt no more traveLer services were needed. There were slgniflcant

dlfferences between the recreation types as to triP cha?acteristics and

demographlc characterlstlcs. Perhaps most lnteresting of the trip charac-

teristic differences were those of hunters, who seened more different from

the average than other types. As for the demographle characterlsttcs,

perhaps most interesting were the large percentages ln each recreation type

of hlgher l-ncome people, the relatlvely high frequency of professlonal,

technlcal, or managerial occupation group, the very low percent of non-

whites, and the signLficantly higher percentage of cElmpers being older than

was found for other recreatlon groups.

4.6 Comparison of Atri tudes and Characteristics of Visitors to Different
Types of Outdoor Recreation Areas

A comparison of the visitorst attitudes and characteristtcs by

different type of outdoor recreation area is made ln this section' Also

evaluated is the relative importance of access and area to the visltors of

each type of outdoor recreation area. The types of areas compared are as

follows: state parks, national parks, natlonal forests, Corps of Engineers

areas, national wil-dlife refuges, and primitlve camps. As explained in

Chapter III where the su::yey technlques were outlinedr areas readily acc€ss-

ible by interstate were palred with areas with comparable facilities remote



L02

to such hlghways- The purpose of this was to provide a balanced view for
each type of recreation area. A later section w111 eonpare those areas near

to those far from interstate-freeway type hlghways. The objective in this
sectlon is to compare the dLfferent type areas.

Exhibit 57 displays the relative importance of access and area in site
choice by type of outdoor recreation area. For all types, 55.3 percent say

access is of little or no lmportance whlle 44.9 percent say it is {nportant
in their choice of a site. It 1s partlcularly si.gnificant to compare thls
with the 86.6 percent who said area was important in their decision. In
fact 53.5 percent said area was very important while only 5.3 percent said
area was not important. Although a sizeable mlnority attrlbuted importance

to access in site choice, it ls the area itself that is more lmportant.

This brief review for alL outdoor recreations provides the perspectlve

for evaLuating the vlsitors to each type of outdoor recreation area. A

pattern essentially llke that for all recreatlonists was found for each

area type. The area that seemed to be l-ess lmportant to visitors tas the

natlonal wildlife refuges. {nterestingly, access to interstates was

reported as being of little or no importanee to a significantly grearer

degree by visitors to natLonal wil-dlife refuges than was found for the other
type areas. In fact, 47.L percent said access was simply of no lnnportance

to them. Apparently, the visltors to natlonal wildl_ife refuges d.o not

rea1ly care for much alteration in the natural envlronment as compared to
visitors to other areas.

Since visitors to national wildlife refuges had such a si.gnificant
difference from the visltors to other type areas, it might be interesting
to evaluate the maxjmum distance they will travel from the interstate for
outdoor recreation. Appendix Table A-53 shows that 39.0 percent r^rouldl



103

I

o
tr
o
rJ

0)

+J

h!
€
q.)

TJ
o
€t
U

h
o
lr
./)

OJ

o
t{

a

B.e ;.e Ee E\e(r) CO \.o @

OrO\LntJ1 (\l rn

Ee Ee B'e i'{
F{ -i. O,\ \O

l.- \O e{ c"'}
N(rlCaFl

B.e bS Ee s.s
O\\O@F
(\l t\ l\ F{
NFirl1

i.e l.e Ee !.q
F{ t-l 1r1 dl
t\ cO F{ Ct)
-t c! c\l

E e B'.e $e B's
OTNNA
lnFo\o N\O

B.e i.s B.e Ne
\O F{ F{ F{

rf1 (") (f) o
N (f) cr'!

B.{ Ee 6.S i'e
!nocad)
.s\oFl@

Gl \o

ts€ r.e l.e Fe.$c{tno\
Oc'rd)\Oc) (\l d)

!.e r.e l.e E eo\1'1t\o\
.+FlnF{ (\l \o

i.{ ts< $q }.e
Or cO cO \O

f\ Fl O\ F{
Fl CO cO Fl

r.€ i..e l.e Ne
6lf\OrN
.f, \o -f, -f,

N\O

i.g ts'{ i.e 8'erno(\1 c\l

O\FlOrOFl cn Cn F{

i.e B.s 6.e $e
cO F{ Fl tn
\O l\ (') ('t

6l \O

i'e 5'.e ts.e i'e
1\ \o \o ct)

.tOt,)o\
Gt (f) d)

0)oodoo(dod
orJtrdotrdlJciOrJlr
d&lrO]JEOTr{HAEOEHo"oHE-{lJiuo(! +rEq)
O.FIOHzF.l.h(J

(,
0,
L.

(/,
o
6.'
U
o

t<

(!
0)
lr

(,
o
0,
o
(.,

l<

d
o
!

o
o
o
o

Lo
t<

(U
q)
H

U'
o
o)
(.)
o

l<

(.)
U

o

ldolo
ojl rr
o.l<>l
HIlo
-{loF{l o,
<13

t<

q,
E)
+Jil
+.,
{J

0)
o
d
CO

}J
!
oA
H

o,

.F{

{JQ.FI E
E(I,.r{ C)
l.l
or

Fl O)
d'+{ q)

tr .Fl 00
OFI ,
Fl nol{-{
&i F{ q,
at 'rl 0dz>

ar+{!{
o0)

q)otr
Or 'F{tr00
(Jrd

Fl
d
CJ
OH.ri (d
l-, pi
(Uz

',ytJ
d

P{

q)
{J
(U
+J
U)

F]
c)
Ho
()
14
H
H
tn

z<HEl
d4<

trl&z<o
H

 4z<<rd
&sl L)(n trlta&

L)
C) d.<oornOHp
El 0(Jzh<o
Hilta
Fi>
EH
H

E] FA

H
H
Fl
tEI
&
t{
F

F'
rn

H
H
Fq
H
X
H

-.{dlJdttoq)
Ylli
IJO
dhz



t

\04

traveL over 100 mi1-es, whlch Ls about twlce the proportion for all
recreatlonists surveyed. only 4.1 percent said thej.r maximun travel- was

less than 25 mlles, while ln contrast 32.7 percent of all oltdoo. recrea-

tlonlsts surveyed sald this. In concLusion, visitors to national wildlife
refuges are individuallstic in that they are quite signLflcantly different
from other recreationists in thelr lack of d.eslre for interstate-freeway

type highways to be located near their outdoor recreatlon areas.

Exhiblt 58 shows the most frequently observed trip characteristics by

visitors to recreation areas. The trlp characteristLcs evaluated were:

origin of trip, duration of trip, number of persons on trip, round-trip
distance, primary type of lodging, whether previous visitor, and time of
vlsit. As can be observed in this exhibit, 56.2 percent of a1l visitors to
recreation areas were from in state' and the most signi.ficant contrasts lrere

the 98.4 percent and 90.6 percent, respectively, that were in-state visitors
in primitive camps and nationa1 wiLdllfe refuges. on the other hand 5g.5

Pereent of the vlsitors to national parks and 56.2 percent of the visitors
to Corps of Engineers areas were from out of state.

with regard to duration of trip, 67.7 percent of alL vlsitors to all
tyPe areas stayed flve days or 1ess. The most significant differences hrere

the 54.9 percent of visltors to national parks who stayed 6 or more days,

and the 97 -4 percent and 82.8 pereent, respectively, that stayed 5 or less
days at national wildlife refuges and primitlve camps.

It is reeognized that Exhibit 58 eLearly demonstrates for itself the

major contrasts between visLtors to different type areas. It is certainly
noteworthy that vlsitors to national wildlife refuges, prlmitive camps, and

natlonal parks tend to vary most from the averages for all type areas.

Visitors to national wiLdlife refuges and primitive eamps tend to vary in
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one direction from the average while visltors to national parks vary the

other direction. In view of the earller reported. views of vlsitors to

national- wildlife refuges concerning thelr relative lack of'desire for
access to i'nterstates' lt ls particularly raorth noting that they also tend

to a greater degree than others to orlgLnate in state, stay shorter time,

have shorter round-triP distances, have been a previous visltor, and be a
weekday vi.sitor. These tendencLes perhaps account for thelr relative lack
of interest in having access to interstate-freeway type highways.

Exhibit 59 provldes Lnsight into the most frequently observed derno-

graphlc characteristics by type of recreation area. The structure of thls
exhibit is essentialLy the same as the previous exhlblt with the percentages

reflectlng the contrasts between the visitors to different types of recre-
atlon areas. It ls shown that for all visitors, 60.4 percent were over 35

years of age with rather signiflcant differences among the different type

areas' Visltors to national- parks and Corps of Engineers areas tended to
be over 35 years of age, with 71.6 percent and 67.9 petcent, respectively.
On the other hand, 50.7 percent of the visitors to national forest.s rdere

under 35 years of age. A1so, visitors to national wildlife refuges and

prinitlve camps tended to be younger with only 53.0 percent and 53.2 per-

cent, respectlvely, being over 35 years of age.

The most significant difference in the proportlon of male participaats
was the 99.1 percent of vLsitors to national wildlife refuges. This is in
contrast to the 74.5 petcent of all visitors to all areas who were maIes.

Consistent with the earLLer overvlew of survey, practically all visitors to
each of the type areas were white. Although the percent is insigniflcant
statistically, the raw data Lndicates a slightly larger percentage of non-

white visitors to nati.onal parks than to other type areas.
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The major dlfferences in educatlonal 1eve1 were the 6L.2 pereent and

64.1 percent, respectively, of vlsitors to national wildlife refuges and

primltive curmPs who were hlgh schooL or lower in educationai attainment.

This ean be compared to the 55.3 percent of all visj.tors who had attained

hlgh school or less. Although 33.3 percent of all visltors to al1 type

areas were professional technlcal ln occupation type, only 22.3 petcent and

21.8 percent, respectively, of visi.tors to national wildlife refuges and

primitive camps were in this occupation group. Flnal1y, visltors to

national wildlife refuges tended to be higher income people than visitors
to other areas in that 62.4 percent had lncomes over $15,000. In contrast,

only 51.5 percent of all vtsitors had family incomes exceedl.ng $151000.

The exhibit comparing dernographlc characteristj.cs continues the pattern

of dlfferences which has been noted throughout thi.s section for the visitors
to national wildllfe refuges. In relatj.ve comparison to the visitors to

other areas, they tend to be younger, males, white, less formally educated,

and higher ineome.

The major findings of this evaluatlon of visitors to different type

areas is surnmarized below. Visitors to all type areas placed signiflcantly
greater importanee uPon the area itself than upon access in slte choice.

It may be advisable to divide the visitors l-nto those visiting dLfferent

type sites in eval-uati.ng attitudes and preferences. Of particular signif-
icance were the dlfferences in the characterlsti.cs of vlsitors to national

wildlife refuges. These partl,cular visitors placed even less importanee

uPon access by interstates than dld other type area visltors. Apparently

they wanted their outdoor recreation areas left pretty much the way nature

provided.
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4.7 Comparison of Attitudes and Characteristics of Persons Interviewed
Near and Far from Existins Interstates

This section provldes a comparison of attltudes and characteristlcs of

visitors to outdoor recreation areas near interstates and those visiting

areas remote or far from interstates in the State of Arkansas. The attempt

here is to provide additlonal lnsight into differences of attj-tudes and

characterlstics to that provided in earller sections. A comparison has

already been made between different recreation types, different reereation

areas, and different attitudes concerning route and site. Within each of

these are those visiting sLtes near and those vislting sltes far from inter-

state-freersay type highways. The evaluation now turns toward this matter.

Exhlbit 60 compares the dl.fferent degrees of agreement concerni.ng

certain attitudes. A slightly larger percentage of those engaged in outdoor

recreation activlties in areas far from lnterstates tended to agree that

Arkansas needs more lnterstate-freeway type highways serving recreation

areas than those near to interstates. Since they expressed this view, those

in areas far from Lnterstates apparently were not necessarily trylng to get

away from interstates. On the contrary, one would have antlcipated an even

larger plurality of agreement among those far from interstates that more

interstates were needed. Apparently this lack of a large plurality in

itself indtcates a lack of desire for interstates by outdoor recreationists.

A contrast of those lnterviewed near and far from interstates displayed

no really major differences in view as to the need for better eonnecting

roads from interstates to recreation areas. The most dramatlc contrast was

that 8.0 percent of those far and only 3.9 percent of those near strongly

dtsagreed as to this need. Of course, a substantial maJority of both those

far and near indicated agreement as to this need.
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E}GIBIT 60

ATTITI]DE COMPARISONS BETWEEN VISITORS TO RECRXAT]O}I
AREAS NEAR AND FAR FROI'T EXISTING INTERSTATES

i
Attitudes

Strongly Disaeree
Near Far Near Far Near Far

Stronglv Agree
Near Far

Arkansas needs more
interstate-freeway
type highways serving
its outdoor recrea-
tional areas.

Arkansas needs better
connecting roads from
interstate-freeway
type highways to
recreational areas.

This area needs more
traveler services,
such as restaurants,
motels, service
stations, and the
1ike.

L2.214 t6.5"/" 44.4i( 37.87" 35.52 36.0% 7.g7" g.71A

3.91( 8.07" 3L.0i4 25.8A 50.4% 47.87. L4.67" L7.314

L6.72 L7.L% 47.8% 40.07" 27.97" 29,57" 7.67" L3.4i4

Souree: Survey conducted by the Authors.

I
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Those far from and near to interstates tended to generally disagree

that the area needs more traveler services- The greatest degree of disa-

greement was by those near to interstates. ApparentlYr Ilo change in the

Ermount of servlces available is desired by outdoor recreationists'

Exhibit 61 provides insight into the relati.ve importance of access and

the area itseLf by those in areas near and those in areas far from i-nter-

states, It is no great surprise to find that access to interstates tends

to be of greater relative importance to those engaged in outdoor recreation

in areas near i-nterstates. On the other hand, the area itself is of con-

siderably greater importance to all and especially to those far from the

interstate. A more complete analysis of the relative importance of access

and area in site choice is provided in an earlier section.

The subject of attitude differentials relative to route choice is

likewise Ereated earlier. However, Exhibit 62 provides some additional

insight to that provided earlier with regard to those visiting areas near

to or far from interstates. In the selection of a route, the availability

of interstate-freeway type highways is rated as of little or no importance

by 60.9 percent of those in areas far from interstates, but by only 49'6

percent of those in areas near interstates. consequently, greater relative

importance is given to interstates by those in areas near interstates' An

all-weather (secondary) road leading to area is rated as very important by

all, and by a considerably greater percentage than was found for interstates'

The availability of scenic highways is rated as important by those near or

far, and especially by those in areas far from the interstates. This is

apparently one of their motives for visiting far-from inEerstate areas.

There were no significant differences found concerning the importance of

directness nor for Ehe irnportance of services in route choice.
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E)(IIIBIT 61

TIIE PJLATIVE I],TPORTANCE OF ACCESS AND AREA IN SITE CHOICE BY
VISITORS TO RECREATION AREAS NEAR AIVD FAR

FROM EXISTING INTERSTATES

Atrltude

No
Importance
Near Far

Llttle
Importance
Near Far

Some
Impoqtance

Great
Importance

Near Far Near Far

Access to interstate-
freeway type hlghways

The area itself

77.97"

s.214

28.9"A

7 .0i(

30.31[

7 .211

30.87

6.97(

40.6A

25.571

3"1 g.Li|

L% 64.3%

32.4% 11

21.7"/" 62

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.

I

I

I
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EXITIBIT 52

ATTITIIDE COMPARISONS REGARDING ROTITE SELECTION BETWEEN

VISITORS TO RECREATION AREAS NEAR AND FAR FROM EXISTING INTERSTATES

Attitudes

No
Importanee
Near Far

Little Some Great
Importance Importance Importance
Near Far Near Far Near Far

I

Interstate-freeway
type highways leadlng
to area

All-weather (secondary)
roads leading to area

L7 .47" 30.22 32.27" 30.72 36.8i1 29.97, ]3.57. 9.22

I4.LZ 3.47" 6.311 33.37"

LL.61t 39 .97"

s6.0% 54.

39.6% 45.

6.67.

L4.77"

35.72

37 .77"

6Z

07"Scenic nature of highway 5.9% 5.67'

Directness to
destination

Availability of
traveler services

5.77" 8.57" 20.7i1 2L.2% 4]-.5it 4L.O7" 32.L% 29.314

LL.LY" L2.L% L9 .2% 20.47. 38 .87" 40.57" 30.97" 26.97.

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.



LL4

Exhibit 53 provides a comparison of the relative importanee of access

to an interstate in the selectlon of a site for varlous types of outdoor

recreation. The focal point of the comparison is whether tirey were near to

or far from an interstate. For the recreatlon types interviewed in areas

far from interstates, aceess was of greater relative J-oportanee to those

engaged in carnping, visiting historical sltes, boatlng, skiing and swimrning,

and flshing. Access was of greater relative importance for those interviewed

in areas near interstates by the same four types as above plus those engaged

in picnicing-sightseeing. The recreation type givlng greatest relatlve
i:mportanee to access rras those camping. Apparently the bulklness of camping

equlpment made access more important.

Exhibit 54 provldes a profile of the trip characteristics of those

visiting sites near to and far from interstates. Approximately 38 percent

of those surveyed were visi.tors in areas near interstates whlIe 52 percent

vislted areas far from interstates. These percentages may be used as bench-

uarks ln the evaluation of the percentages in each observation of a trlp
characteristlc. The most significant departures from the benctrnark- pro-

portions are Listed below.

A greater relati.ve proportion of the visitors wLth the following trip
characteristics chose areas near interstates: where origin of trip was

other-statel where destination rras either border-state or other-statel where

duration of trip was either no nights or 16 or more nightsl where mode of

transportatlon was auto-no equipment; where number of persons on tri.p was

one; where round-trip distance was 21000 or over miles; where there was no

lodging; and where tine of visit was weekend.

In contrast, a greater relative proportion of the visitors with the

following triP characteristi.cs chose areas far from interstates; where
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EffiIBIT 63

ATTITUDES COMPARISON REGARDING ACTI'JITIES SELECTION BETI^IEEN

VISITORS TO AREAS NEAR AND FAR FROM EXISTING INTERSTATES

I

Iuportance
Near Far

Little
Importance

Some
Importance

Great
Importance
Near Far

No

Attitudes Near Far Near Far
I

I

Iliking/Backpacklng

P icnie ing/ S ight seeing

Fishing

Ilunting

Camping

Boat ing/ Skiing/ Swlming

Visitlng historical sites
or hobby and cultural
eerrters

30.57"

L2.27"

L8,Li[

35.5%

L3.7"4

L5.8%

40.57.

22.67"

26.52

43.9i1

20.57.

2L.27"

23.27"

l^4.2%

18.47"

L4.27"

LL.57"

L3.67,

22.37"

L8.27"

L7 .911

L6.41[

L5.9"4

L8.37"

32.5i1

39.27"

30.4"4

L9.9i4

3t.3%

34.r14

30.27"

30.4%

L3.97"

34.47"

33.L7"

30.57.

43.57"

36.6%

L2.47"

27.27"

29.911

2\.22

33.57.

30.L7"

)

I

77"

07"

67"

67.

24

32

25

18

9.47" L9.L7" 12.87" 18.Li| 36.6i4 31.7i4 4L.37" 3r.07"

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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E)C{IBIT 64

COMPARISON OF TRIP CHARACTERISTICS BETWEEN VISITORS TO
AREAS NEAR AND FAR FROM EXISTING INTERSTATES

Pro IndicatgrgTrip Characteristics Predominant Observations Near
(z)

Far
CD

Origin of Trip

Destination of Trip

Purpose of Trip

Duration of Trip

Mode of Transportation

Number of Persons
on Trip

Round Trip Distance

Primary Type of Lodging

Previous Visitor

Time of Visir

In-state
Border-state
Other-state

Outdoor Rec. (74.5"t)

In-state
Border-state
Other-state

No Nights
1-2 Nights
3-5 Nights
6-15 Nights
16-more NighEs

Auto-No Equip.
Auto-Equip.
Motor Home

1
2
3-5
6-more

None
Camping

Yes
No

trIeekend
I^Ieekday

(55.9%)tc
(26.8"t)
(L7,37")

0
8
7

2

1
7

4L
24
45

35.

2
3
7

5
6

3
2
5

s9.0
75.2
53.3

64.8
45.9
33.3

64.3

(el.
( t+.

( s.

0"1

LZ
07"

)
)
)

54.
66.

(L7.sZ)
(23.8%)
(26.07")
(24.8i1)
( 7 .e%)

(25.2/")
(62.67")
( 8.7%)

35.7

34.
40.

55.1
39.1
36.3
32.5

4s.5
2L.3
25.0
29.9
34.9
27 .7
59.4

35.2
42.9

68.
67.
54.
47,

44.9
60.9
63.7
67 .5

s4.5
78.7
75.0
70.1
55.1
72.3
40.6

55.9
64.5

64.8
57 .L

51
31
32
35
52

45

8
7

3
5
4

7

8
5

48

54
65
59

( 4.
(30.

6i0
8%)
6Z)
07")

(4e.
(9.

Up to 200 miles (45.9%)
200-399 Miles (t4.97t)
400-599 Miles (tO.3Z)
600-799 Miles ( 5.L%)
800-999 Miles ( S.O"/.)
1,000-1,999 Miles (LO.9Z)
2,000-over ( 7.9%)

(18.6%)
(72.L"t)

(66.L"t)
(33.e%)

(49.9"/.)
(50,2"/")

44
35

1
5

,1 1

53 .4

*Percen

Source:
t of all surveyed having this specific trip characteristic observatlon.

Survey conducted by the Authors.

78.3
46.6
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origin of trlp was border-state; where round-trlp distance traveled was over

200 but under 21000 miles; and where tLne of visit was weekend. The least

like1y to be visiting areas far from lnterstates were those'whose destl-

natLon was other states, while the least llkely to visit areas near lnter-

states tended to be those travellng 2OO-399 mj-les and where time of vLslt

was weekend.

Exhibit 65 provldes a look at the cornparatlve demographic character-

istics of those near and far from lnterstates. The same bencluuarks ean be

used for evaluatlon as rrere used for analyzing triP characteristics. A

greater relatlve proportj.on of the visitors with the foLlowlng demographic

characterlstlcs chose areas near lnterstates: where age rras 45-54; where

vlsltor was femaLe; and where oceupatlon was self-errployed. On the other

hand, a greater relative proportion of the visitors with the followlng deno-

graphlc characteristics chose areas far from interstates: where age Las

under 18 or 55-64; where visitor was mal-e; where occupatlon lras farming;

and where income was under $51000.

In concluslon, a comparlson of those visitJ-ng areas near and far from

interstates does not change materially the concluslons reached earlier ln

thls study. Only a sLightly greater desire for interstates was found amorg

those in areas far from interstates. It was also found that, as one would

expect, those in areas near interstates tended to prefer access to a greater

degree than others. The area Ltself was found to be of greater lmportance

to those in areas far from i-nterstates'
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E}GIIBIT 65

COMPARISON OF DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS BETI,ilEEN VISITORS
TO AREAS NEAR AND FAR FROM EXISTING INTERSTATES

Trip Characteristics Predoninant Observations
Proportion Indi.catine
Near Far

(%\ (%)

Age

Househol-d Head

Sex

Race

Education

Occupation

Under 18
L8-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65 and over

Yes
No

Male
Female

Prof-Tec
Farm
Craft
Self-Emp.
Retlred

(78.47")*
(2L.6%)

( 3.4"1)
(10.82)
(25.87.)
(24.27")
(L7 .27")
(LO,g7")
( 7 .7it)

(74.4%)
(25.6%)

(33.8"t)
( e.4%)
(18. s2)
(L0.27")
(L3.57")

37 .3
39.4

3L.7
35. 9
36.8
38.8
43.3
31. 6
39.9

37.L

37 .O
36.3
39.7

38.2
30. 9
39.4
42.9
38.0

62.7
60.6

68.3
64.r
63.2
6L.2
56.7
68.4
60. 1

53. s
57 .7

62.9

36.5
42.3

White (e8.s%)

Grade School ( 4.6%)
High School (49.9"1)
Post HS-College (45.4"1)

63
63
50

0
7

3

Income Under $5,000 ( 3.9%>
$5, ooo-$7 ,499 ( 6,8y")
$7,500-$9,999 (l,2.52)
$10, 000-$L4,999 (25.2"1)
$15, 000-$L9,999 (23.0%)
$2o, ooo-g 29 ,999 (L9 .07">
$30,000-over ( 9.6%)

*Percent of all surveyed having this speciflc trip eharacteristic observation.
Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.

34
38
37
38
37
40
39

4
7

8
7

3
0
6

51.8
59.1
60.6
57 .L
62.O

6
3
2
3
7
0
4

55.
6L.
62.
61.
62.
60.
60.
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4.8 Evaluation of Outdoor Recreatlon Respondentsr Attitudes toward
Economic Development in Recreation Areas

Economic development in an outdoor recreational area is usually in the

forur of restaurants, motels, service stations, and the like. Other types

of business unrelated to outdoor recreation rnight also develop, but these

would not necessarily be in direct response to the visits by outdoor recre-

ationists. The purpose of this section is to evaluate the type of economic

development which would Eend to occur in direct response to outdoor recre-

ation. The questionnaire specifically asked respondents to indicate their

agreement or disagreement concerning whether the area needed more traveler

services. The discussion below is an evaluation of the response to this

question.

Exhibit 66 provides a comparison of those agreeing and those disagreeing

with need for more economic development in the area by those giving import-

ance to access to interstates and by those giving importance to the area

itself in site selection. Both those agreeing and those disagreeing to more

traveler services gave importance to the area irself by a large majority.

In contrast, 59.0 percent of those agreeing to more traveler services gave

importance to access to interstates, while only 34.2 percent of those disa-

greeing gave importance Eo access. In conclusion, those placing imPortance

upon access to interstates tend also to agree as to the need for more

economic develoPment in the area.

Exhibit 67 supports the conclusion reached above. This exhibit shows

by the importance given to various highway characteristics in route choice

the degree of agreenent as to the need for economic develoPment in the area.

The highway characteristics evaluated were: interstate-freeway type high-

ways leading to area, all-weather (secondary) roads leading to area' sceni-c

nature of highway, directness to destination, and availability of traveler



L2A

U)
1r
o

+.1

CJ

rJ

s
€
o)
+J
o
E
o
o
>'
o
t{

U)

o)
o
tr
o
v)

i.e
CN

F.t
\o

B.S
@
.$
Fl

Ee EeNrn
.f,@
.f,N

ile
Ol

\o

}Q
N

@
6l

be Eef\ .,f,

c\ co

>e E.eO.$
tn .$

\o

;.e B.ec\l CO

O\ O\
NFI

tS i.<F.t
NNo

B.e $e
O.f,
(7) @(r)

(l.r
F{
o
o
Il
r{
(!
q)
t{
d
o
H

loohU(B(dB
+J -cob0
Hrlo-q
rJtro.Fi O.

orJ
rJ

>\o(!oBo0J
o0Jok
{ ,+t

lslrJcl(d (U
lo rJ
ll tr
l(Jolo.IEIr{l-Itrl(uIr,lrlolo.

3I ,E
ril
0d<l 3

lo cl-{ (d
I r.l r.r
l+r rr
l'rr O
l"l AIE
lH
IIuItrldlr.t rilo !lzolE'
lH

l3I*J trId (!
I 0, !rlu r.rl(Jolo.IE
lH

l-,lclotrJlrr
looJl o.ol Etrl H

od
(dl
ol o).rfl Ool(u dlF{ tUlr,l +,lu r.

I'F{ O
lFl AIEl-IrI(ulu ulo HlzoIAIE
lH

tr
o

tr'i'{.rl rJ
C)

rJO
kr(00,
l.) (/J
!
o q,l

OIJ
E'd
HU]

I

o
H frl(n
oo2fr<HC/)
CDcl(J@zHtd<>(J&
CJ(J14<Z@HotrlFdHfrltr]ctFlzcrrq1l]<>
Fr rd Fd(rv)H

o
fr] iE fr](JHFd
20
HFAc&ozotuohE-
FTHQ

QE]
Fi frl fdoJz

F]rI]U)otrt Z
d frl F{g?z
HHEo(aEl

UtazzEHO
H(J

tE{
fEt F] ()ordzU)H
ZE4eioHrdv)&li<(Jdrd<<dv)
F.,r < FrENOtr]
UIE

H

\o
\o

FH
FA
H
x
14

I

l



L2L

EXIIIBIT 57

A COMPARISON OF TIIE DEGRXE OF ]MPORTANCE GIVEN TO SELECTED IIIGI{I4'AY
CIIARACTERISTICS IN ROUTE SELECTION BETWEEN THOSE AGREEING AND
THOSE DISAGREEING CONCERNING NEED FOR MORE TRAVELER SERVICES

I

Disagree Agree
Not

Important ImportantHighway Characteristics
Not

Important Important

Interstat,e-freeway type hlghways
leading to area

All-weather (secondary) roads
leading to area

Scenic nature of highway

Directness to destination

Availability of traveler services

66.s14

L2.07"

L8.7%

33.5"/"

42.4%

33.57"

88.02

8L.3i(

66.511

57 .6it

42.77,

7.3%

L8.L1[

2L.411

L5.67"

57 .3%

92.77"

8L.97"

78.6%

84.4%
I

i

I

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.

I

I
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senTices. In al-I cases greater importance qras indicated by those agreeing

as to the need for more economic devel-opment than was indicated by those

disagreelng as to this need.

Exhiblt 68 provides a comparison by recreation types of their
agreement or disagreement with the need for economic devel-opment in the

area and the degree of importance they give to access to an lnterstate-
freeway type highway. In general, greater importance is given by all recre-

ation types by those agreelng than by those disagreei.ng. significantly
greater lnportance is given by those agreeing where the type of recreation

was camping, boatlng, skiing and swinming, and vislting historieal sites.
Looking at the data in the entire survey, Exhibit 12 in Section 4.1

showed that 59.8 percent of those surrr'eyed disagreed as to the need for
more traveler servlces while 40.2 percent agreed. A comparison of the out-

door-recreation tyPes indicates that those disagreeing to the greatest

degree were those hiking/backpacking (63.0 percent) and those camplng (61.8

Percent). On the other hand, those disagreeing the least were those engaged

in picniclng/slghtseeing (56.2 percent). A comparison of these percenrages

does not lndicate a substantial degree of variation Ermong the recreation

tyPes as to the agreement concerning need for economic development Ln recre-

ation areas. The overall comparLson essenti.ally tel1s the story sLnce there

were rea11y no substantial differences among the recreatlon tJpes. This ls
essentlally the same concluslon reported in the section specifically analyzing

recreation t1pes.

SeveraL interesting contrasts uere found among the trip and demographic

characteristics of those agreeing and those disagreeing as to the need for
economic development in recreation areas. Exhibit 69, showing the trip
characteristics, lists the follor,ring trip observations as tending to disagree



L23

o
tr
o
+J

o
+J

F

0,
+l
o

d
o
o

o
tr
v)

0)
o
tl
o

U)

6.e
cf)

(n
.f

E e $€ l,.S B.e $e ..eF{.f,cc)r/1 (Otn
ootno\c)!nFl
F{d)(f)(.).$.f

B.e\o
.f,
N

t S i.e B\e FS Fe B\Err) at N \o .f ('l
(\lNO\FItrld)(n (n (\l (\t (o (')

E9 $e ES Ee i.e Ee
@(v1 \ON\ON

0o .ir In \o o\ (\t
Ft Fl Fl F{ F.{

bs Ne $e ts\e t.e l.e\oNcftN@.$
O(nrn@o\c{
C.lF{F{NFl

E S B.{ B\e i.Q 3.e 8\e
GlOf\\O.SO\
O\ Itl .i. 0o H .if

(\1 6l Fi CO (rl

B.e bs l.s $g b,s Ee@ o \o rrl .if .,f,

(nNla\oFo
Gl('lNFl NcO

N Ne i.e B\e $e i.s\o(Y)61 6l\o@
|nO\OrnNO\
N Fl 6l r-{ Fl F{

ilq E\e B.e Ne FS t.e.il F tn CO \O O\

Fl (n O\ O\ (O .+
.+NGl .SAl 6t

be
@

Fl
Fl

t€
(f)

o
Fl

l.E.if
@
N

Ee
N

N(.)

i.e
@

o\

!.e\o
o\
Fi

o
o

@lJ
d r.,l

00 rt OFItrE(drl E df.00 (u n d5tr o B <.t+t.'-l O A dFl
Jd!\-tr,o t o0 oo$@tr!
t\ .r{ F{ O.O
Jir/]'r{'FlC
o \- ja ,cd6b0u)Fq tr \. 00h\. .F{ O0 O0 @ O0 C.o Ob0 o tr A d tr '.tS htr .ri .rl rl rl .i r.l O q)
Fi tr ,tr .lJ o. lJ ..1 .c +.tjzuotrE(d(,)t
.Fl.Fi.FlSdO.rilr(l)
F6 O{ FE. EE () FA >OO

o
o+Jtr(0((,

O+r
l.t lr(9o

+trH

p
tr
(U
rJ
tr
o&
EH

0)
UlJtr(0d

o+Jtr!()o
g

rlt
q,
+J
ti
oAc

o
ootr

F{drJrJrJl{.Fl o
FIO

F
H

+J

d
I,+l
Ot{zo

+
E
H

0)
ootr

Fl C,
rJ+Julr
TtO
Fl a.E

H

4J
c
(Il

lJlJ
Ot{zo

o.

H

a
o
A
>'
H
tr
ori
+J
o
o
lr
(,)
o
&

o
(u
ti
00

o
o)t
o[
(B
o
+{o

U)

o
H
&
>(Jz>H
Fa fr1

E1q&
U) (JE]<U)(JU)fEI
(,H()<oH
Otr]d
H(/)t{
-9uirl1Hd
F{AFl
L, 2 lEl

Q(JF4ZZld<HHF]Hilta&o&o0{(J=E<H&riloEU)hooidatr]HfEItEl FI&>z(JEa
trl (9avrzfrl l-rrdAzE>pdHHtr]

c)14ZZooo
i-{ ()

ZE4o<
CA fr1
t-1 &p4 C)<trl0{d
Eo(J

co
\o
HH
FA
H
H
E:



L24

E)C{IBIT 59

THE HCTENT OF AGREEME}IT THAT AREA NEEDS MORE
TRAVELER SERVICES BY SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Trip Characteristics Predomi.nant Observations
Proportion Indicating
Disagree Agree

(7"\ o()

Origin of Trip

Destination of Trip

Purpose of Trip

Duration of Trip

Number of Persons
on Trip

Round Tri.p Distance

Primary Type of Lodging

Previous Visitor

Time of Visit

In-state
Border-state
Other-state

In-state
Border-state
Other-state

Outdoor Rec.

No Nights
1-2 Nlghts
3-5 Nlghts
6-15 Nights
l5-More Nights

Auto-No Equip.
Auto-Equip.
Motor llome

1
2

3-5
5-more

Up to 200 Miles
200-399 Miles
400-599 Miles
600-799 Miles
800-999 Miles
1,000-1,ggg Miles
2 ,000-over

None
Camping

Yes
No

Weekend
I.leekday

64.
58.

48.8
35.9
41.8

63.
59.

(55.97,)x
(26.87.)
(t7.3%)

(74.s%)

(17.s%)
(23.82)
(26.0i()
(24.82)
( 7 .e%)

(2s.2%)
(62.6"t)
( 8.7%)

( 4.6i()
(36.87")
(4e.6iD
( e.o%)

(18.6%)
(72.L1()

(66.L"t)
(33.e%)

(4e.62)
(s0.4i()

60.
58.
55.
64.
68.
73.

59.0
62.0

43.0
35.8
34.2

25.
34.

39.6

45.
37.
37.
2L.

57
63
65

53
54
62
62
7L

0
2

8

91
4
5

(
(
(

o"l
LZ
07"

)
)
)

59.7
7 3.3
65.2

40

46

3
7

8

1
4
7

8
1

1
0
9
3

51.

67.

9
6
3
2

9

2

I
2

9
0
1
7

0
9
t_

4
6

5
0

32
37
40
52

.e%)

.e%)

.31()

.L"A)

.oz)

.9i4)

(45
(14
(10
(s
(s
(10
(t 9i4)

47.

56.

1
2

56
62

44.0
39.1
4L.9
44.6
3s .4
31. s
27.0

43.9
37.8

41.0
38.0

56.4
63 .1

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.

43.6
36. 9

*Percent of all surveyed having this specific trip characteristic observation.

Mode of Transportation

60.4
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more: those whose origin is from other states; those whose destination is

in border states; those having longer duratj-on of trip; those having fewer

persons on trip; those having longer round-trip distances; and those visiting

on weekdays.

In contrast, the trip characteristic observations tending to agree to

a greater extent concernlng a need for economic development in the area were:

Ehose whose origin was in-state; those wiEh shorter duration of trip; those

whose mode of transportation was auto with no equipment; those with a greater

number of persons on trip; those with shorter round-trip distances; and those

on weekend visits.

Exhibit 70 provides a similar comparison as to deurographic character-

istics. Those tending to disagree more r^rere: those over 65 years of age;

those with higher levels of formal education; those whose occupation was

professional-technical; and those with the highest family income. On the

other hand, those agreeing to a greater extent tended to be as follows:

those under 24 yeats of age; those who were fenalesl those with less formal

education; those whose occupation category rras craftsman; and those with the

lowest family income.

In conclusj.on, excePt for the differences in triP and demographic

characteristics listed above, there is not a great deal of further insight

provided in this section that has not been developed previously. Those who

place importanee upon access tend also to place importance uPon economic

development in the area. This is certainly a consistent attitude, but the

fact remains that the factor of greatest importance to the outdoor EecEe€I-

tionist is the area itself. It was demonstrated in this section that both

those agreeing and those disagreeing on the matter of economic development
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HCIIBIT 70

THE E)CIENT OF AGREEMENT THAT AREA NEEDS MORE TRAVELER SERVICES
BY SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Proportion IndicatineTrlp Characteristics Predominant Observations Disagree
(%)

Agree
(7")

Age

Household Head

Sex

Race

Education

Oecupation

Yes
No

Under 18
L8-24
2s-34
35-44
45-s4
55-64
55 and over

Male
Ferrale

White

Grade School
High School
Post HS-College

Prof-Tec
Farm
Craft
Self-Emp.
Retired

(78.4%)r.
(2L.67")

( 3.42)
(10. 8Z)
(25.8"t>
(24.2%)
(L7 .27")
(]-0.97")
( 7 .77")

(7 4.47.)
(25 .6"A)

(98.57,)

(q.
(18.
(10.
(13.

2

0
3

4
8
8
6

7

6

55
50
62
5L
58
61
63

61
54

60.0
58.0

60.0

40. 0
42.0

44.8
50. 0
37 .7
38.5
41.2
38.2
36.4

38.3
45.4

40. 0

33.3
43.7
4s .8
41.3
37 .8

42.
47.
39.
42.
28.
37.

51
44
34

( 4.6%)
(49.97")
(45.4%)

48.1
5s.9
65.7

9
1
3

(33 8%

4Z
5Z
.) o/

57"

)
)
)
)
)

66.7
s6.3
54.2
58.7
62.2

58.
52.
60.
57.
7L.
52.

Under $5,000 ( 3.9%)
$5,000-$7,499 ( 6.9"/.)
$7,500-99,999 (L2.5%)
$10, 000-$L4,999 (25.27.)
$15,000-$L9 ,999 (23 .O"A)
$20, 000-$ 29 ,999 (L9 .O7")
$30,000-over ( 9.6%)

526
0
9

3
1
1

3

47 4
0
1
7

9
9
7

*Percent of all surveyed havlng this specific denographie characteristie observation.

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.

Income
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gave high degrees of importance to the area itself in site selection. It

was also reported that nearly 60 percent of all those surveyed disagreed as

to the need for more traveler se:rrices in the area. The conclusion seems to

be rather clear that a majority do not desire more economlc deveLopment ln

outdoor recreatlon areas.

I

I

I

I

i

I

I

I

i

I



CHAPTER V. SI]MMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The objective of this study r^ras to determine the effects of limited
access htgtnuays on outdoor recreation in Arkansas and provide useful

infornation for the establlshnent of priorlties in the construction and

development of llmtted access highways. A surmary of the major findings is
provlded in this section and is organized in terms of the speclfic objectives

of the study, which were:

1. To provide a general overview of traveler attitudes which
relate to interstate-freeway type highways.

2. To determine traveler attitudes concerning the relative
irnportance of access and of the area itself in slte selection.

3. To deternine the importance of sel-ected highr,ray character-
istics in route selection.

4. To compare varlous types of outdoor recreation as to attitude,
t.rip characteristlcs, and deurographic characteristics.

5. To compare attitudes and characteristlcs of persons inter-
vLer^red near and far from existlng interstates.

6. To evaluate the outdoor recreationlstrs attitude toward
economic development in recreation areas.

The initial objective was to sinply provide an overview of the survey

findings. Specific measurements were made of the various attitudes and

characterlstj.cs of visitors to outdoor recreation areas. Thls hras a very

detailed section with later sectious providlng an in-depth evaluation of

the relationships. Some of the more significant conclusi.ons are surtrBarLzed.

in the paragraphs to fo11ow.

wlth regard to traveler attitudes concerning the relative importance

of access and of the area itself in site selection, the basic conclusion is
that area itself is much more important than is access. Even where some
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sub-group indicated a high degree of inportance to access, in almost all

cases, that sub-group sti1l gave signiflcantly more lmportance to area than

to access

The study sought to determine specificall-y the distance the recrea-

tionist is willing to travel from interstate-fteerray type highways to a

slte for outdoor recreatlon. The general patterns rrere as would be expected

wlth greater importance given to access by those willing to drive shorter

dlstances. Even though the contrast is not so pronounced, there tTas some

tendency for area to be of greater relative importance the farther the

distance the recreationist wiLl travel from an iaterstate. A signtficantly

greater proportion of all travel distance sub-groups glve lmportance to

area than give importance to access in si.te choice.

A substantial portlon of those glvlng i.mportance to access rilere actually

wl1Itng to drlve some distance from Ehe interstate in order to reach a recre-

ational site. When thls is consldered in conJunction with the concluslon

concernlng greater relatlve importance of area and with the relatlvely

strong deslre for good connectlng roads, the conclusion seems to be clear

that outdoor recreationists do not strongly prefer that interstate-freeway

type highways be buiLt close to recreation sites. Their preference is

actually for good secondary roads leading to recreationaL areas, which is a

conclusion reached in the section concerned with route selection.

A look at varlous trlp and demographic characteristics leads to the

conclusion that the attltude of outdoor recreatlonlsts is that direct access

to interstate-freesray type highways is rea11y not very important. This is

the vlew regardless of trip or denographlc cbaracteristics. The more

predominant view is that convenient access is desirable and that better

connectlng roads to recreatiooal areas are needed.
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rnterstate-freeway type highways do not seem to be a high priority

conslderation that is greatly important to the outdoor recreationist in

route choice. The availabl1lty of all-weather (secondary) roads leading to

area is given greater lmportaace. Thls ls the clear indieation sinee 90.5

Percent of those whose purpose is outdoor recreation glve inportance to all-
weather roads, while only 42.7 percent of them give importance to interstate-

freeway type highways. In practically all sub-categorles of both trip and

demographic eharacteristlcs, a majority proportLon indicates Ilttle or no

imPortance of interstates in route cholce. The only trlp eharacteristics

where a najorLty indl-cated interstates were i.mportant in route choice were

where origin was from other states, where destination tras in border states,

where mode of transportation was motor home, and where round-trip dlstance

was 400-599 mi1es. In each of these trip characteristics, it was by only a

slight majorlty. As for dernographic characteristics, inportance of lnter-

states ln route choice was expressed only by those whose age rdas 18-24 and

45-54 and by the female respoodents. In contrast very large najorities of

all sub-groups for both trLp and demographic characteristlcs indicated

importance of all-weather (secondary) roads in route ehoice.

It was found that all outdoor recreation types placed significantly

greater lmportance upon the area ltself than upon access in site choice.

Future analysis of recreatLonlstsr preferences concerning this may not need

to be divided into varlous t5pes but can concentrate more on outdoor recre-

ation as a whole. A11 groups seemed wlIling to travel substantial dlstances

from the interstates to find a good site. A maJority indlcated they felt
no uore traveler servlces were needed. There were significant differences

between the recreation types as to trlp characterlstics and demographic

characterLstlcs. Perhaps uost interesting of the trip characteristic
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differences trere those of hunters, who seemed more different from the

average than other types. As for the demographic characteristics, perhaps

most interesting were the large percentages in each recreation type of

higher ineome people, the relatively high frequency of professional, tech-

nical, or managerial occupation group, the very 1ow Percent of non-whi.tes,

and the significantly higher pereentage of cElmpers being older than was

found for other recreati-on grouPs.

An evaluati.on of visitors to different type areas is srmrnarized below.

The type areas included state parks, national parks or rivers, national

forest Areas, wildlife refuges, Corps of Engineers Areas, and prinitive

cErmp areas. Visitors to all tyPe areas placed significantly greater

importanee upon the area itself than upon access in site choice. It may be

advisable to divide the visitors into those visiEing different type sites

in evaluating attitudes and prefereoees. Of particular significance llere

the differences in the characteristics of visitors to national wildlife

refuges. These particular visitors placed even less importance uPon access

by interstates than did other type area visitors. Apparently they wanted

their outdoor recreation areas left pretty much the way nature provided.

A comparison of those visiting areas near and far from interstates

does not, change materially the conclusions reached already. 0n1y a slightly

greater desire for interstates was found among those in areas far from

interstates. It was also found that, as one would expect, those in areas

near interstates tended to prefer access to a greater degree than others.

The area itself was found to be of greater importance to those in areas far

from interstates.

With regard to the outdoor recreationistrs attitude toward economic

development in recreation areas, the following is concluded. Those who
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Place importance upon access tend also to place importance upon economic

development in the area. This is eertainly a consistent attitude, but the

fact remains that the factor of greatest importance to the outdoor recrea-

tionist is the area ltself. It was dsronstrated that both those agreeing

and those disagreeing on the matter of economic developnent gave high

degrees of importance to the area itself in site selection. It was also

reported that nearly 60 percent of all those surrzeyed disagreed as to the

need for uore traveler services in the area. The conclusion seems clear

that a majority do not desire more economie development in outdoor recre-

ation areas.

I

r/
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734OIJIDOOR RECREATION QUESTION|\IAI RE

Arkansas State Universitv
State Uni versi ty, AR 124:67

Si te Code

lhis. study is being conductecl byto determine the effects of intetravel. It does not pertain tofacilities. Replies witt be hanin statistical analys.is. pLEASE

a team of economists fronr Arl<ansas state universitvrstate-frggway type highv,ays on outdoor ruireiiionuraly.specific route or to eltablishment ot ioii-"dled in strictest confidence and will b; ,i.A only
DO IIOT SIGN YOUR NAI4E.

I

I

TRAVELER ATTITUDES

In your choice of an outdoor recreational site such as this one, which one ofthe following statements best expresses your preference:

There should be direct access (10
interstate-freeway type hi ghwayi. .

miles or under) to

There should be convenient access (11 to 50 miles) tointerstate-freevlay type highwuyi. ..... ....o...
There should be remote access (over 50 miles) tointerstate-freeway type highways ., ...
There should be no access to interstate_freervay typehighways rvith only ail-rveath.r rouai-ieaaiil ;6 area. .,......

In selecting a recreational site, which of the follouring represents the distancefrom an interstate-freeway type rrigrlrruv vo, ,ouia u. ,iiiri;; ;;-;.aver:
2.

0-10 t4i les 1i-2S t4i les 26-50 Miles 51-100 Miles Over 100 Miles

3 Indicate your agreement or disagreement with the follor,ring statements:

Strongly
Di saqree Di gagree Agree

Strongly
Agree

Arkansas needs more interstate-freeway
type highways serving its outdoor
recreational areas

Arkansas needs better connecti
roads from interstate-freevray
highr,rays to recreational areis

This area needs more travele
such as restaurants, motels,
stations, and the .Iike......

ng
type

r service
servi ce

s

u T tr T

T

r
r D

r
T

Tn



4 SITE SELEC'IION: In your sclection of an outdoor recreat.ional si te, hor,rimportant would each-of the followjng bu,

Some
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GreatLi ttl e
Importance

Access to interstate-freeway
type highr^rays ...........
The area itself.,............

RoUTE SELECTIoN: 
-I.n your selection of a route to an outdoor recreational site,how important wourd eirch of the roirowingffoh-dy characteristics be:

_Interstate-freeway type hi ghways
Ieading to area...... ........
AII-weather (secondary) roads
reaolng to area.

Scenic nature of highway.

Directness to destination

Availability of traveler services.

ACTIVITIES SELECTI0I'I: Check at the left those activities in rvhich you areparticipating 9n. this triPi then indicate r,ou,-lrpo"tant access to an intersfreeway type highway wouli be in your selection of a site for those activit

No
Impo rtance Importance Impor tance

5.

6

Hi king/backpacking

Pi cni ci nglsi ghtseeing. . .

Fishing

Hunting

Camping

Boati ngls ki i ng/svri nrni n g

Visiting historical sites
or hobby and cultural centers.

7 Additional comments about travel to out<loor recreational sites in Arkansas:

tate-
ies:
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I I. TRIP CIIARACTERISTICS

i. Residence: Ci

Trip Destination:

136

State ztP

2

3

4

Pri.mary purpose of this trip:
Visit friends or relatives...
PersonaJ business

5. Nurnber of persons in vehi cl e:

Business or conven
0utdoor recreation

ti on.

of trip:
hts away from home
ni ghts

persons
to 5 persons.. .....
pers0ns 0r more.

1

2
3
6

Si ghtseei n g/entertai nment. . . .
0ther Round trip distance:

Less than 200 miles

Main type of lodging
lio l odgi ng requi red

6

Durati o
l,lo ni
1to
3to
6to
16 ni

n
g
2
5
1

gr

T
D

n'ights.....
5 nights
hts or ionger.

Prinrary n:ode of traveJ:
Auto or truck (rvi thout

tr
equi prnent)

campi ng

l,ro tor home.

Air
0ther

TRAVELER DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Are you a household head? yes...D U0...tr
Age:

Under 18 years
years
years
years
years
years

65 yea and over.

200 to 399 miles
400 to 599 mil es
600 to 799 miles..

1,000 to 1,999 miles .. ...

on trip:
Friends or relatives..
Hotel or motel
Camping (tent, truck
Own house or cabin..
0ther

, trai'le

camping equipment)
Auto or truck (with

il: :

III.
1.

2.

Have you_visited this site before?Yes...D No...D

6. Occupa'ti on of househol d head:
Professional, technical, or

managerfal...
Farm--owner, manager, laborer..
CIerical , sa1es.. .. Craftsman, operative, laborer,.
Household, service employee. ...
Se1 f empl oyed. . ... .:

24
34
44
54
64
rs

18 to
25 to
35 to
45 to
55 to

3. Sex:
plate. ... D Female... E

Race:
l,lhite...D Nonwhite...n

5. Highest level of education:
Elementary schoo'l or less. . ..
High school...
Post-high school /co11ege.... .

Retired person
0ther

me:
000

Family i
Uncler

7
4

$

$

nc0
$s,
to
to

,499$5,
$7,
$to
$ts
$20
$so

0

,000

000
50

,000
t

t

to
to
to

,7

;9

$
$
$r

99
, ggg

14,9
19,91

000 2o ooo
J,JJJ

ver. .000 and o

7

8.
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THE APPENDIX TASLES SHOWN IN TIIE FOLLOWING

APPENDICES REPRESENT A SELECTED NTJMBER OF

II,IPORTANT CROSSTABULATIONS THAT CAN BE OF

INTEREST TO THE READER OF THIS REPORT. A

COMPLETE SET OF COMPUTERIZED DATA ON THE

SURVEY COI{DUCTED IN CONNECTION WITH THIS

STI]DY IS PRESENTED IN A SEPARATE COVER.



APPENDIX II

SELECTED CROSSTABULATIONS CONCERNING
PREFERENCE FOR ACCESS TO INTERSTATES
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1

Crosstabulation of
Distance Will Travel from Interstate (VARO2)

By Preference for Access to Interstate (VAR01)
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Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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APPEMIX TABLE A-2

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Scenic Highway in Route Choice (VARIO)

by Preference for Access to Interstate (VAR01)

)

CCt'lyT
R C,t" P CT
COL PCT
TIT FCT

1.
IUF'ORTNT

VARNl
I
II.'IRECT
I
I l.I

l1
ll.5
3.ll
0.7

COf\,VFN'T REMCTT NO

ACCESS
4.

tt7
49r0
10.0
2.9

65
30.2
13.[,

1c)

l6r
?4.9
14.3
o.6

lrr7
aa a
" r aJ
4l.o
,1.7

.t?c
?tt oC

DOLI

.TCTAL
VARIO

NOT

L.l .'aI
I--------r I

I
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I
I
I
I
I
,t

I
I

I
I

I
I

2l
? 7.9
3.0
1.3

l7
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l.(

c6
5.7
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I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
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I
I
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SOPE
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Irrt-0RTi'T

GRTAT
4.
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C r t Ul.4 rl
TOIAL

,2c,

1B.l
11.5
2.3
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1l.f"l
4.9
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Ea
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a

I
I
?

I
I
I
7

I
I
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I
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q3.f
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41.5
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I 5.4
I --------
I p7
L? i. Lr a L

i 39.0
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I----
22

215
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7670
10c.0
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i
,
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13
1

I
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I
I
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I
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Source: Survey conduc Eed by the Authors.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-3

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Directness in Route Choice
by Preference for Access to Interstat.e

(vAR11)
(vARo1)
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R OLI PCT I OI F'ECT
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---I ----I
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I
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3.4
1.4
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17.7
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3 4ft
21 .0
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30.3

16: q
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1'
IUFCRTNT

8
"C?J'J

2.8
0 r5

37
10.6
12.i]

za(

!
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
r

I
I
I
,|

-I
l?|

3fr.2
14.4

7.t

32
14.9
62 Ea - a.'

l.l

I
I
I
I
I
T

I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

aaa

LITTLE ITIPOPTI'T

SoltrE

3,
I i.T,O R TNT

GREAT

4.
IMPORTTiT

C tL UH I\J

TOTAL

I
I
I
I

-I
I
I
I
I

-I
I
I
1

I
.I

1uc
1C.f'
37.4
6.5

I
I
1

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

312
45.t],
,,?. C

1F.g

2?5
A ta.7
32.[i
15.6

98
1o t-1
44.*1

EC

153
3P.2
28.7

P.0

166
2l{ .3
35 .9
l0 .0
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Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-4

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Services in Route Choice
by Preferenee for Access to Interstate

(vAR12)
(vARo1)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-5

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in llikJ.ng-Backpacking (VAR13)

by Preference for Access to Interstate (VAR0I)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-6

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in Picnic-Sightseeing (VAR14)

by Preference for Access to Interstate (VAR01)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-7

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in Fishing (VAR15)

by Preference for Access Eo Interstate (VAR01)
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APPEND]X TABLE A.8

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in Hunting (VAR16)

by Preference for Access to Interstate (VAR01)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-9

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in Canping (VAR17)

by Preference for Access Eo Interstate (VAR01)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-10

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in Boating-Skiing-Swimming (VAR1g)

by Preference for Access to Interstate (VAR01)
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AP?ENDIX TABLE A.11

CrosstabulaEion of
ImporEance of Access in Visiting Historical Sites (VAR19)

by Preference for Access to Interstate (VAR01)
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APPENDIX TABLE A.12

CrosstabulaEion of
Distance Will Travel from Interstate (vAR02)

by Arkansas Needs Better Connecting Roads (VAR04)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-13

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Scenic Highway in Route Choice (VAR10)

by Arkansas Needs Better Connecting Roads (VAR04)
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APPENDIX TASLE A-14

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Directness in Route Choice (VARl1)
by Arkansas Needs Better Connecting Roads (VAR04)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-15

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Services in Route Choice (VAR12)
by Arkansas Needs Better Connecting Roads (VAR04)
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A?PENDIX TABLE A-16

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in Hiking-Backpacking (VAR13)

by Arkansas Needs Better Connecting Roads (VAR04)
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APPEND]X TABLE A-17

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in Picnic-Sightseeing
by Arkansas Needs Better Connecting Roads
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APPENDIX TABLE A-18

Crosstabulation of
lmportance of Access in Fishing (VAR15)

by Arkansas Needs Better Connecting Roads (VAR04)
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APPEND]X TABLE A-19

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in Hunting (VAR16)

by Arkansas Needs Better Connecting Roads (VARO4)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-20

Crosstabulation of
ImporEance of Access in Camping (VAR17)

by Arkansas Needs Better Connecting Roads (VAR04)
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APPENDIX TABLE A_21

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in Boating-Skiing-Swimm_ing (VARlg)

by Arkansas Needs Better Connecting Roads (VARO4)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-22

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in visiting Historical sites (vAR19)

by Arkansas Needs Better Connecting Roads (VAR04)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-23

Crosstabulation of
Preference for Access to Interstate (VAnOt)

by Importance of Access in Site Choice (VAR06)
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APPENDIX TA3LE A-24

Crosstabulation of
Distance Will Travel from Interstate (VAR02)

by Importance of Access in Site Choice (VAR06)
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APPEMIX TABLE A-25

Crosstabulation of
Arkansas Needs More Interstate Highways (VARO3)

by ftnportance of Access in site choice (vAR06)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-26

Crosstabulation of
Arkansas Needs Better Connecting Roads (VARO4)
by Importance of Access in Site Choice (VARO6)
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APPEMIX TABLE A-27

Crosstabulation of
This Area Needs More Traveler Services (VAR05)

by Importance of Access in Site Choice (VAR06)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-28

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in Hiking-Backpacking (VAR13)

by Importance of Access in Sire Choiee (VARO6)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-29

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Aceess in Picnic-Sightseeing (VAR14)

by Importance of Access in Site Choice (VAR05)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-30

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in Fishing (VAR15)

by Importance of Access in Sire Choice (VAiOO)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-3I

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in Hunting (VAR16)

by Importance of Access in Site Choice (VAR06)

VAR 16

NOT
J.

IfirF0PTttT

R CtI
TOTAL

164
41.4

l?3
7E.0
E?.1
zt IUl.l

47
74 .6
19.n
11.9

2 l'.

34, .4
11.9

7.7

.l tr

41.3
14.1
9.6

41
25.0
?4.(,
10.4

lf'
2\.tt
10.0
4.0

4e
[,-1 .(,
.l!.6
1?.4

54
Ba.7
-1 :.F
1-',.f.

vaH0h
CCUIIT I

P Ci. PCT I f'.IOT I MPOFTNT
CCL PCT II14PORTNT
Ti;T F,CT i 1.1 2.1

---T -- -I--------T

/.
L ITTLF IUT:ORTNT

s 014t

?,..
II.'tF'OPTIJT

6PFAT
4o

I u l n p T l,T

c r L t,lli
TCT^L

I
I
I
I

i
I
tI
?I

.I
I
I
I

I
-I

I
I
I
I

-I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
i
I
I
I
I
I
I
T

I
I
I

I
?I

I
T

Y

I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
r

I
I
I
I
I
i
I

63
lc cL. O,

11
l9 .4

2 .16

54.5
16 tl

4 [-).4

92

39 c.

100.r

Source: Survey conducEed by the Authors.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-32

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in Camping (VAR17)

by Importance of Access in Site Choice (VARO6)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-33

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Aceess in Boating-Skiing-Swinruring (VAR18)

by Importance of Access in Site Choice (VAR06)

I

vnRln

I'i0T
J.

IUFOFTNT

/t

Ir{t:cpTfJT

3.
II'POPII{T

A.
I[:IOPTNT

C CL t1f,r N

T(i T A L

POL:

TOI!L

156,
7 c..7

13a
83.7
29 .h
ll .tu

I n6
,E At .) . Z

?2.6
l?.6

vaRc6,
COt.,NT I

RC; PCT JI'.IOT IMFORTI'JT
COL PCT I IMPORTNT
TC,I PCT I I.I ?.1

---I -- -r--------I
I
I
I
I

-T
I
I
I
I

-I
I
I
I
I

-I
I
I
I
I

-I

I
I
I
T

I
I
I
r
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
?)

T

Y

27
1f'.3

7.3
3.2

l

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
T

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

T ITlLT

SOI!E

GFTAT

35
24.F

9.4
9.?

t41
7 6.1

2rP
31.8

2q7
31.7

P4?
10!.0

1 or-l

40.3
23.0
l/. tl)

16 [,
ti(: 1

!.a l

43.0
1t'.0

15U
J () a /

4fi._{
I7.8

111
43.9
24.q
13.9

4'l o
E5.8

372
44c2

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-34

CrossEabulation of
Importance of Access in Visiting Historical Sites (VAR19)

by Importance of Access in Site Choice (VAR06)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-35

Crosstabulation of
Number of Faciliries (FACIL)

by Importance of Area in Sire Choice (VAR07)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-36

Crosstabulation of
!treekdaY or Weekend TriP (DAYEND)

by Inportance of Area i-n Site Choice (vnnOZ)
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APPENDIX TABLE A_37

Crosstabulation of
Preference for Access to fntersEate

by Irnportance of Area in Site Choice
(vAR01)
(vAR07 )
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Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-38

Crosstabulation of
Distanee Will Travel from Interstate
by ftnportance of Area in Site Choice

(vARo2)
(vARo7 )
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APPENDIX TABLE A-39

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in Hiking-Backpacking (VAR13)

by lmportance of Area in Sire Choice (VAR07)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-40

CrosstabulaEion of
Importance of Access in Picnic-Sightseeing (VAR14)

by lrnportance of Area in Site Choice (VAR07)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-41

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in Fishing (VAR15)

by Importance of Area in Sire Choice (VAR07)

COUNT
RC.U PCT
CCL PCT
T OT trCT

l.
IMFOFTNT

R rhr
TC TllL

VARI]"
I
I I.NT IMDIRTIJT
I Ii4P0FTtrT
I 1.I Z.
I--------I---VAP I5

I\,0 T
I
I
I
I

-I
I
I
I
I

55
?7.5
48.?
6.5

21
13,6
7e.4
2.5

17
7.3

l4.o
2.A

145
aa cI C 

'Jl9.lJ
17 .2

1r3
n6.4
7o.?
15.7 I

- -- - - - - - I
217

'1 2.7
?9.7
tq 1.: ., a I

II
I
f

I
I
I

I
I
t
I

r
I
-t

I
t
I
I
I
I

I
I

I
I
I
I
I
7

I

200
)a 1

a(a

LITTLT IMTOOTI..T

s0vf
3.

IuenPrNT

GPT^ T

4.
IPPCPTNT

c(LUl1[
TI, T 

^ 
L

114
13.5

F45
1C0.c

1:4
19.2

-I
I
I
?

I
-I

I
I
I
I

-T

2'.1

ll .2
19.4

.E--a

236
9l.g
?, a

?7.o

a 4

2''.7

??1
30.4

I
I
T

I
I
I
i
I
!
7

I

731
Pt,.5

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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AP?ENDIX TABLE A-42

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in Hunting (VAR16)

by Importance of Area in Site Choice (VAR07)
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APPENDIX TASLE A-43

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in Camping (VAR17)

by hoportance of Area in Site Choice (VAR07)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-44

CrosstabulaLion of
Importance of Access in Boating-skiing-swirnning (vAR18)

by Importance of Area in Site Choice (VAR07)
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APPEND]X TABLE A-45

Crosstabulation of
Weekday or hleekend Trip (DAYEND)

by Importance of InterstaEe in Rout,e Choice (VAROB)
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APPENDIX TASLE A-46

Crosstabulati-on of
Importance of Access in Visiting Hj.storical Sites

by luportance of Area in Sire Choice (VAR07)
(vARl9)
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Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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by lmpor eofAl

APPENDIX TABLE A-47

Crosstabulation of
Weekday or Weekend TriP (DAYEM)

1-Weather Road in Route Choice (VAR09)

DA
1.

Z'

ELI(DAY

C CT UMN
TOTAL

Source: Survey ucted by the Authors.

I MP OR TNT

iMF OR T NT

l. | ?-.1
r --------I

74
ll .9

43.5
q.4

96
11.2
56.5
5.7

I
1517
oo o

170
10.1

1587
10c.0

C0Ut\I
R 01r PCT
C OL PCT
T OT PCT

VARO9
T

I r.!0 T

I
I
I

753
91.1
49.6
q4.6

764
B 8.8
50.4
4:.3

kcu'
IOTAL

P21
.t9. C

P6 0
51.0

E irit)

EE,KEND

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I

T

I

I
T

I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



1l

189

APPENDIX TABLE A-48

Crosstabulation of
Weekday or trrleekend Trip (DAYEND)

by Iuportance of Scenic Highway in Route Choice (VAR10)

r1

i

vAR10
COUNT I
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Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-49

Crosstabulation of
Weekday or Weekend Trip (DAYEND)

by Inportance of Directness in Route Choice (VAR1l)
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Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-50

Crosstabulation of
Weekday or Weekend Trip (DAYEND)

by Importance of Services in Route Choice (VAR12)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-58

Crosstabulation of
Type of Outdoor Recreation Area (TYPE)

by Nearness to Interstate (CLOSE)

cL0sE
CO UI,I T I

RIU PCT INTAR FAR
CCI OCT I
TLT PCT I 1.I 2.1

---I I-------- I

Rnh
TOTAL

TYPE

S]AIE
1. I 2s0

37,5
5P.0
14.3

1s3
66.n
2f .3
9.7

PARK

Z'...ATIO^JAL P!RK

3.
NATTL FOREST

q.
CORDS OT ENC?R

Ert

NA1Il- UILDTIFT

6.
PpIMITIV[ Ctt1r,

a i:t uMt't
Y.iTAL

, 25
I 17.(
t^?. / a.-\
I l.rt
)--------

I nq 2
6?.4

I
I
?

.I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
tI

I
I
I
I
!
I
I
t

I
I
I
Y

I
T

I
I
I
7

I
I
I
I
I
t

417
62.5
1n .2
5t or.Ja1

Atl
39. 1

<a /

13.1
7A

?z a

7" 0

4.3

I
I
I
I

-I
tf

I
!
T

-I
I
I
I
I

-i
I
I
I
I

-I

j2
11.7
4r9
1.8

?41
aF.3
22.1
13.1,

? r.1

1:.6

12a
?a1

144
oa

I ?5 0

100.0

l r'-'" .

I ' ..,,i

I
I
?

I
I
,
I
T

I
I
I
I
I

Y
I

I

L

I04
J.5.2
l5.g

E.o

?fi9
I A(.rt
t 19.1.
I 1 I,9

:r ?

17.9

n

0.0
0.0
0.c

| 1?4
I ln0.n
'l 11.4
r 7.1
I

I la
ft? . rj
1,1 .1
{.8

I
AC,F

37.r)
I

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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APPEI\DIX TABLE A-59

Crosstabulation of
Weekday or Weekend Trip (DAYEND)

by Nearness to Interstate (CLOSE)

DAYEND

UEEKEND

UEEKOAY

COUNT
R OU PET
C OL DCT

TOT PCT

1.

CL OST
I
I NEAR F AR

I
I 1.I 2.I
r --------I--------I

18c
21.7
28.7
10.8

683
79.3
62.5
39.0

R CI'
TOTAL

872
49 .8

878
50.2

1750
100.0

2.

c cL tll''N
TOT!L

A f,g
53.4
71.1
26.8

I
I
I
I

-I
I
I
I
I

-I

I
T

I
I
r
t

I
I
I
I

409
46.6
37.5
23.4

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
,
I

558
57.6

I A.r2
62. q

i

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.



203

APPENDIX TABLE 4-60

Crosstabulation of
Preference for Access to f.nterstate (VAR01)

by Nearness to fnterstate (CLOSE)

VAROl

DIRECT

COUN T
R 0v pcT
COL PCT
T OT PCT

1.

Zo

3.

176
57.5
26.8
10.I

2es
41.2
45.4
17.1

s7
25.A
B.T
5.3

,2c
25.7
19.1

7.?

6c6
37 .6

130
42,5
12. 0

.,E
aa )

425
58.8
39.1
24.4

171
75.0
15.7
9.8

361
74.3
2I .!
! \,o 4

?4.7

1087
62.tl

FCt
TOT!L

_r06
17.6

723
41.5

cLnsF
I
INFAR FAR
I
I 1.I 2.1
I -------- I -------- r
I
I
T.

I
-I

I
I
I
I

-I
I
I
I
I

-!
I
I
I
I

-I

I
I
,
I
?

I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
!
t
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
i
I

?

f

I
:t

t.

I

C0tlVfNrT

R E I'iO TE

NO

22e
13.1

i

I

4.
AC CESS

C OL UtiN
TOTAL

q86
aa czta.

1743
100.0

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-61

Crosstabulation of
Arkansas Needs More Interstate Highways (VAR03)

by Nearness to Interstate (CLOSE)

C0UtlT
R Ct', pcT
CCL PCT
T tT PCT

1.
D I SA 6RFI

2.

3.

4r

C ( L UI-'U
TI'ITAL

CLCSF
I
IIiqAR FAR
I
I t.I 2.1
I--------I--------r

P n'r,'

TOTAL

VAR CI

STR0tiC
I
!
I
I

-I
I
I
I
I

-I
I
tI

I
I

-I
I
I
I
?I

-t

77
30.4
1? .?
6.5

17A
(9.6
1( .Z
10.4

I
I
T

I
I
I
I
?

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
l
I
I

I
I
T

I
I
I
t

?

I
I
I
I

:
I
I
I

I
I

iaa

I ( .1)

154
ci. at

DIS!CRFi

AGREE

SIFO!'.JG A6RFE

403
Er} tr al

57.8

(P2
4?.2

27c
40.o
tt4.4

?_ 23
3(r.7
2C t

!3.1

3p 4
63.3
36.C
22./

(t7
TC T2v-a(.

11.9(
10c.0

50
32 .5

tcl a.,
toca

104
c7.5

o,al

6.1

lnFl
| ?.c

(,?a
37.1

Source: Survey conducLed by the Authors.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-62

Crosstabulation of
Arkansas Needs Better Connecting Roads (VAR04)

by Nearness to Interstate (CLOSE)

)

CLOST
COUNT T

R(ri PCT It\IEAR
COL PCT I
TCT rrCT I t.

-I --------

F AR pcL
TOTAL

r{85
?F.r+

2.
VARO4

I
I

I
?I

I
T

I
t
I
I
T

I
t
t

I
I
I
I
I
t
I
?

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
1

I
I
I
I
I
?

I
I

STROI\3

DISACRFT

AGEFT

STf.0r'G AGPET

1.
OISAGPEE

?.

3.

4t

c ct- t,M l,l

T]T!L

l e7
40.6
31.0
11.5

32n
38 .4
50.a
1[i.7

I
I
I
t
L

-I
I
I
I
I

-I
I
I
I
r

-I
I
I
7

I
-t

?\
22.5
5.9
1.5

8A
77.5

P.0
5.0

111
6..5

ou?
q o.[;

19
za-

?38
59.4
2(,.t|
16.q

513
61.6
4".8
50.0

o1
33.3
1q.5
E.4

l8 r'
6 (t .7
17.3
10.9

1(.

A3s
a1 a
-'t aa

1073
6?.P

17c8
10c.e

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-63

Crosstabulation of
Thls Area Needs More Traveler Services (VAR05)

by Nearness to InLerstaEe (CLOSE)

c 0 t,l,r T

R C,r. P CT
C'L PCT
T rT pcr

CL OSF
I
I! TAR

,
I 1

FAR P(:!.
TOIAL

281
1('.9

2.
VAR O5

STFONG
1.

DI SAGREE

3.

4o

c cL Ut/itJ
TOTT.L

I
I
I
I

.I
I
I
I
I

-I
I
t
I
:

-I
I
I
I
I

.I

I05
36.5
l6 .7

l1 .l

182
63.4
17.1
10.7

a !
T

i
I
r
I
t
I
I
:
I
I
I
I
?

I
,|

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I

IiISACRFI

^ 
GF F E

STF.Ot.JC AGPIE

tc0
q1.3
4?.8
17.7

q2 e.

qo aa

af.0
,q IL-aa

315
6{t.3
29.2,
1o.6

't?t
q?.9

17s
35.7
27 .9
10.3

q9n
ao oCt a r

?

4B
2t.l

7.6
2.8

l4r
74.q
15.4
8.4

191
11.1

I (c4
100.0

I
II

I
I

6?A
-r7.t

---- I
10r6,
L2.9

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-64

CrossEabulation of
Importance of Access in Site Choice (VAR06)

by Nearness to Interstate (CLOSE)

CLCSr
COUN T I

RO',I PCT II.EAR F!P
COL PCT I
TCT ECT I I.I ?.

---I ---- I--------'/AR05

r,j0 T

l'
Irr'0PTi,T

to
LITTLT IXTCRTNT

S0r5
3.

I !'I FOF'T\T

GPt IT

C^I.IJMN
TsTAL

114
27.2
17ro

1 .7

in<
?2.ti
2P.g
lP.0

PCI.
TOTAL

4tc
2 tt .1

I
t
t

I
I
I
I
I

I
!
I
I
T

I
I
T

I
?

?
j

I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
l

I
I
I
I

t
I

I
I
I

-I
I
I
I
T

3?6
€l.B
3n.8
14.2

19,
37.2
2^ ?

I1.4

25cr
43.0
40.6
IL ?
I -r a -l

3{l
57.0
-'2.4
< \'.4

B6
5tt.4

olt at
Fi

.L

I n6 n

62.4

:le
3!.6

tc2
?E E

169n
l0n.n

-t --
A. | 72

Ir,FOETNT I A5.6
I 11.1
1 4.?

.I

I
I
I
I
I

15P
c", a .:

6 r,a
?,7 L

Souree: Survey conducted by the AuEhors.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-55

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Area in Site Choice (VAR07)

by Nearness to Interstate (CLOSE) I

VAR O7

NOT
1.

I P F0 RTI'lT
74

69.2
7.0
4.4

RCI
TOTAL

t07
('13

l1c
,l,41

1071
6.:.E

CL NSF
CCllt\T I

RC.j PCT It:rAR trAR
CCL PCT I
TLT 9CT I 1.I 2.

---I -- -i---
I
I
I
I

-!
?

I
I
I

-I
I
I
I
I

-I
I
I
I
I

.I

33
30.4

<,!, a<
2.0

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
?

?

I
t
{

I
I
t

I

I
I
I
I

;
I
I
I

aZ.
LITTLE II'lPORTNT

scrE
3.

IUFORTTJT

tPI-rrT
4.

II{F)ORTNT

r tiL Llt, t!
1tlAL

4(,
38.7

7.2
2.7

16?
41.5
.E E< .r a _r

q.5

rc5
36.9
6? .l
23.4

7.1
51.3
6.9
4.3

??F
tra E

?7.7
lt Ea Ja

7Cn
4Z a
Crol

t.7 6
63.1
64.3
40.1

636
37.7

I nc I
t:zr3

7(F1
100.n

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-66

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Interstate in Route Choice (VARO8)

by Nearness to InterstaLe (CLOSE)

CL OSF
COUNT I

F f)t'i PCT I lrt AR tr AR
COL PCT I
TCT PCT I I.I ?.1

-I -------- I-------- IVAR OP

t\l 0T

aala

LITTLE IMPOFTIIT

snrF
3.

I T'i ILD T NT

CFT^T
4.

IMFORTNT

c f'L t rM t,r

T(,TAL

1r I 10c
IPNORTNT I 2C.8

I 77.4
6.6

2(,l
3P.7
J( oi

72.7

?io
tt 2. .6
36 . fi
t1 0
I r, a,

r5
47.0
1.?r.(
5.1

I 513
I 1q.2
I 30.2
I 1tt o
I I T 

'(

31e
61.3
30.7
tn iI ac

P(t
TO]AL

t/'2 2
2:.4

:4 n

3?.1

I
I
I
I
r
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
f

I
?

I

I
I
I
I
I

I
-I

I
I
I
I

-I
I
I
I
I

-I
I
I
I
I

-I

520
31.-r

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

310
57 .4
2c.9
1P.6

9A
53.0

.Z

5.8

1F1
1n.o

1F6-r
l[0.0

I
I
I

A2C
37.6

1tr3F
(,n.4

i^- :

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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Importance

APPENDIX TABLE A-67

Crosstabulation of
of All-Weather Road in Route Choice (VAR09)

by Nearness to Interstate (CLoSE)
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APPEND]X TABLE A-68

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Scenic Highway in Route Choice (VAR1O)

by Nearness to Interstate (CLOSE)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-69

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Directness in Route Choice (VAR11)

by Nearness to IntersLate (CLOSE)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-70

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Services in Route Choice (VAR12)

by Nearness to Interstate (CLOSE)
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APPENDIX TASLE A-71

Crosstabulation of
Type of Outdoor Recreation Area (fypE)

by This Area Needs More Traveler Servi_ces (VAR05)
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APPEMIX TABLE A-72

Crosstabulation of
WeekdaY or Weekend TriP (DAYEM)

by This Area Needs llore Traveler Serviees (vARos)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-73

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Access in Site Choiee (VAR06)

by This Area Needs l,Iore Traveler Services (VARO5)
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APPENDIX TASLE A-74

Crosstabulation of
Importance of Area in Site Choice (VAR07)

by This Area Needs More Traveler Serviees (VAR05)
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