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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the effects of 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 basically aim at providing useful
information for the establishment of priorities in the construction and

development of limited access highways.

1.1 Statement of Purpose of Study

Adequate highway transportation has long been recognized as a vital
factor in the economic development of a region. Improvements in the highway
system of a region usually contribute substantially to economic growth
through increased employment, incomes and other recreation trade. The prox-
imity of the state to urban areas such as Memphis, St. Louis, Dallas, Kansas
City, and Tulsa suggests continued economic growth through tourism since a
large portion of Northern and Western Arkansas possesses an environment
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 implemented 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, lakes, forests, etc.--lend themselves to outdoor !

recreational use. An increasing number of people are participating in



outdoor recreational activities such as camping, hiking, backpacking,
picnicing, sightseeing, hunting, fishing, boating and other water-related
sports. Recreational use may represent the highest and best use for many

of these resources. Balanced development of outdoor recreational facilities
and the highway system is important in order for these facilities 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 Hardeman of the
Arkansas Department of Parks and Tourism described tourism as the "Sleeping
Giant" of the Arkansas economy. In another statement, R. E. L. Wilson,
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 tourism . . . Agricultural growth is steady and

continuous. Manufacturing has made great strides in recent years,
but, unfortunately, has presently reached an almost "no growth"

posture . . . This leaves our third major industry, tourism . . .

our best achievable opportunity.”

While 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 effect on the future growth of outdoor
recreation and consequently improve Arkansas' economy. It is, therefore,

the intention of this research to determine and evaluate the general impact

of limited access highways on outdoor recreation in Arkansas.

1.2 Objectives and Hypotheses

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 establishment of priorities in the construction and devel-

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



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 attitudes 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 selection.

3. To determine the importance of selected highway characteris-
tics in route selection.

4. To compare various types of outdoor recreation as to attitude,
trip characteristics, and demographic characteristics.

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

6. To evaluate the outdoor recreationist's attitude toward
economic development in recreation areas.

The achievement of the overall objectives will result in benefits in
terms of:

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

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

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

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

It is expected that through the survey approach used in this study to
develop the travel behavior patterns of outdoor recreationists. An evalu-
ation of these travel behavior patterns will provide a number of beneficial
relationships that will assist the Arkansas Highway and Transportation

Department in its policy-making decisions.




CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This section attempts to view briefly the current status of knowledge
concerning outdoor recreation. Major consideration is given to literature
concerned with the characteristic features of the participants in outdoor
recreation, the economic impact of recreation on a region, and the demand
for outdoor recreation in a region. First, several general facets of out-
door recreation are emphasized.

In order fully to comprehend the many aspects and implications 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, motivational, demographic,
sociological, and social psychological. 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 in the market place.
However, in addition to money costs, recreation, like other leisure activities,
involves a hidden cost in terms of time foregone. Thus, consumers of out-
door recreation must allocate scarce money and limited time among various
alternatives with an eye to maximizing the level of their satisfactions.

It must be recognized that leisure activities like other goods are substi-
tutable. For example, a shorter work week may mean more television watching
which, just as outdoor recreation, will absorb income and time.

As for the motivational theories for recreation, tension release has
been presented as the explanation, but the part it explains is minimal. It

may be that the demand for specific forms of outdoor recreation is governed



by the environment in which the individual works and lives. As work becomes
more routinized, people may turn to leisure time activities not only for
release from tension, but also for their self-realization and establishment
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 structure and trends has been used very little in
explaining present levels 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 it a small group or social psycholog-
ical phenomenon. Factors which affect these social groups have implications
for recreation demand.

Currently, one of the fastest growing activities in America is 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 period . . .

(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 proportion of the

population in the younger pre-work age brackets and in the older

retired brackets . . .
These factors can be shown to be associated with a rise of only some 6 per-
cent, leaving about 4 percent of the nearly 10 percent post war rise in

"

demand "unexplained'".



This lack of understanding as to which combination of factors caused
the growing interest in outdoor recreation makes it difficult to make future
projections as to the demand for outdeoor recreatiomnal activity or to set
forth guide lines for private and public enterprisers as to type and extent
of facilities needed.

Further complicating the matter is the fact that participation varies
a great deal among the types of recreation activities, and that there are
regional differences in personal preferences. Studies by Johnson and others
indicate that suburbanites indulge in a greater variety and amount of out-~
door recreation than do residents of city centers or the open country.

3 suggests that the current "return to nature'" emphasis may be a

Johnson
temporary phenomenon resulting from a rapid urbanization of rural people.

As this trait disappears, there may be major shifts in the demand for
outdoor recreation.

The report of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission® shows
that age, income, education, occupation, and place of residence have signif-
icant effects on the amounts and types of outdoor recreation in which people
participate. Reid? reported that interest in camping, fishing, and boating
was found to continue at a high level 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 education has a comparable
influence to income in determining participation in these three activities.
As for occupation, people not in the labor force and those with paid
vacations had higher rates of participation. The data on place of residence
show that persons living in suburban areas participate to a greater degree

in fishing and camping than city residents. People in more rural areas,



however, do more fishing and about the same amount of camping as the
suburbanites.

Tharp observes, in an interpretation of statistics in the Outdoor
Recreation 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 specialized facilities. Water sports, however, ranked high on
the list of activities. The limiting factors causing people to engage in
fewer outdoor recreational activities than they desired included: lack of
time, lack of money, and lack of facilities.®

The major recreation demand is in densely populated areas, and people
want recreation opportunities to be close to where they live. Tharp
concludes that in spite of the large amount of plans for recreation facil-
ities in rural areas, the greatest increase in demand will probably fall
on the urban and suburban areas. Since the largest demand comes from
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 crime.’

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 matters as
degree of urbanization of a region, types of outdoor recreation available
to potential participants. As a consequence, it seems that if any mean-
ingful assessment is to be made regarding characteristics of participants,
it must be made by studies in particular types of areas and of particular

types of outdoor recreation.



The local economic impact of recreation spending is increasingly
becoming a matter of interest in that to the extent that non-resident
consumers buy goods and services in the area, additional income is injected
into the local economy. A recognition of this has given rise to many
contending that recreation can be used effectively as an economic support
of depressed rural areas. The hope is that large recreation use will bring
8

a substantial improvement in the economic well-being of the area.

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 expenditures that are

made in these communities are of a rather specific kind . . .

food, lodging, and automobile services comprise a large bulk of

the expenditure items. (3) There is 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 expenditure of money in an area develops expenditure patterns
based on the recipients' propensity to consume. This multiplier process
means that the more self-contained the local economy is and the smaller the
proportion of expenditures calling for imports into the area, the greater
will be the impact on the local community. Knowledge of the magnitude of
the multiplier as applied to various types of recreational activities is
fairly limited.

ClawsonlO evaluates two common 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 include the considerable error of

estimate and the obvious point that not all of the reported expenditure is



new or additional expenditure. Some of it may be merely shifted from one
thing to another with no net effect on the local economy. The point is
that people may simply substitute rather than bring additional income flows
into an area. Also, the full effect of the expenditure is not necessarily '
felt in the area where the outdoor recreation opportunity lies.
Second, Clawson takes into consideration the '"value added" by local
business in the estimated gross expenditure. This is an approach which
would at least localize the impact of the gross expenditures made on the
local 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 problem 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 expenditures made
are spent for the provision of services connected with the use of the
recreational opportunity and not for the development of the recreational
opportunity itself. '
According to Brockman, an evaluation 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) It aids in the solution ‘
of land-use problems. (3) It aids in determining the desired
size of recreational facilities or services and aid in evaluating b
proposed developments. (4) Economic evaluations aid administrators
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 in line with

their particular situation. A suggested alternative for rural areas with
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no real possibility of industrial development is that development of outdoor
recreation will provide the local labor force more jobs and higher incomes.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 grow in outdoor recreation
use at different rates, it is important to recognize factors which will
influence this growth. Landsberg and others list some growth~limiting
factors as follows:

. « . The amount of time that will be available for using outdoor

recreation areas . . .; the number of recreation sites of high or

desired quality; the amount of investment in the development,

improvement, and maintenance of recreation sites; the degree to

which other kinds of recreation may be substituted . . .; the

kinds of policies that are pursued with regard to entrance fees,

rationing, etc.l4

Tharp states that in view of the rapid rise in demand for recreation,
Arkansas has an excellent opportunity to "cash in'", but more than land and
water 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
value. First, no one may want to go to an area even if it has recreation
potential if it is located in an inaccessible place for recreation seekers.
Second, even if 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 economic impact of recreation
spending tends to be widely dispersed geographically and the ''value added"
in the remote recreation area may be very small. Finally, the residents of
a depressed area probably do not have the managerial skills nor the financial

means to exploit any advantages which might exist.l6
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Johnson points out that there is a need to break down over-all
estimates of the recreational demand into specific activities, groups or
associations of activities, types of users, and physical reduirements. The
implication is that much can be contributed to a better understanding of
the economic impact of recreation by analyzing the sub-classifications of
recreation participants, such as campers and boaters, and by studying the
effects on the employment and incomes of the people located in the area.
The type of data needed concerns demand for certain activities, or groups
of activities, in a specific area.l’ i
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 uncertainty involved. This is not to say
that it is all right for public enterprise to be wasteful while private
enterprise must avoid waste. Though the latter is true, public facilities
may be justified on the basis of social benefits being larger than social
costs even though the market does not reflect all benefits and costs

18

involved. .

From this review of the literature concerning economic impact of
outdoor recreation, one gets the impression that there is a considerable

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



effectively as a generator of jobs and higher incomes for a local labor

force in a depressed rural area. It is pointed out that the impact is not
the full amount of the expenditures by recreation participants, but rather
the portion of the "value added" within the area where expenditures occur.

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

12

specific 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 six deficiencies:

(1) . . . inability to accurately identify recreation needs.

(2) . . . inability to forecast recreation trends. (3) . . .
inability to secure adequate financing--public and private.

(4) . . . lack of knowledge of the significance of recreation.
(5) . . . inability to articulate the need for recreation.

(6) . . . lack of administrative, policg—making, managerial, and

leadership competencies in recreation.l
Johnson points out that one of the most obvious needs is to find ways 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 problem in measuring people's '"real" demand for recreation is
in determining what people really want. This may vary markedly from what
they say they want. Experiences tend to determine the recreation partic~-
ipant's interests and preferences, and this, along with his knowledge of

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

study recreation participants more as complex individuals, often irratiomal,

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

economic analysis such as time-distance factors, theories of substitution,

etes 20
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Knetsch points out that the state of data on outdoor recreation is
that it is either nonexistent or terrible. He cites as an example the Corps
of Engineers and their data program which does not provide Ehe'types of
data needed in careful 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 . . .; problems of private recre-

ation areas; local economic impact of recreation expenditures;
and benefit-cost or investment criteria for recreation investments.

21

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 projections are not ones of demand but rather are projections
of consumption. Recreation consumption for a given region is a function of
both supply and demand. This must be clearly recognized, for, if it is not,
then a great chance of imbalance in resource use may occur. This is to say
that a high participation rate in Arkansas in fishing may result in the
planning of more fishing lakes in the state without realizing that the
reason for such high participation was the great abundance of lakes already
present. The attraction 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. However, 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 various types of outdoor recreation, while only slightly

over 30 percent of fishermen did.
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In the literature review it is suggested that the demand for outdoor
recreation is a function of such independent variables as: income, leisure
time, mobility, age, availability of facilities, and distanée from a recre-
ation facility. It is also suggested that there is a deficiency of data
necessary for the analysis of recreation demand. Recreation facilities have
traditionally been supplied by the public sector at little or no direct
charge to the user. Consequently, the public has come to view outdoor
recreation as free except for the expenditures incurred in getting to and
from areas containing facilities. These costs, which include food, lodging,
transportation, entertainment, etc., are the 'price'" the recreation seeker
pays for some "quantity" of outdoor recreation activity.

A great deal of research has been done to try to estimate the demand
for recreation in a given region of the country. However, very little
research has been done to specifically relate tourism to travel on limited
access highways.

Clawson?3 is generally accepted as the pioneer in estimating the demand
for recreation by looking at "transfer costs" and "participation rates'.
Cesario and KnetschZ% pointed out some methodological problems associated
with Clawson's work. They stated that there is a high correlation between
increased distance and increased travel time which tends to underestimate
the demand for a particular type of outdoor recreation at a particular point
in time. Thus, it appears that many of the early models have been poorly
specified.

An attempt to separate monetary from time costs was made in the 1964
Oregon Salmon-Steelhead study where 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 Oregon25 was made to study

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

of hunting experience, and incomes were all used in a multiﬁle regression

model. The R squared value was quite low for the overall model and inter-

state travel was not directly considered. A summary of the Oregon finding526

states that aggregating data tends to cause multicollinearity and difficulty

in estimating the parameters of recreation demand functions. ' '
McConnel127 analyzed the demand for outdoor recreation and came to two

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

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

consumed by the recreation activity rather than simply the time spent in L

transit. He also 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 empirical study of outdoor
recreation activities in Arizona. The number of household trips, the cost
per trip and the total revenue generated for Arizona was estimated. The
methodology for estimating the demand for recreation was improved. However,
the study did not deal directly with travel and tourism.

A study of travel and tourism in Arkansas was completed in 1976 by
Troutman and Opitz with the Industrial Research and Extension Center for

the University of Arkansas at Little Rock.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 Economic
Analysis, U. S. Department of Commerce, (2) the U. S. Corps of Engineers,
(3) the Arkansas Highway Department, (4) the Arkansas Game and Fish

Commission, 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
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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 people engaged in tburism.

Although a great deal has been written on the subject of outdoor
recreation, much of it has emphasized 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 particular emphasis upon the specific effects of highways upon

recreation in Arkansas.



CHAPTER 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 was conducted are explained in this chapter.

3.1 Site Selection for Outdoor Recreational Travel Study

In selection of sites for distribution of the questionnaire, it was
felt that 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 highway. Sites were widely distributed so that all
the interstate-freeway type routes in 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
Wildlife Refuges, and the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission Areas.

For a geographical location of the sites, see accompanying map.
Exhibit 1 shows the names 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 Questionnaires

Upon arrival of the interviewers at each site to be surveyed, permission

was secured to distribute questionnaires. Superintendents were helpful in



EXHIBIT 1

QUESTIONNAIRE DISTRIBUTION SITES

18

Area of Near to Questionnaires Returned
Code* Site State Interstate 1977 1978 Total
STATE PARKS
10112 DeGray SW I-30 50 50
11209 Bull Shoals NE 30 34 64
12209 Crowley's Ridge NE 36 43 79
13112 Lake Catherine SW I-30 49 53 102
14209 Lake Charles NE 16 59 75
15205 Moro Bay SE 10 35 45
16208 Queen Wilhelmina WC 46 56 102
17109 Village Creek NE I-40 8 52 60
18109 White Oak Lake SwW I-30 16 22 38
19208 Withrow Springs NW 34 18 52
NATIONAL PARKS
21208 Buffalo River NW 41 35 76
22109 Hot Springs SwW I-30 87 66 153
NATIONAL FORESTS
31209 Bear Creek Lake SE 37 37
32207 Blanchard Springs NC 51 82 133
33207 Cove Lake NW 34 37 71
34107 Horsehead Lake NW I-40 7 25 32
CORPS OF ENGINEERS PROJECTS
41209 Bull Shoals Lake NE 112 97 209
42109 DeGray Lake SwW I-30 52 52 104
WILD LIFE REFUGE
51205 White River SE 40 84 124
PRIMITIVE CAMPING AREAS
61105 Wattensaw Management Area EC I-40 87 87
62105 Lake Conway Area c I-40 32 32
63205 Hurricane Lake NE 25 25
669 1,081 1,750

*The code used in this table reads as follows:

512

5
EﬁiNo. of Facilities

Source:

Nearness to Interstate
1 = Near
2 = Far

Sequence within Type of Site (As Listed in This Table)

Type of Site

State Parks
National Parks
National Forests

Wild Life Refuges

AW

Corps of Engineers Projects

Primitive Camping Areas

Survey conducted by the Authors.
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pointing the way to where people were concentrated. Attempts were made to
contact users of several facilities in each of the different recreational
areas at the site rather than concentrate on omne recreationél use. At some
sites users seemed to be concentrated in some areas such as a campground,
but the questionnaires revealed often times their use of the other available
facilities at the site. If they were contacted first at a campground and
later at a swimming or boat launching area, the user was permitted to f£ill
out only one questionnaire.

The distribution of questionnaires during the Summer of 1977 started
on July 20 at Lake Charles State Park and was concluded on August 28 at
Crowley's Ridge State Park. The entire survey was conducted utilizing
personal interview as the technique for questionnaire distribution. It is
noteworthy that no one contacted refused to provide the information desired,

Distribution of questionnaires at the White River National Wildlife
Refuge took place during the 1977 fall hunting season. Data at Lake Conway
and Hurricane Lake were collected during the Summer of 1978 and Wattensaw
was surveyed during the 1978 fall hunting season. All of the original sites
except White River National Wildlife Refuge were visited again between May

23 and July 3, 1978.

3.3 Explanation of the Survey Area

The Arkansas State Parks selected for questionnaire distribution and
their locations are shown herebelow:

Bull Shoals - From Mountain Home, 6 miles NW on Highway 5, 6 miles
W on Highway 178.

Crowley's Ridge - From Paragould, 10 miles W on Highway 25, 2
miles S on Highway 141.

DeGray - From Arkadelphia, 10 miles N on Highway 7.



Lake Catherine - From Malvern, 2 miles N on U. S. 270, 12 miles
NW on Highway 171.

Lake Charles - From Hoxie, 8 miles NW on U. S. 63, 2 miles S on
Highway 25.

Moro Bay - From El Dorado, 20 miles NE on Highway 15.
Queen Wilhelmina - From Mena, 13 miles NW on Highway 88.

Village Creek - From I-40 at Forrest City, 12 miles N on Highway
284,

White Oak Lake - From Prescott, 20 miles E on Highway 24, 2 miles
S on Highway 387.

Withrow Springs - From Huntsville, 6 miles N on Highway 23.

The National Parks or Rivers selected for questionnaire distribution

and their locations are shown herebelow:

Hot Springs National Park - Gulpha Gorge Campground - From Hot
Springs, 2 miles NE on U. S. 70B.

Buffalo National River (Buffalo Point) - From Yellville, 17 miles
S on Highway 14, 3 miles E on Highway 268.

The National Forest Recreational Areas selected for questionnaire
distribution and their locations are shown herebelow:
Bear Creek Lake - From Marianna, 7 miles SE on Highway 44.

Blanchard Springs - From Fifty Six, 1.5 miles E on Highway 14,
3.5 miles N on Forest Road 1110.

Cove Lake - From Paris, 1.1 miles S on Highway 109, 7.5 miles SE
on Highway 309, 6 miles SE on Forest Road 1608.

Horsehead Lake - From Clarksville, 7.6 miles NW on Highway 103,
3.8 miles W on Highway 164, 2.8 miles NW on Forest Road 1408.

The Corps of Engineers Project Areas selected for questionnaire
distribution and their locations are shown herebelow:

Bull Shoals Lake - Ozark Isle, Lakeview, Dam Site, Point Return,

Bull Shoals, Highway 125, Buck Creek, Lead Hill, and Tucker

Hollow (all 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 shown herebelow:

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

Wattensaw Wildlife Management Area - From Hazen, 1 mile E on U. S.
70, 6 miles N on Highway 11.

Hurricane Lake Wildlife Management Area - From Wordan 5 miles S.
The Arkansas Game and Fish Commission Public Fishing Areas where
questionnaires were distributed and their locations are shown 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.
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CHAPTER IV: EVALUATION OF EFFECTS OF LIMITED ACCESS
HIGHWAYS UPON OUTDOOR RECREATION

An evaluation of the effects of limited access highways upon outdoor
recreation is provided below. This evaluation starts with a general over-
view of attitudes. Next, the relative importance of access and the area
itself in site choice is analyzed. The evaluation 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 similar 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. Finally, an evaluation is made of outdoor recreationists'

attitudes toward economic development in recreation areas.

4.1 General Overview of Traveler Attitudes

The purpose of this section is to provide a general overview of the
survey of the 1,750 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 sections will provide an in-depth amalysis of
various aspects of outdoor recreationists' attitudes and characteristics.

Exhibit 3 shows how they were distributed by type of outdoor recreation
area. The largest number was the 38.1 percent surveyed in state parks.
Following this were the 17.9 percent in Corps of Engineer areas; 15.6 per-

cent in national forests; 13.1 percent in nationmal parks; 8.2 percent in
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DISTRIBUTION BY TYPE OF OUTDOOR RECREATION ARFA
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primitive camps; and 7.1 percent in national wildlife refuges. The section
comparing attitudes and characteristics of visitors to different types of
outdoor recreation areas will provide an evaluation of the éurvey findings.

Exhibit 4 shows more specifically in terms of the specific outdoor
recreation areas the distribution of visitors surveyed. These recreation
areas provide a good cross section of the numerous recreation areas in
Arkansas and represent areas that are both near and far from interstate-type
highways. The breakdown of the areas near to or far from interstate high-
ways is shown in Exhibit 5. It indicates that 62.4 percent of those recre-
ationists surveyed were in areas far from the interstate-type highways,
while 37.6 of the recreationists were in areas near interstates. A later
section will evaluate in more detail the differences between the trip and
demographic characteristics of the recreationists as well as of other
breakdowns of those recreationists surveyed.

Exhibit 6 provides a breakdown of the frequency in the survey for
various numbers of facilities available to outdoor recreationists. The
greatest category frequency was the 46.7 percent where nine families were
available. Exhibit 7 demonstrates the frequency in the survey of weekday
and weekend outdoor recreation trips. The number of each was very evenly
divided. This is one of the trip characteristics to be utilized in later
sections comparing different aspects of outdoor recreation.

One of the major purposes of this study was to determine the degree of
preference for access to interstate-type highways by outdoor recreationists.
Exhibit 8 indicates this degree of preference for access and shows that 17.6
percent desired direct access and 41.5 percent desired convenient access.

On the other hand, 27.9 percent desired no access and 13.1 percent expressed
a desire for remote access. An attempt is made in a later section to

analyze the characteristics of these sub-groups.



EXHIBIT 4

DISTRIBUTION BY SPECIFIC OUTDOOR RECREATION AREAS
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EXHIBIT 4 (Continued)
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EXHIBIT 5

DISTRIBUTION OF VISITORS BY NEARNESS
TO INTERSTATE OF RECREATION AREA
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EXHIBIT 6

DISTRIBUTION BY NUMBER OF FACILITIES
AVAILABLE IN RECREATION SITE
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EXHIBIT 7

DISTRIBUTION BY WEEKDAY OR WEEKEND TRIP

PELATIVE ADJUSTED
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EXHIBIT 8

DISTRIBUTION BY DEGREES OF PREFERENCE
FOR ACCESS TO INTERSTATE
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Some insight into the outdoor recreationists' desire for access is
provided by Exhibit 9 which shows the maximum distance they will travel
from the interstate for outdoor recreation. The breakdown bf this shows
that 8.8 percent said they would travel a maximum of less than 10 miles;
23.9 percent said their maximum was 11-25 miles; nearly a third, or 30.5
percent, said 26-50 miles; 16.8 percent indicated 51-100 miles; and 20.9
percent said over 100 miles. 1In a later section of this paper, where
traveler attitudes concerning site selection 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. The
indication here is that a sizable proportion will drive substantial dis-
tances from interstates to find recreational areas.

Additional insight is provided by their expression of agreement or
disagreement about whether Arkansas needs more interstate 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. Consequently, a majority do not seem to
desire more interstate-freeway type highways being constructed in recreation
areas.

A somewhat different pattern emerged when outdoor recreationists were
questioned concerning the need for better connecting roads in Arkansas. Of
those surveyed, 65.1 percent agree and 34.9 percent disagree as to the need.
Interestingly, 16.3 percent strongly agree whereas only 6.5 percent strongly
disagreed. This is shown in Exhibit 11. The indication is that while a
majority of outdoor recreationists do not prefer more interestate-type
highways becoming available, they do seem to desire better connecting roads
to provide access to and from recreation areas. This matter will be

analyzed in greater detail in a later section of this study.
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EXHIBIT 9

DISTRIBUTION BY DISTANCE RECREATIONISTS WILL TRAVEL FROM

INTERSTATE TO ENGAGE IN OUTDOOR RECREATION
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EXHIBIT 10

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING WHETHER
ARKANSAS NEEDS MORE INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS
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EXHIBIT 11

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING WHETHER
ARKANSAS NEEDS BETTER CONNECTING ROADS
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With regard to the availability of traveler services, Exhibit 12
indicates that nearly 60 percent feel that no more are needed while 40 per-
cent feel that more traveler services were desired. Only li.3 percent
expressed a strong desire for more, whereas 16.9 percent expressed strong
disagreement. Consequently, a majority expressed the view that more
traveler services were not needed. Traveler services were defined on the
questionnaire as restaurants, motels, service stations and the like.

A very interesting comparison is the importance of access and the
importance of the recreation area itself in site choice. Exhibit 13 shows
that 55.3 percent say access is of little or no importance while 44.8 per-
cent say it is important in their decision. Interestingly, only 9.3 percent
said it was very important, whereas 24.7 percent said it was not important.
Exhibit 14 shows the survey results concerning importance of area in site
choice. Of those surveyed, 86.6 percent said the area itself was important
and only 13.4 per;ent said it was of little or no importance. It is espe-
cially noteworthy that while 63.5 percent said the area itself was very
important, only 6.3 percent said it was not important. The indication seems
clear that it is the area itself that is more important to outdoor recrea-
tionists than access. Even though the recreationists'’ preference of area
over access in choice of site is a comparative indication, a sizable minority
did attribute importance to access in choice of site.

In addition to making a choice of site, the outdoor recreationist also
exercises some discretion in his choice of route. Exhibit 15 shows the
importance of interstate-type highways in the choice of route. The survey
resulted in 56.7 percent saying availability of interstate-type highways
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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EXHIBIT 12

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING WHETHER
THIS AREA NEEDS MORE TRAVELER SERVICES
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EXHIBIT 13

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE
IMPORTANCE OF ACCESS IN SITE CHOICE
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EXHIBIT 14

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE
IMPORTANCE OF AREA IN SITE CHOICE
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EXHIBIT 15

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE
IMPORTANCE OF INTERSTATE IN ROUTE CHOICE
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EXHIBIT 16

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE
OF ALL-WEATHER ROAD IN ROUTE CHOICE
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demonstrates that 89.9 percent of those surveyed said availability of all-
weather roads was important to them in choice of route. In fact, 55.1 per-
cent said this was very important. Exhibit 17 indicates that also of
importance is availability of scenic highways with 81.5 percent giving this
importance. Another matter of importance in route selection was directness
of the route. In the survey, 71.6 percent of the respondents expressed the
opinion that a direct route was of great importance, while 28.4 percent
felt it was of little or no importance. This is shown in Exhibit 18.
Finally, on the matter of route selection, Exhibit 19 shows that availa-
bility of services was important to 68.3 percent of those surveyed.

Further insight into the importance of access is provided by dividing
the outdoor recreationists into those participating in different types of
outdoor recreation. Exhibits 20 through 26 show the degree of importance
attributed to access by those engaging in hiking-backpacking, picnicing-
sightseeing, fishing, hunting, camping, boating-skiing-swimming, and
visiting historical sites. A majority of those engaging in picnicing-sight-
seeing, fishing, camping, boating-skiing-swimming, and visiting historical
sites attribute importance to access. On the other hand, a majority of
those engaging in hiking-backpacking and hunting expressed that access is
of little or no importance. Access seemed most important 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 was
simply to provide general perspective concerning the survey findings. The
purpose of later sections will be to probe in greater depth the various
attitudes, trip characteristics, and demographic characteristics as they

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

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE
OF SCENIC HIGHWAY IN ROUTE CHOICE

RELATTIVE ADJUSTEC CUM
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREG FREG
CATEGORY LABFEL CODE FREGQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
NO IMPORTANCE 1. 96 55 5e7 Se7
]
LITTLE IMPORTANCE 2e 215 1243 12.8 1845
SOME TMPORTANCE 3. 648 37.0 38 5 570
GREAT IMPNRTANCE 4, 723 41a3 43 .0 100.0
U €8 Je® MISSING 100.0
TOTAL 1750 100.0 100.0
CoDE
I
le *2annn ( g9¢c)
I NO IMPORTANCE
1
1
e thAtdrannkrr ( 215)
I LITTLE IMPORTANCE
1
1
Je *2 bt Attt AA AR I ARRRA R A IS AR R AR R AR €£48)
I <SOME IMPNRTANCE
I
1
e R E R R R R R R R R R E R R R R R R R R R R R R R R L O | 723)
I GPEAT YMPORTANCE
1
1
De 2w ( €8)
(MISSING) 1
I
I....Q..I.]00...0...1.......0.1....0.0..].........1
0 °00 400 600 enop 1000

FREQUENCY

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.



44

EXHIBIT 18

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE

OF DIRECTNESS IN ROUTE CHOICE

RELATIVE ADJUSTEL
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EXHIBIT 19

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE

OF SERVICES IN ROUTE CHOICE

RELATIVE ADJUSTEC
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Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.



EXHIBIT 20

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE

OF

ACCESS IN HIKING-BACKPACKING
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EXHIBIT 21

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE

OF ACCESS IN PICNIC-SIGHTSEEING

RELATIVE ADJUSTED

ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL COPE FREQ (PCT) (PCT)
NO IMPORTANCE 1. 195 11.1 19.0
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Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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EXHIBIT 22

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE
OF ACCESS IN FISHING

RELATIVE ADJUSTEC CUM
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREGQG
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
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EXHIBIT 23

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE

OF ACCESS IN HUNTING
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EXHIBIT 24

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE
OF ACCESS IN CAMPING

RELATTVE ADJUSTEL CUM
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQG FREQ
CATEGORY LABFL CODE FREG (PCT) (PCT)H (PCT)
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EXHIBIT 25

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE

OF ACCESS IN BOAT-SKI-SWIMMING
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RELATIVE ADJUSTED
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EXHIBIT 26

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE
OF ACCESS IN VISITING HISTORICAL SITES
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4.2 Traveler Attitude Concerning Access to Interstate-Freeway Type Highways

The outdoor recreationists were asked to express their preferences
concerning access as it relates to their choice of an outdoér recreational
site. The breakdown of those surveyed recreationists who expressed prefer-
ence for direct access, convenient access, remote access, Or no access was
shown in Exhibit 8 discussed in Section 4.1. Approximately 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 miles or
under, convenient éccess was defined as 11 to 50 miles, and remote access
was defined as over 50 miles. The purpose of this section is to provide

additional insight into the preference for access to interstates.

4.2.1 Access and Selected Trip Characteristics. Exhibit 27 shows a

breakdown of the proportions indicating a preference for direct access,
convenient access, remote access, and no access by trip characteristics.
There were no significant differences found as to different origins of the
trip. On the other hand, those with destinations in border states tended

to express greater preference for access to interstates 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. Also, in contrast, a large percentage of those
bound for other states preferred no access to interstates.

There were no really significant differences nor meaningful contrasts
found for the following trip characteristics: purpose of trip, mode of
transportation, number of persons in vehicle, round-trip distance, and type
of lodging. Duration of trip does not seem to be very closely related to

degrees of preference for access to interstates. One general observation



54

EXHIBIT 27

PREFERENCE EXPRESSED CONCERNING DEGREE OF ACCESS
DESIRED IN THE CHOICE OF AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE
BY SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Proportion Indicating

Trip Predominant No
Characteristics Observations Direct Convenient Remote Access
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Origin In-state (55.9%)* 125 39.8 13.4 29.3
of Border-state (26.8%) 14.4 46.3 13.7 25,5
Trip Other-state (11.3%) 19.7 42.6 s b A 26.6
Destination In-state (91.0%) 16.5 42.3 13.4 27.7
of Border-state ( 4.1%) 16.4 525 14.8 16.4
Trip Other-state ¢ 5.0%) 41,1 31.1 10.8 27.0
Purpose of Trip Outdoor Rec. (74.5%) 16.1 40.8 135 29.5
Duration No Nights (17.5%) 23.6 375 9.5 29.4
of 1-2 Nights (23.8%) 1253 46.9 14.7 26.1
Trip 3-5 Nights (26.0%) 16:0 41.7 14.0 28.4
6-15 Nights (24.8%) 16.9 4257 13.7 26.7
16-More Nights £ 7.9%) 25.4 32.1 10.4 32.1
Mode Auto~No Equip. (25.2%) 7.9 40.0 12.8 29.3
of Auto-Equip. (62.6%) 15.5 42.4 14.3 27.8
Transportation Motor Home (-8.7%) 27.9 34.7 10.2 27.2
Number of 1 ( 4.67) 16.7 35.9 20.5 26.9
Persons on 2 (36.8%) 17.0 42.4 12.9 27.8
Trip 3-5 (49.6%) 17.9 41.6 13.6 26.9
6-more ( 9.0%) 16.9 40.9 9.1 33.1
Round Up to 200 Miles (45.9%) 18.4 41.9 11.6 28.6
Trip 200-399 Miles (14.9%) 9.8 43.7 17 .7 28.7
Distance 400-599 Miles (10.3%) 14.2 25.2 16.5 34.1
600-799 Miles ( 5.1%) 18.4 42.5 14.9 24.1
800-999 Miles ( 5.0%) 16.9 41.0 19.3 22.9
1,000-1,999 Miles (10.9%) 15.4 47.3 1:1 30.2
2,000-over ( 7.9%) 29.3 36.8 13.5 20.3
Primary Type None (18.6%) 20.4 39.0 9.6 31.0
of Lodging Camping (72.1%2) 1537 42.2 13.9 28.1
Previous Yes (66.1%) 15.9 38.1 13.2 32.7
Visitor No (33.9%) 19.8 48.6 127 18.9

*Percent of all surveyed having this specific trip

Source:

Survey conducted by the Authors.

characteristic observation.
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might 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 trif characteristics
was that those not visiting a site before had a significantly greater pref-

erence for access to interstates than those who were previous visitors.

4.2.2 Access and Selected Demographic Characteristics. Exhibit 28 displays

a similar breakdown of attitude about access concerning demographic 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 distinct categories of
older persons each having different attitudes. Also, the females surveyed
tended to prefer better access than did the males.

The small and also insignificant number of non-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 interstates,
the higher the level of education attained by the outdoor recreationists.
Farmers tended to be the least concerned about access, while the most
concerned about access were the craftsmen. Finally, there were no signif-

icant differences among 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-freeway type highways
serving its outdoor recreational areas. It is interesting to note that

there were no really significant differences among any of the trip charac-

teristics evaluated. This implies that trip characteristics do not really



EXHIBIT 28

PREFERENCES EXPRESSED CONCERNING DEGREE OF ACCESS

DESIRED IN THE CHOICE OF AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY
SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
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Proportion Indicating

Demographic Predominant No
Characteristics Observations Direct Convenient Remote Access
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Household Head Yes (78.4%)* 16.1 40.6 14.2 29.1
No (21.6%) 21.3 45.3 10.5 22.9
Age Under 18 ( 3.4%) 16.7 41.7 13.3 28.3
18-24 (10.8%) 16.8 43.5 14.1 25.5
25-34 (25.8%) 12.2 46.4 1755 23.9
35-44 (24.2%) 14.4 42.1 12.7 30.8
45-58 (17.2%) 22.2 39.7 10.1 27.9
55-64 (10.9%) 20.7 38.3 11.7 29.3
65 and over €777 26.5 30.1 103 33.1
Sex Male (74.47%) 16.0 40.9 14.1 29.1
Female (25.6%) 20.9 43.8 10.8 24.5
Race White (98.5%) 16.9 41.6 13.5 27.9
Education Grade School ( 4.67) 3153 35.0 2:5 31.3
High School (49.9%) 19.2 41.4 10.7 28.8
Post HS-College (45.4%) 13.1 43.2 17.1 26.6
Occupation Prof-Tec (33.8%) 11.0 47 .4 16.3 25.3
Farm ( 9.4%) 16.1 27.3 18.0 38.5
Craft (18.5%) 18.3 47.3 9.6 24.8
Self-Emp. (10.2%) 23.4 38.9 9.7 28.0
Retired (13.5%) 24.8 35.9 9.8 29.5
Income Under $3,000 ( 3.9%2) 27.0 36.5 6.3 30.2
$5,000-$7,499 ( 6.8%) 21.8 35,5 11.8 30.9
$7,500-85,999 (12.5%) 14.6 41.7 115 32.3
$10,000-$14,999 (25.2%) 17.6 43.0 14.8 24,7
$15,000-$19,999 (23.0%) 15.0 45,8 11.9 27.2
$20,000-$29,999 (19.0%) 15.9 41.0 16.3 26.8
$30,000-over ( 9.6%) 16.9 40.9 16.2 26.0
*Percent of all surveyed having this specific demographic characteristic observation.

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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EXHIBIT 29

THE EXTENT OF AGREEMENT THAT ARKANSAS NEEDS
MORE INTERSTATE-FREEWAY TYPE HIGHWAYS SERVING ITS
OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL AREAS BY SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Proportion Indicating

Trip Characteristics Predominant Observations Disagree Agree
(%) (%)

Origin of Trip In-state (55.9%)* 56.2 43.8
Border-state (26.8%) 51.6 48.4

Other-state (17.3%) 58.5 41,5

Destination of Trip In-state (91.0%) 55.6 44.4
Border-state ( 4.1%) 60.0 40.0

Other-state ( 5.0%) 53.0 47.0

Purpose of Trip Outdoor Rec. (74.5%) 56.0 44.0
Duration of Trip No Nights (17.5%) 52.2 47.8
1-2 Nights (23.8%) 53.8 46.2

3-5 Nights (26.0%) 57.9 42,1

6-15 Nights (24.8%) 56.0 44.0

16-More Nights ( 7.9%) 53.1 46.9

Mode of Transportation Auto-No Equip. (25.2%) 52.0 48.0
Auto-Equip. (62.6%) 57«9 421

Motor Home ( 8.7%) 48.9 51T

Number of Persons on Trip 1 ( 4.6%) 59.0 41.0
2 (36.8%) 57.4 42.6

3-5 (49.6%) 54.3 45.7

6-more ( 9.0%) 48.7 51.3

Round Trip Distance Up to 200 miles (45.9%) 54.1 45.9
200-399 Miles (14.9%) 59.9 40.1

400-599 Miles (10.3%) 48.8 51,2

600-799 Miles .5 17) 58.5 41.5

800-999 Miles ( 5.0%) 61.0 39.0

1,000-1,999 Miles (10.9%) 58.1 41.9

2,000-over ( 7.9%) 53.3 46.7

Primary Type of Lodging None (18.6%) 54.1 45.9
Camping (72.1%) 57.1 42.9

Previous Visitor Yes (66.1%) 56.7 43.3
No (33.9%) 517 48.3

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

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.



58

have to be considered in evaluating the need for interstate-freeway type
highways in outdoor recreation areas. As shown in this exhibit, a slight
majority in almost all trip characteristic breakdowns disagreed about the

need for more interstates.

4.2.4 Arkansas Highway Needs and Selected Demographic Characteristics.

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

ment or disagreement concerning the matter of Arkansas' need for more inter-
state-freeway type highways serving outdoor recreation areas. Several demo-
graphic categories displayed no significant differences. The more signifi-
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 into the importance of access to outdoor recreationists is
provided 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-freeway type highways to recreational areas.
In contrast to their attitude toward access to interstates, a majority of
all sub-categories among the trip 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 interstates to

provide them access to recreation sites.
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EXHIBIT 30

THE EXTENT OF AGREEMENT THAT ARKANSAS NEEDS MORE INTERSTATE-
FREEWAY TYPE HIGHWAYS SERVING ITS OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL AREAS
BY SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Demographic Proportion Indicating
Characteristics Predominant Observations Disagree Agree
(%) (%)
Household Head Yes (78.47%) % 56.7 43.3
No (21.67%) 49.4 50.6
Age Under 18 ( 3.4%) 54.2 45.8
18-24 (10.8%) 48.9 5%.1
25-34 (25.8%) 59.0 41.0
35-44 (24.2%) 56.5 43.5
45-54 (17.2%) 55.9 44.1
55-64 (10.9%) 52.8 47.2
65 and over C7.9%) 51.5 48.5
Sex Male (74.47) 57.5 42:5
Female (25.6%) 49.2 50.8
Race White (98.5%) 55.6 44 . 4
Education Grade School ( 4.6%) 44,2 55.8
High School (49.9%) 53.8 46.2
Post HS-College (45.4%) 59.0 41.0
Occupation Prof-Tec (33.8%) 60.5 39.5
Farm ( 9.4%) 59.5 40.5
Craft (18.5%) 56.0 44.0
Self-Emp. (10.2%) 50.6 49.4
Retired (13.5%) 47,5 52.5
Income Under $5,000 ( 3.9%) 45.9 54.1
$5,000-$7,499 ( 6.8%) 48.5 51.5
$7,500-$9,999 (12.5%) 51.3 48.7
$10,000-$14,999 (25.2%) 551 44.3
$15,000-$19,999 (23.0%) 54.9 45.1
$20,000-$29,999 (19.0%) 58.6 41.4
$30,000-over ( 9.6%) 62.0 38.0

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

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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EXHIBIT 31

THE EXTENT OF AGREEMENT THAT ARKANSAS NEEDS BETTER
CONNECTING ROADS FROM INTERSTATE-FREEWAY TYPE HIGHWAYS
TO RECREATIONAL AREAS BY SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Proportion Indicating

Trip Characteristics Predominant Observations Disagree Agree
(%) (%)

Origin of Trip In-state (55.97%)* 30.9 69.1
Border-state (26.8%) 37,6 62.4

Other-state (17.3%) 44,2 55.8

Destination of Trip In-state (91.0%) 33.8 66.2
Border-state ( 4.1%) 49.2 50.8

Other-state ( 5.0%) 35.8 64.2

Purpose of Trip Outdoor Rec. (74.5%) 34.9 65.1
Duration of Trip No Nights (17.5%) 29.7 70.3
1-2 Nights (23.8%) 28.9 71.1

3-5 Nights (26.0%) 37.8 62.2

6-15 Nights (24.8%) 37.4 62.6

16-More Nights ( 7.9%) 46.9 53.1

Mode of Transportation Auto-No Equip. (25.2%) 28:9 711
Auto-Equip. (62.6%) 37.6 62.4

Motor Home ( 8.7%) 32.6 67.4

Number of Persons on Trip 1 ( 4.62) 43.6 56.4
2 (36.8%) 34.6 65.4

3-5 (49.6%) 33.4 66.6

6-more ( 9.07%) 40.0 60.0

Round Trip Distance Up to 200 miles (45.9%) 29.2 70.8
200-399 Miles (14.9%) 37.2 62.8

400-599 Miles (10.3%) 37.4 62.6

600-799 Miles ( 5.1%) 34.9 65.1

800-999 Miles ( 5.0%) 41.5 58.5

1,000-1,999 Miles (10.9%) 44,1 55.9

2,000-over ( 7.9%) 47.2 52.8

Primary Type of Lodging None (18.6%) 30.8 69.2
Camping (72.1%) 36.5 63.5

Previous Visitor Yes (66.1%) 32.9 67.1
No (33.9%) 38.1 61.9

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

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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Exhibit 31 shows that proportionately more recreationists agree that
Arkansas needs better connecting roads to recreational areas than interstate-
freeway type highways. Such a preference was evidenced by Lhose whose trip
origin was in-state; duration of trip was shorter; mode of tranmsportation
was auto with no camping equipment; round-trip distance was shorter; and

where traveler was a previous visitor.

4.2.6 Needs for Better Connecting Roads by Selected Demographic Character-

istics. Exhibit 32 provides insight into the relationship of demographic
characteristics to the extent of agreement concerning whether Arkansas needs
better connecting roads. All sub-categories of each characteristic agreed

in an approximate two-to-one ratio that Arkansas needs better connecting
roads. Greater degrees of agreement for better connecting roads tended to

be by those in the 18-24-year age bracket, those whose educational attainment
was grade school or less, and those whose income level was lower.

In conclusion, the attitude of outdoor recreationists seems to be that
direct access to interstate-freeway type highways is really not very import-
ant. The more predominant view is that convenient access is desirable and
that better connecting roads to recreational areas are needed. This seems

to be the predominant view regardless of trip or demographic characteristics.

4.3 Traveler Attitude Concerning Site Selection

The general purpose of this section is to evaluate the survey results
concerning 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 to outdoor recreationists than is access. The evaluation

to follow will provide additional insight into this matter.
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EXHIBIT 32

THE EXTENT OF AGREEMENT THAT ARKANSAS NEEDS BETTER CONNECTING
ROADS FROM INTERSTATE-FREEWAY TYPE HIGHWAYS TO RECREATIONAL
AREAS BY SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Demographic Proportion Indicating
Characteristics Predominant Observations Disagree Agree
(%) (%)

Household Head Yes (78.47%)* 354 64.6
No (21.6%) 32.2 67.8

Age Under 18 ( 3.4%) 33.3 66.7
18-24 (10.8%) 24,7 75.3

25-34 (25.8%) 39.0 61.0

35-44 (24.2%) 36.8 63.3

45-54 (17.2%) 33.8 66.2

55-64 (10.9%) 31.9 68.1

65 and over (C7.7%) 37.3 62.7

Sex Male (74.4%) 35.8 64.2
: Female (25.6%) 32.1 67.9

Race White (98.5%) 34.8 65.2
Education Grade School ( 4.6%) 275 7255
High School (49.9%) 32.3 67.7

Post HS-College (45.4%) 38.6 61.4

Occupation Prof-Tec (33.8%) 39.3 60.7
Farm ( 9.4%) 31.4 68.6

Craft (18.5%) 36.2 63.8

Self-Emp. (10.2%) 33.9 66.1

Retired (13.5%) 29.0 71.0

Income Under $5,000 ( 3.9%) 29.0 71.0
$5,000-$7,499 ( 6.8%) TE 3500 64.8

$7,500-$9,999 (12.5%) 25.0 75.0

$10,000-$14,999 (25.2%) 35:5 64.5

$15,000-$19,999 (23.0%) 32.0 68.0

$20,000-$29,999 (19.0%) 40.0 60.0

$30,000-over ( 9.6%) 44,4 55.6

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

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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A crosstabulation of the importance 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 iﬁportance to
access in site choice, while 93.6 percent 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 little or no importance to access. This
further strengthens the point that it is the area itself that is more
important.

Since the area itself seems more important, a further evaluation was
made comparing those giving area importance to those not giving area
importance with regard to several selected traveler attitudes.

Exhibit 34 displays the comparative degrees of agreement and disa-
greement regarding these attitudes. Surprisingly, greater importance was
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 importance upon area
also place importance upon good access to recreational sites.

The survey found that the importance given to area in site choice
tended to increase the greater the number of facilities available in the
site. This is shown in Appendix Table A-35. On the other hand, there was
no clear-cut relationship regarding the importance given to access in site
choice when consideration is given to number of facilities available. The
number of facilities available is an important dimension of making the area

itself important in site selection.



EXHIBIT 33

CROSSTABULATION OF IMPORTANCE OF AREA
AND ACCESS IN SITE CHOICE
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As for the weekend compared to the weekday visitor, no significant
differences were found in the importance attached to either area or access
in site selection. The weekend and weekday visitors were eésentially the
same regarding their attitude on this matter. This can be seen in Appendix
Table A-36.

It is interesting to note that scenic highways enroute to a site are
more important to those also giving importance to area in site selection.
On the other hand, scenic highways are not particularly important to those
also giving importance to access in site selection. Those that give
importance to area and to access tend also to give importance to directness
to destination and to availability of traveler services. These are traveler
attitudes which influence route selection and will be treated in greater
detail in a later section.

The remainder of this section provides a summary comparison of the
trip characteristics and the demographic characteristics of those indicating
importance and no importance to area and to access in site selection.
Exhibit 35 displays the proportions indicating importance and no importance
of access by trip characteristics. Exhibit 36 displays the proportions
indicating importance and no importance of area by trip characteristics.

A comparative evaluation of these two exhibits indicates the following
generalizations. Area is more important in site selection for out-of-state
relative to in-state travelers. In contrast, access is 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-
nation of trip, no significant differences were found between the various
destination groups as to importance given to either access or area in site

selection.



THE IMPORTANCE OF ACCESS TO INTERSTATE-FREEWAY TYPE HIGHWAYS

EXHIBIT 35

IN THE SELECTION OF AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY

SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS
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Trip Proportion Indicating
Characteristics Predominant Observations Important Important

(%) (%)

Origin of Trip In-state (55.9%)* 58.3 41.7

Border-state (26.8%) 515 48.5

Other-state (17.3%) 5852 48.8

Destination of Trip In-state (91.0%) 55.9 44.1

Border-state ( 4.17%) 48.3 5%.7

Other-state ( 5.0%) 47.9 52.1

Purpose of Trip Outdoor Rec. (74.5%) 5745 4255

Duration of Trip No Nights (17.5%) 56.8 43.2

1-2 Nights (23.8%) 55.2 44.8

3-5 Nights (26.0%) 56.5 43.5

6-15 Nights (24.8%) 56.4 43.6

16-More Nights ( 7.9%) 45.1 54.9

Mode of Auto-No Equip. (25.2%) 5745 42.5

Transportation Auto-Equip. (62.6%) 56.4 43.6

Motor Home ( 8.7%) 43.6 56.4

Number of Persons 1 ( 4.6%) 62.7 37.3

on Trip 2 (36.8%) 56.5 43.5

3-5 (49.6%) 55.0 45.0

6-more ( 9.0%) 48.7 5953

Round Trip Distance Up to 200 Miles  (45.9%) 5547 44.3

200-399 Miles (14.9%) 65.2 34.8

400-599 Miles (10.3%) 55.0 45.0

600-799 Miles (. 5.1%) 53.6 46.4

800-999 Miles ( 5.0%) 53.7 46.3

1,000-1,999 Miles (10.9%) 55.8 44,2

2,000-over ( 7.9%) 40.5 59.5

Primary Type of None (18.6%) 58.7 41.3

Lodging Camping (72.1%) 55.6 44, 4

Previous Visitor Yes (66.1%) 59.5 40.5

No (33.9%) 46.4 53.6

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

Source:

Survey conducted by the Authors.



THE IMPORTANCE OF THE AREA ITSELF IN THE SELECTION OF AN
OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

EXHIBIT 36
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Trip Proportion Indicating
Characteristics Predominant Observations Not Important Important

(%) (%)

Origin of Trip In-state (55.9%)* 15.2 84.8

Border-state (26.8%) 114 88.6

Other-state (17.3%) 9.2 90.8

Destination of Trip In-state (91.0%) 13.2 86.8

Border-state ( 4.1%) 10.0 90.0

Other-state ( 5.0%) 8.2 91.8

Purpose of Trip Outdoor Rec. (74.5%) 13.1 86.9

Duration of Trip No Nights (17.5%) 13.1 86.4

1-2 Nights (23.8%) 13%.5 86.5

3-5 Nights (26.0%) 15.9 84.1

6-15 Nights (24.8%) 11.7 88.3

16-More Nights ( 7.9%) 10.0 90.0

Mode of Auto-No Equip. (25.2%) 14.4 85.6

Transportation Auto-Equip. (62.6%) 12.2 87.8

Motor Home ( 8.7%) 13.9 86.1

Number of Persons 1 ( 4.6%) 13.2 86.8

on Trip 2 (36.8%) 12.6 87.4

3-5 (49.67%) 12.9 87.1

6-more ( 9.0%) 18.0 82.0

Round Trip Distance Up to 200 Miles  (45.9%) 14.5 85.5

200-399 Miles (14.9%) 17 .1 82.9

400-599 Miles (10.3%) 11.8 88.2

600-799 Miles ( 5.1%) 14.1 85.9

800-999 Miles ( 5.0%) T2 92.8

1,000-1,999 Miles (10.9%) 1 i (S 88.9

2,000-over ( 7.9%) 7.7 92.3

Primary Type of None (18.6%) 14.4 85.6

Lodging Camping (72.31%) 12.8 87.2

Previous Visitor Yes (66.1%) 14.3 85.7

No (33.9%) 11.4 88.6

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

Source:

Survey conducted by the Authors.
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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. On the
other hand, more importance was given to access by those viéiting 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. On the other hand,
very minor but still significant differences were found concerning mode 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: motor home, bus, and air. However, these were a relatively
small segment of those surveyed.

Even though no significant differences were found regarding importance
of area in site selection 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 miles. In contrast, the only distance category where a majority indi-
cated importance to access was that of those traveling 2,000 miles or over.

Finally, on the matter of trip characteristics, those having visited
the site before were not significantly different from those not visiting
the site before in the importance attached to area in site selection. 1In
contrast, access was found to be relatively more important to those 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 characteristics: whether household head, race, and level of
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EXHIBIT 37

THE IMPORTANCE OF ACCESS TO INTERSTATE-FREEWAY TYPE HIGHWAYS
IN THE SELECTION OF AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY
SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Demographic Proportion Indicating
Characteristics Predominant Observations Not Important Important

(%) (%)

Household Head Yes (78.4%)* 55.9 44,1

No (21.67%) 53.8 46.2

Age Under 18 ( 3.4%) 64.9 35.1

18-24 (10.8%) 51.4 48.6

25-34 (25.8%) 58.6 41.4

35-44 (24.2%) 58.3 41.7

45-54 (17.2%) 50.7 49.3

55-64 (10.9%) 54.2 45.8

65 and over C 7.7%) 50.4 49.6

Sex Male (74.4%) 57.4 42.6

Female (25.6%) 49.4 50.6

Race White (98.5%) 55.5 44,5

Education Grade School ( 4.6%) 61.0 39.0

High School (49.9%) 53.8 46.2

Post HS-College (45.4%) 56.8 43.2

Occupation Prof-Tec (33.8%) 60.1 39.9

Farm ( 9.4%) 63.3 36.7

Craft (18.5%) 54.8 45.2

Self-Emp. (10.2%) 52.9 47 .1

Retired (13.5%) 47.8 52.2

Income Under $5,000 ( 3.9%) 54.8 45.2

$5,000-$7,499 ( 6.8%) 52.4 47.6

$7,500-$9,999 (12.5%) 54.0 46.0

$10,000-$14,999 (25.2%) 55.6 44 .4

$15,000-$19,999 (23.0%) 55.1 44.9

$20,000-$29,999 (19.0%) 59.9 40.1

$30,000-over ( 9.6%) 57.8 42.2

*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 DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Demographic Proportion Indicating
Characteristics Predominant Observations Not Important Important

(%) (%)

Household Head Yes (78.4%)% 14.2 85.8

No (21:6%) 9.9 90.1

Age Under 18 ( 3.4%) 17.9 82.1

18-24 (10.8%) 752 92.8

25-34 (25.8%) 121 87.9

35-44 (24.2%) 15.4 84.6

45-54 1.7.22) 12.9 87.1

55-64 (10.9%) 11.0 89.0

65 and over C70%) 18.9 81,1

Sex Male (74.47%) 14.4 85.6

Female (25.6%) 9.7 90.3

Race White (98.5%) 13.2 86.8

Education Grade School ( 4.6%) 17.1 82.9

High School (49.9%) 13.7 86.3

Post HS-College (45.47%) 122 87.6

Occupation Prof-Tec (33.8%) 12.6 87.4

Farm ( 9.4%) 16.1 83.9

Craft (18.5%) 10.9 89.1

Self-Emp. (10.2%) 15.5 84.5

Retired (13.5%) 14.0 86.0

Income Under $5,000 ( 3.9%) 22.0 78.0

$5,000-$7,499 ( 6.8%) 18.3 81.7

$7,500-%89,999 (12.5%) 131 88.9

$10,000-$14,999 (25.2%) 9.9 90.1

$15,000-$19,999 (23.0%) 12.9 87.1

$20,000-$29,999 (19.0%) 1.26: 87.9

$30,000-over ( 9.6%) 20.4 79.6

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

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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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 site.

The comparisons that were most significant are summarized herebelow.
There was some 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 was given to area by the under-18 and the over-65 age groups. There
were no significant differences between the attitude of the various age
groups or to the importance of access in site choice.

When sex of the recreationists was considered, it was found that more
importance relatively speaking was given to both area and to access in site
selection by females than was given by males. Significantly, both sexes
gave greater importance to area than to access in this matter.

While there were no significant differences among the classifications
of occupations regarding importance of area in site choice, the retired
persons and the clerical workers tended to give more importance to access
than did other occupation groups. On the other hand, farmers tended to
give 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 characteristics, there were no
significant differences between income classifications concerning the
importance of access. Significantly, concerning area, there was some ten-
dency for middle 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

demographic characteristics really are just minor degrees of difference in
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attitude. The basic conclusion is that area is overwhelmingly more

important than is access in site selection. Even where some sub-group gave
relatively more importance to access than any other sub—groﬁp, 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 specifically the distance
the recreationist is willing to travel from interstate-freeway type highways
to a site for outdoor recreation. Exhibit 39 shows this related to import-
ance of access and Exhibit 40 shows this relative to importance of the area
in site choice. The general patterns are as would be expected with greater
importance given to access by those willing to drive shorter distances.
Even though the contrast is not so pronounced, there is some tendency for
area to be of greater relative importance the farther the distance the recre-
ationist will travel from an interstate. In an absolute sense, a signifi-
cantly greater proportion of all travel distance sub-groups give importance
to area than give importance to access in site choice.

Exhibit 39 provides a specific quantity dimension to the qualitative
expressions of importance of access in site choice. Nearly 50% of those
attributing importance to access in site choice said the maximum distance
they would travel from an interstate was 25 miles or less, and only about
17 percent of those attributing importance to access indicated they would
travel 10 miles or less. Consequently, a substantial portion of those
giving importance to access are actually willing to drive some distance
from the interstate in order to reach a recreational site. When this is
considered in conjunction with the earlier evaluation of greater relative

importance of area and with the relatively strong desire for good connecting
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DISTANCE RECREATIONIST WILL TRAVEL FROM
INTERSTATE BY IMPORTANCE OF ACCESS IN SITE CHOICE
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EXHIBIT 40

DISTANCE RECREATIONIST WILL TRAVEL FROM

INTERSTATE BY IMPORTANCE OF AREA IN SITE CHOICE
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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 seéondary roads
leading to recreational areas, which is a conclusion reached in the section

concerned with route selection.

4.4 Traveler Attitudes Concerning Route Selection

The survey provides data which makes possible the evaluation of traveler
attitudes concerning route selection. The importance 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 selection. The purpose of this section is to
provide greater detail regarding the trip characteristics and demographic
characteristics of those who give importance or no importance to the above
listed aspects of route selection.

Before attention is turned to trip and demographic characteristics, it
is informative to compare the aspects of route selection with the importance
attributed to the recreation area itself in site selection. Exhibit 41
compares those selecting a route on the basis that area is important or not
important and it relates route selection to different highway character-
istics. This exhibit indicates that the majority of those saying that area
is important and those saying area is not important in selecting a route do
not consider the interstate-freeway type highways leading to area as an
important factor. However, a significantly larger proportion of those
saying area is not important give no importance to interstates than those

saying area is important. All 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 characteristics in selecting a route. Of particular interest
were the larger relative percentages expressing great imporfance for avail-
ability of all-weather (secondary) roads leading to the area. In conclusion,
interstate-freeway type highways were not ranked as very important 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 traveler's view concerning area.

Exhibits 42 through 51 provide a great deal of detailed insight
concerning traveler attitude about route selection. They relate the trip
and demographic characteristics to the highway characteristics. The general
conclusion that can be made with regard to route selection is that inter-
state-freeway type highways leading to recreational areas are the least
important determinants in route selection, but the all-weather (secondary)
roads leading to area are the most important factors. Also ranked very high
in importance is the scenic nature of highways leading to area. This is
consistent 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 selection. These exhibits indicate interstates are also relatively
lower in importance in route selection as well.

With the major conclusion already being reported above, the rest of
this section will briefly provide 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 lists the various trip characteristics and the proportion
for each indicating importance or no importance of interstate in route
choice. Significant differences were found as follows: gréater relative
importance was indicated by those whose origin was from out of state, those
who had a round-trip distance greater than 400 miles, those whose primary
type of lodging was camping, and those who had not visited previously.

As for the demographic characteristics of those indicating greater
relative importance of interstate in route choice, Exhibit 43 is informative.
Great relative importance for interstates was indicated by those 18-24 and
45-54 years of age, and those who were females. There were no significant
differences found for other demographic characteristics.

Exhibit 44 shows the various trip characteristics and the proportion
for each indicating importance or no importance of all-weather (secondary)
roads leading to area in choice of route. The significant differences
discovered were as follows: greater relative importance was indicated by
those whose destination was out of state, those whose mode of transportation |
was motor home, those with more than one person on trip, 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 demographic character-
istics. Significant differences were indicated such that greater relative
importance was given by those who were older, those who were professional
technical, craftsmen, or retired, and those above $5,000 of family income.

The importance of scenic highways in route choice is shown in terms of
trip characteristics in Exhibit 46. Significant differences among those
giving greater importance to scenic highways was shown by those whose origins

were from out of state, those whose destination was in border states, those



EXHIBIT 42

THE IMPORTANCE OF INTERSTATE-FREEWAY TYPE HIGHWAYS, IN THE
SELECTION OF A ROUTE TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE

BY SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

80

Trip Proportion Indicating
Characteristics Predominant Observations Important Important

(%) (%)

Origin of Trip In-state (55.9%)=* 61.7 38.3

Border-state (26.8%) 51.5 48.5

Other-state (17.3%) 48.0 52.0

Destination of Trip In-state (91.0%) 57.0 43.0

Border-state ( 4.1%) 49,2 50.8

Other-state { 5.0%) 9231 47.9

Purpose of Trip Outdoor Rec. (74.5%) 57.3 42.7

Duration of Trip No Nights (17.5%) 59,7 40.3

1-2 Nights (23.8%) 54.6 45.4

3-5 Nights (26.0%) 58.2 41.8

6-15 Nights (24.8%) 55.2 44,8

16-More Nights ( 7.9%) 55.0 45.0

Mode of Auto-No Equip. (25.2%) 56.9 43.1

Transportation Auto-Equip. (62.6%) 58.4 41.6

Motor Home ( 8.7%) 45.3 54,7

Number of Persons i ( 4.6%) 59.7 40.3

on Trip 2 (36.8%) 58.1 41.9

3-5 (49.6%) 56.2 43.8

6-more ( 9.0%) 50.7 49.3

Round Trip Distance Up to 200 Miles (45.9%) 58.3 41.7

200-399 Miles (14.9%) 66.8 38.2

400-599 Miles (10.3%) 48.8 5.2

600-799 Miles ( 5.1%) 52.4 47.6

800-999 Miles ( 5.0%) 51,2 48.8

1,000-1,999 Miles (10.9%) 525 47.5

2,000-over ( 7.9%) 50.4 49.6

Primary Type of None (18.6%) 62.0 38.0

Lodging Camping (72.1%) 56.5 43.3

Previous Visitor Yes (66.1%) 59.9 40.1

No (33.9%) 49.5 50.5

Time Weekend (49.0%) 56.5 43.5

Weekday (51.0%) 56.8 43.2

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

Source:

Survey conducted by the Authors.
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EXHIBIT 43

THE IMPORTANCE OF INTERSTATE-FREEWAY TYPE HIGHWAYS IN THE
SELECTION OF A ROUTE TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE
BY SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Demographic Proportion Indicating
Characteristics Predominant Cbservations Not Important Important

(%) (%)

Household Head Yes (78.4%)* ST 42.6

No (21.6%) 53.4 46.6

Age Under 18 ¢ 3.4%) 62.7 37.3

18-24 (10.8%) 47.8 52,2

25-34 (25.8%) 64.7 3543

35-44 (24.2%) 57.1 42.9

45-54 (17.2%) 48.8 51.2

55-64 (10.9%) 56.4 43.6

65 and over ( 7.7%) 54.8 45.2

Sex Male (74.47%) 5941 40.9

Female (25.6%) 49.0 51.0

Race White (98.5%) 56.6 43.4

Education Grade School ( 4.6%) 56.8 43.2

High School (49.9%) 56.9 43.1

Post HS-College (45.4%) 56.5 43.5

Occupation Prof-Tec (33.8%) 59.5 40.5

Farm ( 9.4%) 58.7 41.3

Craft (18.5%) 53.0 47.0

Self-Emp. (10.2%) 56.0 44.0

Retired (13.5%) 52.8 47.2

Income Under $5,000 ( 3.9%) 62.1 37.9

$5,000-$7,499 ( 6.8%) 55.6 44 .4

$7,500-$9,999 (12.5%) 54.8 45.2

$10,000-$14,999 (25.2%) 57.0 43.0

$15,000-$19,999 (23.0%) 53.6 46.4

$20,000-$29,999 (19.0%) 5952 40.8

$30,000-over ( 9.6%) 58.8 41.2

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

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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EXHIBIT 44

THE IMPORTANCE OF ALL-WEATHER (SECONDARY) ROADS IN THE
SELECTION OF A ROUTE TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE
BY SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Trip Proportion Indicating
Characteristics Predominant Observations Not Important Important

(%) (%)

Origin of Trip In-state (55.9%) % 112 88.8

Border-state (26.8%) 7.9 92.1

Other-state (17.3%) 8.1 91.9

Destination of Trip In-state (91.0%) 10.1 89.9

Border-state (4.1 6.7 93.3

Other-state ( 5.0%) 0.0 100.0

Purpose of Trip Outdoor Rec. (74.5%) 9.5 90.5

Duration of Trip No Nights (17.5%) 1947 86.3

1-2 Nights (23.8%) 9.6 90.4

3-5 Nights (26.0%) 10.2 89.8

6-15 Nights (24.8%) 8.6 91.4

16-More Nights ( 7.9%) 5.3 94.7

Mode of Auto-No Equip. (25:27%) 13 86.9

Transportation Auto-Equip. (62.6%) 9.2 90.8

Motor Home ( 8.7%) 6.3 93.7

Number of Persons 1 ( 4.6%) 25.6 74.4

on Trip 2 (36.8%) 10.9 89.1

3-5 (49.6%) 7ol 92.9

6-more ( 9.0%) 14.0 86.0

Round Trip Distance Up to 200 Miles (45.9%) 12.6 87.4

200-399 Miles (14.9%) 6.9 93.1

400-599 Miles (10.3%) 9.4 90.6

600-799 Miles { 5.:1%) 7.1 92.9

800-999 Miles ( 5.0%) 13.6 86.4

1,000-1,999 Miles (10.9%) 6.1 93.9

2,000-over ¢ 7:9%) 7.6 92.4

Primary Type of None (18.6%) 13.4 86.6

Lodging Camping (72.1%) 9.0 91.0

Previous Visitor Yes (66.1%) 10.8 89.2

No (33.9%) 8.6 91.4

Time Weekend (49.0%) 8.9 91.1

Weekday (51.0%) 11.:2 88.8

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

Source:

Survey conducted by the Authors.
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EXHIBIT 45

THE IMPORTANCE OF ALL-WEATHER (SECONDARY) ROADS IN THE, SELECTION
OF A ROUTE TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY
SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Demographic Proportion Indicating
Characteristics Predominant Observations Not Important Important

(%) (%)

Household Head Yes (78.4%)* 10.4 89.6

No (21.6%) 9.0 91.0

Age Under 18 ( 3.4%) 18.6 81l.4

18-24 (10.8%) by e 88.9

25-34 (25.8%) 13.0 87.0

35-44 (24.27%) 8.3 91.7

45-54 (17.2%) 7.4 92.6

55-64 (10.9%) 7.8 92.2

65 and over ( 7.7%) 9.0 91.0

Sex Male (74.4%) 10.6 89.4

Female (25.6%) 8.4 91.6

Race White (98.5%) 9.8 90.2

Education Grade School ( 4.6%) 14.3 85.7

High School (49.9%) 10.9 89.1

Post HS-College (45.4%) 8.8 91.2

Occupation Prof-Tec (33.8%) 6.7 93.3

Farm ( 9.4%) 17.3 82.7

Craft (18.5%) 9.9 90.1

Self-Emp. (10.2%) 14.7 85.3

Retired (13.5%) 8.1 91.9

Income Under $5,000 ( 3.9%) 22.0 78.0

$5,000-$7,499 ( 6.8%) 9.9 90.1

$7,500-$9,999 (12.5%) 12¢6 87.4

$10,000-$14,999 (25.2%) 725 92.5

$15,000-%19,999 (23.0%) 9.0 91.0

$20,000-$29,999 (19.0%) 9.4 90.6

$30,000-over ( 9.6%) 11.4 88.6

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

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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EXHIBIT 46

THE IMPORTANCE OF SCENIC HIGHWAYS IN THE SELECTION OF A ROUTE
TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY
SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Trip Proportion Indicating
Characteristics Predominant Observations Not Important Important

(%) (%)

Origin of Trip In-state (55.9%)* 21.3 78.7

Border-state (26.8%) 14.4 85.6

Other-state (17.3%) 127 87.3

Destination of Trip In-state (91.0%) 18.4 81.6

Border-state (417) 5.0 95.0

Other-state ( 5.0%) 15.1 84.9

Purpose of Trip Outdoor Rec. (74.5%) 18.5 81.5

Duration of Trip No Nights (17.5%) 20.1 79.9

1-2 Nights (23.8%) 17.9 82.1

3-5 Nights (26.0%) 21.1 78.9

6-15 Nights (24.8%) 16.4 83.6

16-More Nights ( 7.9%) 7.6 92.4

Mode of Auto-No Equip. (25.2%) 13.1 86.9

Transportation Auto-Equip. (62.6%) 9.2 90.8

Motor Home ( 8.7%) 6.3 93.7

Number of Persons 1 ( 4.6%) 31L.2 68.8

on Trip 2 (36.8%) 18.5 81.5

3-5 (49.6%) 1657 83.3

6-more ( 9.0%2) 17.4 82.6

Round Trip Distance Up to 200 Miles (45.9%) 22.0 78.0

200-399 Miles (14.9%) 24.1 75.9

400-599 Miles (10.3%) 12.9 87.1

600-799 Miles ( 5.172) Fool 92.9

800-999 Miles ( 5.0%) 14.6 85.4

1,000-1,999 Miles (10.9%) 14.0 86.0

2,000-over ( 7.9%2) 6.9 93.1

Primary Type of None (18.6%) 18.4 81.6

Lodging Camping (72.1%) 17.8 82.2

Previous Visitor Yes (66.1%) 19.7 80.3

No (33.9%) 15.4 84.6

Time Weekend (49.0%) 16.1 83.9

Weekday (51.0%) 207 79.3

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

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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whose duration of trip was longer, those with over one person on trip, 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 characteristics as they relate to the
importance or no importance of scenic highways in route choice. There were
no significant differences found among those observations. Demographic
characteristics apparently do not need to be considered when evaluating the
importance of scenic highways to outdoor recreationists.

Exhibit 48 displays the trip characteristics 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 demographic characteristics is shown in Exhibit 49. The only
demographic characteristic displaying significant differences was the larger
percentage of females giving importance to directness.

Exhibit 50 lists the various trip characteristics and the proportion
for each indicating importance or no importance of services in route
selection. Significantly greater importance was indicated by those with
the following trip characteristics: one 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 categories 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 indicated for other demographic characteristics.

In conclusion, interstate-freeway type highways do not seem to be a

high priority consideration that is greatly important to the outdoor
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EXHIBIT 47

THE IMPORTANCE OF SCENIC HIGHWAYS IN THE SELECTION OF A ROUTE
TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY
SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Demographic Proportion Indicating
Characteristics Predominant Observations Not Important Important

(%) (%)

Household Head Yes (78.4%)* 17.9 8251

No (21.6%) 18.5 81.5

Age Under 18 ( 3.4%) 27.6 72.4

18-24 (10.8%) 15.6 84.4

25-34 (25.8%) 18.6 81l.4

35-44 (24.2%) 17.8 82.2

45-54 (17.2%) 19.0 81.0

55-64 (10.9%) 16.8 83.2

65 and over CTT%) 17.8 82.2

Sex Male (74.4%) 18.9 81.1

Female (25.6%) 16.2 83.8

Race White (98.5%) 18.4 81.6

Education Grade School ( 4.6%) 18.7 81.3

High School (49.9%) 18.3 81.7

Post HS-College (45.4%) 18.0 82.0

Occupation Prof-Tec (33.8%) 16.2 83.8

Farm ( 9.4%) 21,7 78.3

Craft (18.5%) 17.1 82.9

Self-Emp. (10.2%) 25,3 74.7

Retired (13.5%) 17.2 82.8

Income Under $5,000 ( 3.9%) £S5 84.5

$5,000-87,499 ( 6.8%) 15.8 84.2

$7,500-$9,999 (12.5%) 13.9 86.1

$10,000-$14,999 (25.2%) 17.8 82.2

$15,000-$19,999 (23.0%) 19.9 80.1

$20,000-$29,999 (19.0%) 17.4 82.6

$30,000-over ( 9.6%) 25.5 74.5

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

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.



THE IMPORTANCE OF DIRECTNESS TO DESTINATION IN THE SELECTION OF
A ROUTE TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY
SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

EXHIBIT 48

87

Trip Proportion Indicating
Characteristics Predominant Observations Important Important

(%) (%)

Origin of Trip In-state (55.9%Z)% 26.3 730

Border-state (26.8%) 29.7 70.3

Other-state (17.3%) 3145 68.5

Destination of Trip In-state (91.0%) 28.0 72.0

Border-state ( 4.17%) 26.2 73.8

Other-state ( 5.0%) 34.2 65.8

Purpose of Trip Outdoor Rec. (74.5%) 28.5 71.5

Duration of Trip No Nights (17.5%) 29.4 70.6

1-2 Nights (23.8%) 237 76.3

3-5 Nights (26.0%) 28.9 Tl L

6-15 Nights (24.8%) 30.0 70.0

16-More Nights ( 7.9%) 33.6 66.4

Mode of Transportation Auto-No Equip. (25.2%) 28.1 71.9

Auto-Equip. (62.6%) 26.9 7351

Motor Home ( 8.7%) 34.8 65.2

Number of Persons 1 ( 4.6%) 44:2 55.8

on Trip 2 (36.8%) 30.3 69.7

3-5 (49.67%) 26.0 74.0

6-more ( 9.0%) 24.7 75.3

Round Trip Distance Up to 200 Miles (45.9%) 26.2 7338

200-399 Miles (14.9%) 30.5 69.5

400-599 Miles (10.3%) 30.0 70.0

600-799 Miles ( 5.1%) 2751 7239

800-999 Miles ( 5.0%) 29.6 70.4

1,000-1,999 Miles (10.9%) 34.8 65.2

2,000-over ( 7.9%) 2745 125

Primary Type of None (18.6%) 28.9 71

Lodging Camping (72.1%) 28.0 7250

Previous Visitor Yes (66.1%) 29.1 70.9

No (33.9%) 27 32 72.8

Time Weekend (49.0%) 2652 7348

Weekday (51.0%) 30.6 69.4

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

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.



88

EXHIBIT 49

THE IMPORTANCE OF DIRECTNESS TO DESTINATION IN THE SELECTION
OF A ROUTE TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY
SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Demographic Proportion Indicating
Characteristics Predominant Observations Not Important Important

(%) (%)

Household Head Yes (78.4%)* 28.6 71.4

No (21.62%) 27.0 73.0

Age Under 18 ( 3.4%) 35.1 64.9

18-24 (10.8%) 25.0 75.0

25-34 (25.8%) 25.0 75.0

35-44 (24.2%) 29.2 70.8

45-54 (17.2%) 27.9 72:1

55-64 (10.9%) 29.2 70.8

65 and over (7:7%) 37.4 62.6

Sex Male (74.4%) 29.7 70.3

Female (25.6%) 24.3 75.7

Race White (98.5%) 28.6 71.4

Education Grade School ( 4.672) 30.1 69.9

High School (49.9%) 27.3 712:7

Post HS-College (45.4%) 29.7 70.3

Occupation Prof-Tec (33.8%) 26.2 73.8

Farm ( 9.4%) 31.8 68.2

Craft (18.5%) 28.9 71. 1

Self-Emp. (10.2%) 27.5 72.5

Retired (13.5%) 29.9 70.1

Income Under $5,000 ( 3.9%) 30.9 69.1

$5,000-$7,499 ( 6.8%) 27.6 72.4

$7,500-%9,999 (12.5%) 28.7 7343

$10,000-$14,999 (25.2%) 28.2 71.8

$15,000-$19,999 (23.0%) 30.8 69.2

$20,000-$29,999 (19.0%) 2557 74.3

$30,000-over ( 9.6%) 31.5 68.5

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

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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EXHIBIT 50

THE IMPORTANCE OF AVAILABILITY OF TRAVELER SERVICES IN THE
SELECTION OF A ROUTE TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY
SELECTED TRIP CHARACTERISTICS

Trip Proportion Indicating
Characteristics Predominant Observations Not Important Important

(%) (%)

Origin of Trip In-state (55.9%)* 32.9 67.1

Border-state (26.8%) 28.2 718

Other-state (17.3%) 31.2 68.8

Destination of Trip In-state (91.0%) 32.5 67.5

Border-state ( 4.1%) 2303 76.7

Other-state ( 5.0%) 30.1 69.9

Purpose of Trip Qutdoor Rec. (74.5%) 32.6 67.4

Duration of Trip No Nights (17.5%) 37.5 62.5

1-2 Nights (23.8%) 27.8 7252

3-5 Nights (26.0%) 34.5 65.5

6-15 Nights (24.8%) 28.5 71:5

16-More Nights ( 7.9%) 30.0 70.0

Mode of Auto-No Equip. (25.2%) 33.5 66.5

Transportation Auto-Equip. (62.67%) 30.8 69.2

Motor Home (. 8.7%) 31.0 69.0

Number of Persons 1 ( 4.6%) 46.8 532

on Trip 2 (36.8%) 34.9 65.1

3-5 (49.6%) 28.7 7453

6-more ( 9.0%) 24.5 7535

Round Trip Distance Up to 200 Miles (45.9%) 32.7 67:.3

200-399 Miles (14.9%) 31.4 68.6

400-599 Miles (10.3%) 321 67.9

600-799 Miles ¢ 5:47%) 22.6 7744

800-999 Miles ( 5.0%) 2745 72.5

1,000-1,999 Miles (10.9%) 352 64.8

2,000-over ( 7.9%) 29.0 71,0

Primary Type of None (18.6%) 37.7 62.3

Lodging Camping (72.1%) 30.5 69.5

Previous Visitor Yes (66.1%) 33.6 66.4

No (33.9%) 28.6 714

Time Weekend (49.0%) 28.6 71.4

Weekday (51.0%) 34.6 65.4

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

Source:

Survey conducted by the Authors.
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EXHIBIT 51

THE IMPORTANCE OF AVAILABILITY OF TRAVELER SERVICES IN THE
SELECTION OF A ROUTE TO AN OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL SITE BY
SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Demographic Proportion Indicating
Characteristics Predominant Observations Not Important Important

(%) (%)

Household Head Yes (78.47%)* 33.0 67.0

No (21.6%) 25.8 74.2

Age Under 18 ( 3.4%) 30.5 69.5

18-24 (10.8%) 24.7 75.3

25-34 (25.8%) 31451 68.9

35-44 (24.2%) 35.5 64.5

45-54 (17.2%) 32.7 67.3

55-64 (10.9%) 29.9 70.1

65 and over C 7571%) 32.3 67.7

Sex Male (74.4%) 34.1 65.9

Female (25.6%) 24.8 7552

Race White (98.5%) 32.0 68.0

Education Grade School ( 4.6%) 31.1 68.9

High School (49.9%) 29.7 70.3

Post HS-College (45.4%) 33.8 66.2

Occupation Prof-Tec (33.8%) 32.9 67.1

Farm ( 9.4%) 34.9 65.1

Craft (18.5%) 28.6 71.4

Self-Emp. (10.2%) 3357 66.3

Retired (13.5%) 29.4 70.6

Income Under $5,000 ( 3.9%) 35.1 64.9

$5,000-$7,499 ( 6.8%) 27.0 73.0

$7,500-$9,999 (12.5%) 28.1 71.9

$10,000-$14,999 (25.2%) 32.6 67.4

$15,000-$19,999 (23.0%) 35.8 64.2

$20,000-$29,999 (19.0%) 30.7 69.3

$30,000-over ( 9.6%) 34.9 65.1

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

Source: Survey conducted by the Authors.
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recreationist in route choice. The availability of all-weather (secondary)
roads leading to area is given greater importance. This is the clear indi-
cation since 90.5 percent of those whose purpose is outdoor;recreation give
importance to all-weather roads, while only 42.7 percent of them give
importance to interstate-freeway type highways. 1In practically all sub-
categories of both trip and demographic characteristics, a majority propor-
tion indicates little or no importance of interstates in route choice. The
only trip characteristics where a majority indicated interstates were
important in route choice were where origin was from other states (52.0%),
where destination was in border states (50.8%), where mode of transportation
was motor home (54.7%), and where round-trip distance was 400-599 miles.

As for demographic characteristics, the importance of interstates in route
choice was expressed only by those whose age was 18-24 (52.2%) and 45-54
(51.2%), and by the female respondent (51.0%). 1In contrast very large
majorities of all sub-groups for both trip and demographic characteristics
indicated importance of all-weather (secondary) roads in route choice.

4.5 Comparison of Various Types of Outdoor Recreation As to Attitude, Trip
Characteristics, and Demographic Characteristics

The main 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, camping,
boating-skiing-swimming, 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 was to determine the importance
of access to interstate-type highways and the importance of the area itself
in site choice. Exhibit 52 shows that 55.3 percent say access is of little
or no importance while 44.8 percent say it is important in their decision.
Interestingly, only 9.3 percent said access was of great importance. 1In
contrast, 86.6 percent said the area itself was important and only 13.4 per-
cent said it was of little or no importance. It is especially noteworthy
that while 63.5 percent said the area itself was very important, only 6.3
percent said it was not important. The indication 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 minority did
attribute importance to access in choice of site.

The division of outdoor recreationists into various types of outdoor
recreation activities does not add a great deal of information. The data
does not indicate a great deal of variation in attitude about the relative
importance of access and area among the recreation types. The major
differences seem to be that hiking-backpackers give relatively less
importance to access and relatively more to area; hunters give relatively
less importance to both access and area; and boating-skiing-swimmers give
relatively more importance to area.

Some insight into the outdoor recreationists' desire for access is
provided by Exhibit 53, which shows the maximum distance they will travel
from the interstate for outdoor recreation. The breakdown of this shows
that 8.8% said they would travel a maximum of less than 10 miles; 23.9 per-
cent said their maximum was 11-25 miles; nearly a third or 30.5 percent
said 26-50 miles; 16.87% indicated 51-100 miles; and 20 percent said over

100 miles. 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 éach recreation
type compared to the frequency distribution of all other recreation types,
significant differences at the .05 level of significance were found for
hiking-backpacking, fishing, hunting, camping and boating-skiing-swimming.
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 concerning 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 distances from the interstates. However, the most important
conclusion seems to be that those concerned with locating interstates
relative to recreation areas can concern themselves primarily with outdoor
recreationists as a group and not with the sub-groups of specific recre-
ation types.

The desire for availability of traveler services in recreational areas
is shown in Exhibit 54. Traveler services were defined on the questionnaire
as restaurants, motels, service stations, 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.

However, Chi-square tests indicate that significant differences exist

at the .05 level between all recreation types and each of the following
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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 desire for more traveler services and for campers io 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 shown in Exhibit 55. Such trip characteristics as origin of trip,
duration of trip, number of persons on trip, round-trip 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 contrasts between the recreation types. For all types of recrea-
tionists, 56.2 percent were from in state and the most significant contrasts
were that 57.4 percent of those visiting historic sites were from out of
state and 51.5 percent of those camping 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 major differences by specific type
were the 79.4 percent of hunters staying five days or less and the 57.7
percent of those visiting historic sites and the 61.6 percent of those
camping staying five days or less.

Recognizing that Exhibit 55 speaks for itself, the final point to be
emphasized concerns round-trip distance. Among 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 miles.
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 recreation type. This exhibit is structured much like the
previous exhibit and the percentages reflect the contrasts between the
recreation types. For all recreation types 60.4 percent were over 35 years
of age while 71.0 percent of the campers, only 52.0 percent of the hikers-
backpackers and only 52.3 percent of the boaters-skiiers-swimmers were over
35 years old.

With regard to the sex of the recreationists, 74.5 percent of all types
were male 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 and other non-whites are not a significant
portion of those participating in outdoor recreation at sites in Arkansas.

The most frequently observed level of education was the 55.3 percent
of all recreationists being high school graduates or less. The major con-
trasting sub-types were hiking-backpacking and those visiting historical
sites with 56.3 percent and 52.3 percent, respectively, having educations
above high school. With regard to occupation, the most frequently observed
was professional, technical, or managerial for each and every recreation
type.

The final demographic characteristic analyzed was income with 51.6
percent of all recreation types being above $15,000 family income. 1In fact,
the majority of each recreation type was above this income level. Outdoor
recreation seems to be an activity predominantly attractive to higher income
people. 1In fact, only 23.4 percent had family incomes lower than $10,000.
Comparisons among recreation types indicate that the types having higher
percentages in the above-$15,000 income category were: boaters-skiiers-

swimmers; hunters; and hikers-backpackers.
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A brief summary of the major findings of this evaluation of recreation
types is in order. It was found that all recreation types placed signifi-
cantly greater importance upon the area itself than upon access in site
choice. Future analysis of recreationists' preferences concerning this may
not need to be divided into various types but can concentrate more on out-
door recreation as a whole. All groups seemed willing to travel substantial
distances from the interstates to find a good site. A majority indicated
they felt no more traveler services were needed. There were significant
differences between the recreation types as to trip characteristics and
demographic characteristics. Perhaps most interesting of the trip charac-
teristic differences were 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 income people, the relatively high frequency of professional,
technical, or managerial occupation group, the very low percent of non-
whites, and the significantly higher percentage of campers being older than
was found for other recreation groups.

4.6 Comparison of Attitudes and Characteristics of Visitors to Different
Types of Outdoor Recreation Areas

A comparison of the visitors' attitudes and characteristics by
different type of outdoor recreation area is made in this section. Also
evaluated is the relative importance of access and area to the visitors of
each type of outdoor recreation area. The types of areas compared are as
follows: state parks, national parks, national forests, Corps of Engineers
areas, national wildlife refuges, and primitive camps. As explained in
Chapter III where the survey techniques were outlined, areas readily access-

ible by interstate were paired with areas with comparable facilities remote
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to such highways. The purpose of this was to provide a balanced view for
each type of recreation area. A later section will compare those areas near
to those far from interstate-freeway type highways. The objective in this
section is to compare the different 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 importance while 44.9 percent say it is important
in their choice of a site. It is particularly significant to compare this
with the 86.6 percent who said area was important in their decision. In

fact 63.5 percent said area was very important while only 6.3 percent said

area was not important. Although a sizeable minority attributed importance
to access in site choice, it is the area itself that is more important.

This brief review for all outdoor recreations provides the perspective
for evaluating the visitors to each type of outdoor recreation area. A
pattern essentially like that for all recreationists was found for each
area type. The area that seemed to be less important to visitors was the
national wildlife refuges. Interestingly, access to interstates was
reported as being of little or no importance to a significantly greater
degree by visitors to national wildlife refuges than was found for the other
type areas. In fact, 47.1 percent said access was simply of no importance
to them. Apparently, the visitors to national wildlife refuges do not
really care for much alteration in the natural environment as compared to
visitors to other areas.

Since visitors to national wildlife refuges had such a significant
difference from the visitors to other type areas, it might be interesting
to evaluate the maximum distance they will travel from the interstate for

outdoor recreation. Appendix Table A-53 shows that 39.0 percent would
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travel over 100 miles, which is about twice the proportion for all
recreationists surveyed. Only 4.1 percent said their maximum travel was
less than 25 miles, while in contrast 32.7 percent of all outdoor recrea-
tionists surveyed said this. 1In conclusion, visitors to national wildlife
refuges are individualistic in that they are quite significantly different
from other recreationists in their lack of desire for interstate~freeway
type highways to be located near their outdoor recreation areas.

Exhibit 58 shows the most frequently observed trip characteristics by
visitors to recreation areas. The trip characteristics 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
visit. As can be observed in this exhibit, 56.2 percent of all visitors to
recreation areas were from in state, and the most significant contrasts were
the 98.4 percent and 90.6 percent, respectively, that were in-state visitors
in primitive camps and national wildlife refuges. On the other hand 58.5
percent of the visitors 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 visitors to all
type areas stayed five days or less. The most significant differences were
the 54.9 percent of visitors to national parks who stayed 6 or more days,
and the 97.4 percent and 82.8 percent, respectively, that stayed 5 or less
days at national wildlife refuges and primitive camps.

It is recognized that Exhibit 58 clearly demonstrates for itself the
major contrasts between visitors to different type areas. It is certainly
noteworthy that visitors to national wildlife refuges, primitive camps, and
national parks tend to vary most from the averages for all type areas.

Visitors to national wildlife refuges and primitive camps tend to vary in
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one direction from the average while visitors to national parks vary the
other direction. In view of the earlier reported views of visitors to
national wildlife refuges concerning their relative lack offdesire for
access to interstates, it is particularly worth noting that they also tend
to a greater degree than others to originate in state, stay shorter time,
have shorter round-trip distances, have been a previous visitor, and be a
weekday visitor. These tendencies perhaps account for their relative lack
of interest in having access to interstate-freeway type highways.

Exhibit 59 provides insight into the most frequently observed demo-
graphic characteristics by type of recreation area. The structure of this
exhibit is essentially the same as the previous exhibit with the percentages
reflecting the contrasts between the visitors to different types of recre-
ation areas. It is shown that for all visitors, 60.4 percent were over 35
years of age with rather significant differences among the different type
areas. Visitors to national parks and Corps of Engineers areas tended to
be over 35 years of age, with 71.6 percent and 67.9 percent, respectively.
On the other hand, 50.7 percent of the visitors to national forests were
under 35 years of age. Also, visitors to national wildlife refuges and
primitive camps tended to be younger with only 53.0 percent and 53.2 per-
cent, respectively, being over 35 years of age.

The most significant difference in the proportion of male participants
was the 99.1 percent of visitors to national wildlife refuges. This is in
contrast to the 74.5 percent of all visitors to all areas who were males.
Consistent with the earlier overview of survey, practically all visitors to
each of the type areas were white. Although the percent is insignificant
statistically, the raw data indicates a slightly larger percentage of non-

white visitors to national parks than to other type areas.
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The major differences in educational level were the 61.2 percent and
64.1 percent, respectively, of visitors to national wildlife refuges and
primitive camps who were high school or lower in educationai attainment.
This can be compared to the 55.3 percent of all visitors who had attained
high school or less. Although 33.3 percent of all visitors to all type
areas were professional technical in occupation type, only 22.3 percent and
21.8 percent, respectively, of visitors to national wildlife refuges and
primitive camps were in this occupation group. Finally, visitors to
national wildlife refuges tended to be higher income people than visitors
to other areas in that 62.4 percent had incomes over $15,000. 1In contrast,
only 51.6 percent of all visitors had family incomes exceeding $15,000.

The exhibit comparing demographic characteristics continues the pattern
of differences which has been noted throughout this section for the visitors
to national wildlife refuges. In relative comparison to the visitors to
other areas, they tend to be younger, males, white, less formally educated,
and higher income.

The major findings of this evaluation of visitors to different type
areas is summarized below. Visitors to all type areas placed significantly
greater importance upon the area itself than upon access in site choice.

It may be advisable to divide the visitors into those visiting different
type sites in evaluating attitudes apd preferences. Of particular signif-
icance were the differences in the characteristics of visitors to national
wildlife refuges. These particular visitors placed even less importance
upon access by interstates <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>