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JL he method available to planners of 

parks and outdoor recreation areas have 
been revolutionized within the last decade. 
Whether or not the planners have made the 
most use possible of the new techniques is 
not clear. Certainly they would have had to 
re-orient their basic concepts and adopt a 
more sophisticated approach to the subject 
than had been possible in the early 1950's. 
The radical changes that have become pos­
sible in planning offer the best possibility 
of providing solutions to such conflicts as 
those between use and preservation that 
haunt park managers. These conflicts still 
burst forth into public debate from time to 
time. The means to find the solutions exist; 
planners must have the wit to use them. 

The new approaches to planning are 
growing out of research techniques now 
being developed in the field of recreation. 
Contributions to these techniques are being 
made by workers from many academic dis­
ciplines. It is the purpose of this paper to 

trace the development of one aspect of the 
new methods; the study of the demand for 
outdoor recreation and particularly some 
of the methods by which demand may be 
measured and how the resulting knowledge 
could be utilized. 

Many parks people claimed and some 
still claim, that the research techniques in 
recreation could not be accomplished. In 
moments of great condescension some 
maintained that even if the research efforts 
were successful they would be but scienti­
fic oddities. Parks existed in nature and no 
amount of sophisticated enquiry could 
change that fact. The large sums of money 
now being invested in this research indi­
cate that there has been some success and 
that further success is expected. This 
success came about when people rather 
than natural resources became the focal 
point of study. Research into recreation 
demand will not assist in any way in the 
identification of another Banff. It will 

assist in guiding the development and use 
of such a park. 

The great pressures that people placed 
upon the limited supply of recreational r e ­
sources aided the cause of scientific in­
quiry. These pressures forced a r e ­
examination of the methods by which parks 
were located and developed. Clawson2 was 
one of the first to recognize in public 
that the possible demand for outdoor r ec ­
reation would rapidly outstrip the ability 
of all areas to supply the space and facili­
ties required. The problem resolved itself 
into such basic questions as whether all 
parks were alike, were they to be developed 
in like fashion, and were they all to be 
eroded by excess use. The logical ap­
proach was to determine what the pres­
sures generated by an increasingly affluent 
society would be and what rational r e ­
source development policies could be 
established to achieve the joint goals of 
scenic preservation and recreational use. 
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Initial work in recreation demand was 
concerned with predicting the total number 
of visitor-days that a given area would be 
called upon to accommodate in a given 
year.l Under this concept all people or 
all groups of people visiting a park were 
assumed to be seeking the same experi­
ences. In this way a market could be said 
to exist for a park such as Banff National 
Park. A later approach looked at the de­
mand for each activity. Under this con­
cept there was a market for camping, 
fishing, swimming, and so on. Demand was 
expressed in terms of a projected number 
of activity days for each activity. The 
planning problem became one of finding 
space and providing facilities to take care 
of the volume of use indicated by the pro­
jection. The nature of the task faced by 
the planner in these circumstances was 
stated succinctly by Ellis andVanDoren. 

The planner concerned with recrea­
tional demand is faced with two tasks. 
One is the problem of measuring de­
mand levels for various outdoor activ-
ties in the future. However, he must 
also determine what spatial distri­
butions the demand may take. The 
recreational system for a given activ­
ity presents a spatial pattern resulting 
from a complex interaction among 
people, facilities, resources and 
space. A change in any one of these, 
such as the conversion of resources 
to facilities by planning action, will 
distort this pattern. It is very im­
portant the planners and others in the 
recreational field be able to deter­
mine in advance what shape such dis-
tortions are likely to have, what mag­
nitudes they might be, and to evaluate 
whether the distortions are beneficial 
or not. 

The State of Kansas in a recent review 
of recreation concluded that: 
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Two factors appear particularly sig­
nificant in determining the future 
recreational needs of the state: total 
attendance and participation by type 
activity. 

A study carried out by the University of 
Utah for the State Planning Program? ex­
amined the participation ratio for indi­
vidual activities. The survey covered a 
random sample of the state's adult popula­
tion. 

A third course for measuring recreation 
demand is now beginning to gain recogni­
tion. Instead of looking at total volume of 
visitors or at the expected participation in 
individual activities, interest is being fo­
cus sed on the mix of activities that con­
stitute a given recreational experience. 
Johnson put the problem this way: 

We have had trouble understanding the 
demand pattern stemming from the 
Commission's focus on individual 
recreation activities. Its studies 
measured use . . . and use (or partici­
pation) in one year. Changing interests 
in the recreation product-mix are 
inadequately reflected in projections 
made from this static base. 

In a slightly different context Wolfed con­
cluded a study on recreational travel by 
noting: 

A final point: It is extremely likely 
that the patterns of highway use are 
markedly different for cottagers, 
campers, day-visitors, and commer­
cial guests. If this proves to be true, 
it is easy to see how complex the 
problem becomes of predicting the 
effect of a new highway on traffic 
patterns. The mix will be different, 
the traffic patterns will be different. 

The key to the proper framework within 
which to study recreational demand was 
first outlined by Clawson.l At that time 
he developed the concept of the recrea­
tional experience which he defined as a 
package deal. It is now clear that the de­
mand for any particular park which is, 
after all, a complex of resources and fa­
cilities is a number of different demands 
made up of the variety of activities that 
people may participate in at the site. 

If we assume a park that offers facili­
ties (or opportunities) for camping, swim­
ming, picnicking, water-skiing, fishing, 
hiking, and wilderness travel, we can 
hypothesize several demand schedules. 

First of all there will be the demand 
for the park as a whole. This demand will 
show the total number of visitors that may 
be expected under certain conditions of 
development and accessibility. It will not 
give a clear picture of the pressures that 
will be placed upon any given facility with­
in the area. A second set of demand 

schedules will predict the pressure for 
each individual activity within the area; 
it will not tell us how the different activity 
demands relate to each other. 

It is very likely that the demand for 
each of the various combinations of activ­
ities that are possible will be different. 
If this assumption is correct, then the de­
mand for long-term camping and fishing 
will be different from that for long-term 
camping and swimming and so on. A de­
mand for long-term camping will tell 
little about the other variables included 
within the experience and could in effect, 
provide misinformation which would r e ­
sult in faulty planning and development— 
a misallocation of the resources available. 
Demand information developed on this 
approach should be the major product of 
any demand study. 

We are thus faced with the obvious con­
clusions that each park or recreation area 
serves a variety of markets. While it is 
true that a general market for recreation 
could be described in the same way that an 
automobile market can be illustrated, such 
a market only sets the broad parameters 
within which the individual entrepreneur or 
manager must operate. As the automobile 
market is subdivided by such items in a 
variety of combinations as bodytype, body 
style, engine type, engine power, color, 
size, power accessories, radios, tape r e ­
corders, and so on, the recreational 
market is broken down into a wide variety 
of activity and interest combinations that 
constitute the particular experience sought 
at any given time. 

A family's or an individual's preference 
for a particular automobile combination 
probably changes very slowly over time. 
The same group's preference for a recrea­
tional experience can change quite radi­
cally. The experience sought in a few hours 
afterwork on a summer evening will be 
different from that sought on a Sunday, on 
a weekend or on a vacation. Thus a group 
may constitute part of several recreational 
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markets at approximately the same time. 
In the analysis of data collected through 
the various facility-user studies being 
done as part of the Canadian Outdoor 
Recreation Demand Study, the combination 
of activities participated in during a par­
ticular visit will be examined. The analysis 
will be in terms of relating activity com­
plexes to type of trip, type of accommoda­
tion, length of stay and socio-economic 
characteristic of the user. The detailed 
analysis may indicate that some of these 
variables are not significant, but until the 
analysis has been carried out, they cannot 
be rejected. 

The variety of data being collected and 
analyzed will permit the development and 
testing of a number of mathematical mod­
els. The use of models in recreation r e ­
search is relatively new but the results 
that have been obtained to date indicate that 
such a procedure can be extremely use­
ful. The early models developed by 
Clawson,2 Trice and Wood,** Ullman and 
Volk12 and TaylorlO were based largely 
on population and distance. More variables 
have been added through the work of 
Knetsch,° Ellis and Van Doren5 and 
others. In a slightly different context, 
the work of Crampon,4 WolfeJ-3 ancj 
Comes, 3 indicate the application of sim­
ilar principles to the wider field of all 
recreational travel. 

Before an adequate system of park and 
recreation areas can be planned and de­
veloped, it will be necessary to identify 
as many of the separate markets as is 
possible. It is through the development of 
suitable models that the multiplicity of 
markets involved will be defined. This 
identification will only come about over a 
long period of time but the eventual goal 
should never be lost. As the markets 
become known and the mechanism by which 

they operate are understood, it will be 
possible to make more rational allocations 
of resources to recreation. The differen­
tiation between areas on a functional 
basis will be possible with the result that 
some areas will be able to be set aside 
for preservation while others will cater 
to more active recreation. 

In addition these models will make it 
possible to test in advance the effects of 
a change in any of the related variables. 
The resulting information will enable 
planners to try out changes they propose, 
and also to be prepared for changes in 
pressures on the resource that may be 
caused by factors beyond the control of 
the particular agency concerned. 

Parks which are dedicated for one 
specific purpose now have to be used for 
many purposes. The stated objectives of the 
area set forth one goal, the actual practices 
in the area often indicated something quite 
different. The end product is confusion 
in the public mind and disputes between 
managers, groups of visitors and com­
mercial interests. These dichotomous, 
trichotomous, or even worse situations 
will haunt park planners and managers 
until there is an understanding of the mar­
ket mechanism. The subsequent transla­
tions of that understanding into a system 
of parks and recreation areas that will 
provide the widest possible range of op­
portunities as a reflection of the markets 
should be the goal of all park planners. 
There are broader applications of the 
concepts of recreational demand than in 
planning a system of park and recreation 
areas. The same principles apply to any 
aspect of the use of leisure time. People 
who are charged with the management of a 
community recreation program, of a cul­
tural program, of a tourist development 
program, face exactly the same problems 

as do those who must manage the outdoor 
recreation areas. They are vitally in­
terested in the markets they serve and can 
serve; how to measure them and how to 
predict their future behavior as changes 
are made in any of the variables that play 
upon the market operation. 

In all cases they serve a multiplicity of 
markets. There is not a single tourist 
market any more than there is a single 
park one. There are a great many markets, 
each requiring its own particular product 
combination for the satisfaction of the 
people involved. 

Hence when conferences such as this 
one are held to discuss a particular kind 
of park, the participants must not only look 
inwards at the particular object under ex­
amination, they must also look outward at 
the broad spectrum of leisure. Unless they 
take this broad look their approach to the 
problem may well be myopic. Each of the 
many constituent parts of leisure is im­
portant enough for independent study and 
discussion, but the wider perspective must 
be maintained, lest the whole pantheon of 
relationships that exist within leisure be 
overlooked. 

The decision of an individual or a group 
to enter a particular segment of the leisure 
market at a given time is the result of the 
interplay of many variables, some known 
and some unknown. At times the decision 
may be to attend the theatre, to go swim­
ming, to stay home. The result of any de­
cision is to place a demand upon a partic­
ular complex of facilities and resources 
and not to place a demand upon all others. 
It is through an understanding of how these 
individual decisions reflect in group 
activity that effective plans and develop­
ment for the use of leisure time will be 
achieved in an age where the problems of 
leisure and the means to utilize it are of 
increasing, possibly of vital importance. 
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