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INTRODUCTION 

Recently, planning literature has barraged its read­

ers with the topic of goals and goal setting. One finds 

however that this process\ deemed essential for meaningful 

planning, differs from source to source. Additionally, 

it seems definitive works on the aspects of actual plann­

ing methodology are lacking. Sackman (1972) defines this 

plea for literature on planning methodology: 

11Although planning literature is immense. spill­
ing over into almost eve'C7 imaginable £1eld of 
social endeavor, the literature on plannin~ 
methodology is conspicious by its absence. (p. 17) 

Throughout the first half of this paper the author shall 

compare various planning philosophies and their .views 

on goal setting and the problems it presents, ending with 

justification for the selection of one particular method. 

The second half' will be de·1oted to the analysis and outcome 

of this particular method--social research; used by the 

author in recent research studying the preferences of 

users at Lassen Volcanic National Park. 

• 
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REVIEW OF LITErtATURE 

Gold (1973) describes a goal as "an end to which a design 

trends, a direction not a destination, an idea l expressed in 

abstract terms, a value to be sought after, not an object 

to be achieved." (Appendix) Gold feels that historically 

goals have been by passed in the fever of planni~g. Too often, 

planners would leap into the process without distinguiehing 

the communities preferences and values or aspirations. This 

led to conflict and duplicatio·• of et fort; resulting in pro­

grams which failed to accomplish their intended purposes. 

If however, one agrees that pla!ming deala with the future, 

developing alternatives for n~re rational decisions, then 

planning ought to be representative of what people want and 

creative in projecting what might be. Goals are such state­

roente of highly desirable_ conditions towards which a society 

should be directed as opposed to objectives ldlich are the 

realistic element determining what is possible for attainment. 

Gold (1973) suggests Rocert Young's model for meaning-

rul planning: 

"l) Establish perimeter of concern; 2} Establish a 
range or choice; 3) Examination of relationship or 
goals; 4) Relative examination or goals or sets of 
goals; 5) Establish of goals as policy•" (p. 78) 

Simply stated then planning may be described as the process 

or devining goals and designing means by which they ti:ay be 

achieved. This process involves continual analysis of alter-

!t· 
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native methods to reach goals. 

Gold suggest the method of social researoh due to the tact 

that goals are conditioned by the values which members of the 

community, collectively or indi· idually, hold to be important. 

Such research will measure and analyize thes• values and test 

various goals and objectives for corrununity support. Addition­

ally, Gold suggest different quantitative methods but warns 

that, though valuable, these techniques must not totally sub­

stitute human imagination, perception and commitment neceaaar7 

to solve problems. These quantitative methods will be diecuseod 

later in the paper. 

Faludi (1973) defines goals in such a fashion that the 

planning structure is seen as nothing more than the de1ir&d 

goal plus the impediment to obtaining that goal. However, 

he suggests that the environm1~nt has no problems, only people 

do. This leads to a tension relationship in that both in­

dividuals and organizations exist for the attainment of cer­

tain ends and when i mpediments to their objectives are dis­

covered, they experience tension alike. Thia tension is the 

motivationg element to r emove the s ource which is what problem 

solving means. 

But Faludi warns that g()al attainment ia not simple. 

He suggests that for any goal there may be several paths to 

successful attainment. Formulating an objective, most often 

requires a selection between alternate methods of achieving 
I 

the goal to wh ich it r el a. t e- s. Thia planning problem involves 

evoking other er'-teria than lust a choice b• tween tvo goa1a 
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when one chooses a direction between them. This could be 

done by adding one's personal prererence to a choice. 

Immediat~r one confronts the problem of evaluating the original 

goals in turn and the worth of each. Faludi ~eels this argu­

ment will either appear to have no end or, that one muat 

invoke some notion of 11ultim!lte goals." Faludi explains 

this is a dilemena because there seems to be no basis for de-

claring anything as beyond argument. However, it seems in­

practical to go on questioning the reasons underlying the choice 

of ends indefinitely. Therefore, under pressure people 

simply hecome dog~ative. 

Additionally Faludi feels that professionals are ex­

tremely susceptible to succumbing to "ultimate goals" due to 

work pressure, and the general assU111ption that they w111 

lend a solid base for basing program proposals on. Such 

goals will increase autonomy from others (especially poli­

ticans) and enhance their role as "professional guardians." 

In contrast, Faludi advocates provisional assumption• which 

don't involve labeling anyth:lng as absolute so that they may 

change as evidence becomes available or as new preferences 

are formed. This route will hopefully become utilized more 

often with the realization that environment and economy change 

public input and preferences. 

Simon (1957) suggests perhaps a more cynical view on decision 

making. It is his conclusion that all deci'aion is a matter ot 
• 

compromise: 

"The alte;:-native that 1a finally selected never per-



m1ts a complete or perfect achievement of objec­
tives, but is merely the best solution that is 
available under the circwnstances. The environ­
mental situation inevitably limits the alterna­
tives that are available, and hence set• a maxi­
mum to the level of attainment of purpose that 
is possible." (p. 278) 
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Perhaps as is later suggested by Davidoff (1965), the1e com-

promises which often lead to incremental planning are etfective 

in generating public interest in that the public is more 

readily motivated by shorter rnore foreseeable gaina !'or their 

own expressed values and goals. 

The psychological environment then limits human ration&l-

ity leading to more of a stimulus response pattern of choice 

than a choice between alternatives. However by manipulating 

the stimuli of decisions they can be controlled so as to serve 

'·-Q broader ends, and a set of individual decisiona can be 1nte­
_.J 

grated into a well conceived i:·lan. 

E~ing (1969) in accord with Gold's historical interpre-

tation of planning, argues that human aspects have been lert 

out of the first phase of planning which he labels; goal 

aetting, ~t11 the second phase; implementation. It was 

aeeumed that if the goal made good sense in terms of economical 

or other material considerations, then surely the people could 

be manipulated to pursue them; especially if the proper carrot 

and stick approach is utilized. Unfortunately, this is un­

true and many plans have failed because resultant goals are 

not realistic to the people involved. • 

E~ing outlines what he calls the inside-out approach 

which begins with an internal assessment of resources and con-

straints before turning to the external •nvironment to determine 



-6-

where opportunities exist to exploit these resources. The 

basic steps involved are outlined1 

"1) Analyize talents and abilities or people and 
material resources. 2) Consider possib111t7 ot 
beefing up or supplementing abilities ao that 
they will be still more effective. 3) Examine 
goals that would be in reach of your organiza­
tion. 4) Check the marketing picture or other 
environment of organization to see if there are 
any constraints affecting the feasibility ot goals. 
5) If no goal or set of goals appears, then go 
thru the process again.M (Erving, 1969, pp. 79) 

saclanan (1972)describes the past situation in planning tailure. 

His discription typifies that of the parks and recreation 

field as a whole, in the past, and unfortunately, in man7 

current planning endeavors. He statea the problem as one ot 

planning's failure to achieve scientific status due to h\llllNl 

culpability. 

"Free wheeling arm chair speculation is safer, 
taster, easier, and for many, more f'un than 
careful esperimentation." (pp. 17) 

Unfortunately good demand data, and future participation pro­

jections have not surfaced from the parks and recreation 

sector. Due to the failu~e to employ experts in economic and 

social research, and to the &bove attitudes, parks have only 

recently begun to consider aooial research of their clientele 

rather than altruistic assumptions by the administration. 

Further cr1tisisms ot techniques in the parka and rec-

reation field were summed up by Simon (1957) who stated: 

"Generally the organizational structure," (a 
speciric park for example), "will incl~de 
specification of a formal system of oonhnuni­
cation •••• supplemented by informal communi­
cations based on the social relationship that 
develops within an organization. Personal 



motives may lead the ot•ganization members to 
try to divert the communication system to their 
own uses, and may lead them also to with hold 
information from supervisors and colleagues. 
Personal motives also influence th• reception 
given to those communications that are trana­
mi tted." (pp; 198) 
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Davidoff (1965) puts torth a diagram ot paat, p._eent 

and 1"uture development of innovative concepts and teohn1quea. 

Table l (p. 8) suggests the need for a more ruture oriented, 

continual planning process tfhich utilizes public input to de­

vine its goals. Davidoff, like Gold suggests the aooial 

research and aurvay method to beet utilize public input. The 

isolation of explicit goals of various groups would open 

several other research areas such as policy formation, coat-

benefit analysis, and time budgets. Further it would be an 

Q incentive tor the application of systems analy•ie techniques 

to leisure behavior. 

0 

"These techniques could be used to identity and 
help solve many other problems now generally avoided 
by pros for lack of information on goale, objec-
ti vea, policies, and criteria. standards or principles 
which they imply." (Davidoff p. 256) 

Rittel (1972) in describing the dilemna 1et before toda7•1 

planners, suggest that in the past public relied on protessionala 

where as today there appeara to be the prevailing attitude 

that "every profession is a conspiracy against laity." (p. l) 

The plaIUler is faced with a pluraliatio society made up 

ot many diverse need and a history or inquity. Bittel arguea 

that the professional has done his job au•ceset'ully in the 

past; his job being defined as eliminating those conditions 

that predominant opinion judged undesirable. Further Rittel 
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TABLE 1 

Level ot Innovative Concept• 

and 

Techniques 

Time Concept/Techniques 

Past l Population + a standard + 
allocation. 

Present 2 
Population~ demand + a 
standard-+ allocation. 

Future Population~ demand + gotls3+ 
alternatives + standards -+ 
programs-+ allocation-+ r....t•· 
-...+revision. 

l) Pre-ORRRC Report (1900-1962) 
2) Post-ORRRC Report (1962-1968) 

0 ))) Supplier or Standard 
4 Resident Goals and Standards 

• 

( 

~ 



argues that the professionals to the social services are nov 

beginning to acquire pro:t'esf.ional competence. 

With this in mind Rittel begins describing the ditfioult 

job of goal setting today. Interestingly, he equates th• 

black revolt, student revolt, Viet Nam revolt and today'• 

consumerism and conservationism to a nation striving tor re­

d•finition of values and goals. Further he aeea: 

"system analysis, goals commissions, PPBS, aooial 
indicators, the several revolts, the poverty pro­
gram, model cities, the current concerns with environ­
mental quality and quantities of urban life, the 
search for new religions among youth and the in­
creasing attractiveneaa at planiling · taa) ••• a re­
definition of problems, for a reordering of pr1or1ti•• 
to match stated purposes, for the design of new 
goal directed actions." (Rittel p. 5) 

'rhe problem with this theory in Rittel's eyes ia that though 

Q there is a current trend of optimism 1n seeking these direc­

tion finding inatl'Dlllenta, there is a eim.ulteneoua loaa in the 

credibility of traditional American raith in guaranteed pro­

gress as there is in old beliefs in social orders inate good.nesa 

and history's intrinsic benevolence. Though they have lost 

~aith in old modes of planning, they still have hope that in­

struments of perfeotability can be contrived. 

The difficulty 1n making the planning idea operational, 

according to Rittel is in part due to planner's past practice 

or mimicking engineering's or sciences oognative style. 

Rittel sees the problems planners work with as hard to define 

• and actually unsolvable, and this style wil~ only lead to 

dissatisfaction. Instead he sees planning problems as reliant 

( on political judgement for resolution. 
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This differs radically from Sackman'a conclusion that 

the lack ot good literature on planning methodology ia 4ue 

to the proteaaion•a failure to make an organic link with 

ac1ent1f1c methods in the "Fundamental aenee ot tying plann• 

ing hypotheses to experiementally controlled empirieal ver1• 

tication of auch hypotheaea." (Rittel P• 17) 

In conclusion he reels that due to our plurali1tio nature 

there can be no coming together or agreeance on goala because 

what is problem solving to •>ne group will be problem generating 

to another. Thia leads to de facto deciaion making bJ pro­

fessional experts and politicians and though this reducea 

group contliot, it cannot solve problems or give better out­

comes. Another, though somewhat unrealistic approach, la to 

Q promote a wide aoale ot ditterent goods, aeryices, environ­

ment and opportunities to aatiaty personal preterencea • 

• 

( 
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VARIOUS MBI'HODOLOGIES 

Though, aa mentioned e~rlier, literature on planning 

methodology is rare, there have been various planning and 

forcasting methods presented relatively reoently. Such methoda 

help planners to deal with the complexity of a planning area 

and its users. They can translate abstract values into more 

tangible sets of human wants and needs. Additionally they help 

by letting us simulate and teat variables before they are 

implimented. The number associated with eaoh method below 

is the rank given it by Roaove (1972) according to its accuracy. 

Rank 16 #1) "Brainstorming: Fo?'lll of group dynamics 
designed to encourage creative and imaginative 
thinking about the future via an uninhibited 
exchange or ideas." 
Rank 3 # 2) •nelphi Technique: A procedure 
tor systematically selecting and collecting the 
opinions of experts on the future of a pre­
selected sub~ect by ••• uaually the queationnairee." 
Rank 11 #3) Expert Opinion: The opinions of 
qualified specialists about the future of the 
phenomena within the field of expertise." 
Rank 26 f4) "Literary Fiction: Novels or other 
forms of literature which imaginatively or 
creatively construct future social system.a or 
conditions." 
Rank 8 #5) "Scenarios: The imaginative con­
struction into the future of a logical sequence 
of events baaed on specific assumptions and 
initial conditions in a given problem area'" 
Rank 24 #6) "Historical Analogy: Inferring the 
similarity between attributes or processes ot 
tow or more different historical developments, 
social conditions, or societies on th& basis 
of other presumed similarities." 
Rank 2S #7) "Historical Sequences: Formulation 
ot the independent recu~rance of similar aequen-



0 

c 

tial, social, economic and cultural prooeases 
and conditions in different societies, or nation•, 
or in the treatment of socio-cultural phenomena, 
in general, in tel"Rls of logical historical 
sequential phases or stages of development." 

-12-

Rank 22 #8) "411alya1a: Abstracting from content 
speeches~ novels, art forma--generatizationa 
or trends pertaining to a wide range of phenomena.• 
Rank 10 #9)"social Accounting: An effort to 
conjecture about the future of a nation, social 
system, or institution by determing the •um 
of a series of independent faotors--a,b,c ••• a 
which comprise it at time t, resulting 1~ pro-
fi1e a, and then progre9sing to aeries a . , b 1 , 

c ' ••• n' at time t ' resulting in profile b." 
Rank 23 #10) ''Primary Determinant: The inter­
pretation of socio-cultural eventa, conditions, 
and processes in past, present and tuture in 
terms of the consequences of a single major 
factor or primary determinant." 
Rank 19 #11) "Tilne-Series Extrapolation: The 
extension of a series or measurements ot a 
variable over a ~eriod of time trom the paat 
into the future. 
Rank 21 #12) "Conte~tual Mapping Analysis: 
The extrapolation in graphic form of the inter­
rela tionahip a of functionally related develop­
ments. A map shows logical and caeual inter­
dependencies." 
Rank 20 #13) "A systematic procedure for exploring 
the totality or all possible solutions to a 
given large scale problem; ••• The definition or 
the problem provides an initial set or parametera, 
and the full range of possible answers to the 
problems inherent in each initial parameter 
represents another set ot parameters, and tbia 
set is then explored, and SQ on, until all 
parameters have been exhasted." 
Rank 14 #14J"Relevanoe Trees: A procedure tor 
determining the objective means or techiniques 
required to implement an explicit qualitative 
goal e.g. to permit all students to procede 
thru educational prograrns at their own pace. 
Each branch point of tha tree, moving down-
ward from the stated objective, represents 
a potential decision to follow a particular 
implementation direction. Either qualitative 
or quantitative criteria, or both may be used 
to aid selection process. Each subseqµent 
branch level is considered in turn as ~ possible 
set of alternative goals, and each alternative 
is analyized to determine the objective means 
required to implement it." 
Rank 13 #15) "Decision Matrices: A method for 
allocating resources, daterming priorities, or 
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selecting goals by graphically displaying the 
relationships, or multiple interdependent 
variables in two or three dimen•iona.• 
Rank 4 #16)~Deterministic Modeles A mathe­
matical abstraction or real-world phenomena. 
It is a set of relationships among quantita-
tive elementa ot the following typeas paramete~•, 
variable imput• and variable outputa.R 
Rank 6 #17) "Probabilietic Modeles A probabiliatia 
model ia a mathematical representation of the 
interaction among a number o.f variable• in 
which the value ot at least one variable ia 
assigned by a random process. TPe numerical 
results of repeated exercises of the model will 
yield different numerical values. The Yalue 
of variables may be baaed on e1timatea ot 
future r.onditions." 
Rank l #18) 8 Gaming1 Provides a stimulated 
operati'onal present or .future environment 
structured so as to make possible multiple 
simultaneous interactions among competing or 
cooperatinf ilayers." 
Rank 9 #19 Dialetic Planning: Generation or 
an opposing set of 'beat• plana repre1enting 
conflicting value• and views, followed bJ' 
atruotua1 debate, using the aame data base until 
the data bank is exhaueted." 
Rank 2 #20) "Operational Stimulat1ont The 
exercising of operators ot a ayatem in their 
actual environment by ~he use of selected 
atimulated inputs to provide education and 
training to the system's operation and/or to 
raoilatate analysis and understanding of the 
system's operations for evolutionary design and 
developments.• 
Rank 17 #21) "Bene.f1:t-Coat Analysiat Quanti­
tative method designed to assist decision makers 
to make the most efficient tradeoffa between 
financial raourcea and competing programs. 
The total coat o.f each program both direct and 
indirect is eatimated and the programs may be 
evaluated in terms of the advantages, outputs 
or results (benefits), ·~oth short and long 
run, which each is estimated to have. These 
estimates are expressed quantitatively." 
Rank 18 #22) "Input Output Tables: Models o.f 
an economy which is deseggregated into sectors 
and in which explicit account is taken or sales 
and purchases between sectors. One s9t of 
parameters which is comman to all suchtmodels 
is technical coef.fioients." 
Rank 5 #23) "PERT/CPM: Program evaluation and 
review technique using critical path method. 
Analysis; the analytical portrayal of costs, 
manpower and schedules in graphic ~orm in terms 

-13-
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of activities and milestones for an object 
system to achieve planning objectives within 
specified resource levels." 
Rank 7 #24) "Planning, Frogramming and Budgeting: 
Technique introduced by DOD and used extensively 
in other government agencies sinoe 1965; re­
quires systems analyses of agency objecti•ea, 
difinition of five year plan, cost etteotiveneaa 
analyses of proposed programs, with annual 
updating of plans and budgets tor the f1•• year 
projection, and continuing assessment of pro­
grams." 
Rank 12 #25) "Normative Planning: Also referred 
to as technological planning; deliberate and 
critical examination of the fundamental value 
judgements underlying planning goals, prior to 
and distinguished from etrategio planning tor 
working toward specified goals, and tactical 
planning to achieve defined goals." 
Rank 15 #26) "Confrontation Techniques: Thia 
catagory includes a broad class of techniques 
involving aome element of involuntary external 
coercion of individuals or groups to change 
individual traits, group policies or plan• by 
some form of social contromtation e.g. psycho­
drama, T-groups, sensativity training, Synanon 
game, intervention in professional meetinge, 
marches, strikes and eit•ins. 11 

-14-

The use of such forcasting methods presented by Sackman 

(1972, p. 17) has been cr1tia1zed by others. Faludi (1973) 

states t~at planners acquire a desire to understand what 

motivates the objects of ~heir planning, and what for ces 

bring upon change. 

"Increased understanding, it is thought, will 
lead to an identification of the particular 'levers' 
one needs to pull to produce a certain e~tect 
any concept or techniquE which holds out the 
promise of 1dent11'ying ~uch levers is taken up 
enthusiastical~y. This was the case with the 
•neighborhood community !dee• and currently seems 
to be happening with methods like factor analysis 
and devices like computers and models." (Faludi, 1973, P• Sl 

• 
Therefore it is important that we do not su9atitute these 

methodologies for flexibility and the imagination and innova­

tion which is a c~ucial requirement in the planning process. 
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SOCIOLOGICAL RFSEARCH AT 

LASSEN VOLCANIC PARK 

First it should be noted that this paper will be 

addressing planning and goal setting only within the context 

of parks and recreational planning. This ia an important 

differentiation stemming from the unique character of park• 

which are generally held to be for our leisure, recreation, 

relaxation or conservation, as opposed to planning for community• 

whose character is more attunded to our every day naeda, 

patterns of activity and exiatance. However, some or the 

Q suggestions made on specific park planning could, perhaps 

be useful to community decision-making and may overlap. 

( 

Historically, like planners, park managers considered 

themselves to be professionals endowed with the necessary 

expertise to provide efficient and satisfying park planning 

to their visitors. Muoh liko city pl4UUlers, their decision­

making was based on the welfare of the people but inevitably 

tinged by the managements pe1•sonal judgement and values. 

The field of Parks and Recreation has been one of the 

last f i elds to incorporate social or behavioral research in 

their planning. Often times their clientele have paid the 
• price of over or under intensive management.because the park 

managers a ssumed this was what they desired. 
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Behavioral Research 

Today new and exciting break-through.a have been made in 

the area of behavioral research in parks. Studies have round 

that characteristics of visitors of each park site are sub­

stantially different from visitors of other sites. 

It was found that thru behavioral research parks could 

begin to adequately address and answer such questions as: 

Who are the public? What type end quality of experience do 

they seek? What types and 11IOounts of facilities do they 

desire and at what price? ( 1Jallagher 1977) The answers to 

these questions help managers in meeting the expectations and 

preferlljtces of their users. On the other aide of the coin 

they may help the managers explain why these expectationa and 

prefern°"ces cannot be met. 

Gallagher states that •providing quality recreations; 

a legitamate management objective, requires meeting the needs 

that motivate that objective, whatever t hey be. 11 (p. l) He 

adds that managers cannot always base their planning on 

popular prefernece but the awareness of these user needs 

help to "ensure a quality experiena:i," (p. 2) and help set 

priorities in the decision-making process. 

Government has a dual ~eaponsibility in managing parks: 

1) Providing a quality outdoor experience to ita users and 

2) Maintaining the land in as nearly a natural state as possible • 
• 

This last responsibility causes conflicts when utilizing 

solely citizen input in the planning process. Peoples wants, 

expectatio~s or preferences may be determintal to the future 
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future enjoyment of the park to other people. It is here 

where the manager must step in and exercise bia proteaaional 

expertise. National Parka, especially, are aeen as preaerv•1 

to be enjoyed by the people but more importantly as preaerT1ng 

our option demand. Many people fail to recognize the economic 

value of parks for the future and it is her• that management 

must override citizen demands. 

However, the reverse . has been occuring too. Park manager• 

have over-developed areas in the name of public demand and 

have found they have incorrectly assessed their clientele. 

MCA 1 s notorious Master Plan for Yosemite is one such example. 

Hendee (1970) stated that managers perception or camper'• 

views appear to a great extent to be merely a reflection ot 

their own feelings. 

Table 2 (p. 18) is a suggested model for park planning. 

First the ecological and environmental capaaitie1 of the 

site are determined. Secondly, the user expectation are 

surveyed--what types of experiences and facilities -o they 

expect in the parkT Thirdly, user preferences are surveyed. 

The subtle change in wording can have a tremendous a.ffeot 

on the response. For example what one may expect at Yellow­

stone National Park (1.e. crowds, noiae) may be far different 

from what one prefers (i.e. quiet and seclusion). Often 

people surveyed had misconceptions of the park and expected 

something very different but preferred 'Wba~ they had found. 

Lastly, the manager analyizes the above data and determines 

(. what is feasible and desirable according to park service's 

organic act1 their experience, knowledge and budget constrainta. 
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This process gives citizens the ability to participate 

in the planning process and halp develop goala in the earl7 

stages or the planning process. The manager• oome in later 

and though they can reduce proposal1, they have etteotiYel7 

left a large part ot the goal setting to the people. 

In summary, behavioral research conduoted both on the 

expectations and preterenoea tcfthe uaera, beoo••• an etteotive 

tool for management to review past development and planning 

and critique future planning while giving etrong emphaais 

to public participation. Such research, un-not like plann­

ing, must be a flexible on going process where seasonal 

differences in olientele can be measured, and ohange1 in 

goals and objectives can be altered it they are no longer 

meeting the needs. 

Additionally public hearing originally ottered to o1t1aen• 

as a input panacea, have not only failed in meeting their 

needs, but have ottered little belpt"ul infoJ'llation to th• 

management. It ia underataadable wby planners and public 

administrators regard thl1 tool as a waste of time. Clenerall7, . 

in park planning, the public hearings are attei:ded by a 

tew motivated interests groupa, who may or may not uee the 

park, and can address no more than two and moat often only 

one issue. Can this really be called citizen participation' 

The park planning model suggested in this paper allows 

the average user who perhaps lacks the mot!vation, reaourcea 

or abilltyp to impact the planning process ot the park in a 

meaningful ~ay. 
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It appears that many or the earlier deeoribed 11 ao1entit1o 

foroasting" techniques leave little room for legitimate publio 

input. Such planning necessitates blind tru•t of the •experts' 

objective non ideological positions on the part of the publio. 

This is not to say that there is no plac_e for the protessional 

experts in planning; but rather advocating their role as the 

last filter in the planning process. 

• 
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BACKGROUND 

In the summer of 1975 Tim Gallagher initiated La•een 

Volcanic National Park's first sociological survey of 1ta 

users. Gallagher's study was geared solely at uaer expec• 

tatlons in different parks as measured by the experience 

expected (aeathetio, educational, physical, social, pa7obolog­

ical) and the number or facilities expected. He surveyed 

in a wilderness park (Yosemite Baokcountry), a low-density 

park (Lassen), a high-density park (Yosemite Valley) and 

and urban recreation area (Golden Gate National Recreation 

Area). It was hypothesized that experiences expected at 

each would differ from one mother and that tacilitiea 

expected would increase as did the park density. 

Purpose 
. 

Of the four areas where the study was conducted Lassen 

became the most interested in the survey results. They 

began to wonder if such a sociological research study couldn't 

help them better understand their uaere. Laaaen was in the 

initial phases of its Master Plan process and frustrated by 

the traditional public hearings which were dominated by one 

or two interest groups concerned wi th no mo~e than one or 

two issues. The management felt there was a lack of true 

user imput from these proceedings. 

Concerned wi t h learning mo r e about the actual park visitors 
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a user preference study was designed, along with the guidenoe 

Q of Mr. Gallagher, for the visitors of Mt. Laasen. The decision 

to do a preference study was based on the aaeumption that what 

a user might expect in a park (due to word ot mouth) Jrligl!t 

0 

(_ 

not be what the user preferred to find. It vaa telt that 

this type of comparison ot facility preterenoe and their 

location was necessary in determining the real feeling1 ot 

the users towards the park. 

L1m1tationa 

The limitations of this study are fairly obvioua. 

Initially there is the sampling period. Surveying was done 

from June through September, so the reaulta are only repre­

sentative of the summer users. Though this limits th• applica­

bility of the results it is important to remember it is the 

park's longest and largest s9aeon. Lassen haa relatively 

little spring or tall visitation and the winter visitor• 

will be surveyed this year by myself and Mr. Gallagher. 

Above all this effort mu•t be looked at as a atarting point 

tor a whole new planning tool for the park. 

Further limitations are the surveys reatriction to only 

the park aurveyed and are not applicable to any other aite 

no matter how similar in clafisification and geographical 

distribution. Finally, the u se o~ aociologioal research 

cannot be looked at as a panacea to planning problems. but 

rather, one of the management's planning toqla. 

Definiton of Terms 

1 ) User Expeo t ationa z Looking f orward to an experience 
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and the looking forward to finding certain types of rac111t1ea 

during a visit to a park and recreation area. 

2) Ueer Preferences: The result of the tree ohoioe ot 

an individual on experience and certain typea ot taoil1t1ea, 

which they prefer to find during a v1alt to an out4oor 

recreation area. 

J) Fac111tiea: A development which provides a aervioe 

or supports a recreational opportunity 

4) Outdoor Recreation Area: A resource which can be 

natural or developed, which provides the opportunity to 

recreate. 

5) Low-density National Parki A semi-vilderneaa area 

with light use and development. 
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The following steps depict the time schedule utilized 

from the beginning to the end of this report. 

Step one (May) was the conceptualization and preparation 

of the study. This included meeting with Chief Park Naturalist 

and Tim Gallagher to outline the strategy of investigation. 

This also included step two, design of the survey schedule. 

This entailed deciding upon the best form of questionnaire 

that would obtain the most reliable information. It was 

decided that the personal interview method was best due to 

its success in the first survey. Additonally, the areas to 

be surveyed at Lassen were selected in order to tap three 

types of usera1 l) Campers, 2) Day use visitors and 3) 

Backcountry users. Also formulated was a coding system so 

that the questionnaire responses could be key punched for 

later tabulation. 

In step three (June thru September), visitors were 

interviewed by random selection. Additional copies were 

kept at the visitor center, with a total of 517 visitors 

surveyed. 

Step four (October thru November} consisted of key 

punching and tabulation. 
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Step five (November thru December), included analyaia of 

~, and step six, the completion of the final report. 

Before discussing the questionnaire design, it must 

be mentioned that no pilot test was given on a sub-sample 

or the survey sample. It was felt that because the queationaire 

utilized essentially the same basic format of the expecta-

tion survey such pretesting was not necessary. 

Design of <.;!uestionnaire 

The questionnaire was aimed at gathering factual data 

on some basic visitor demographics, the type of visitor, 

the types of facilities and recreation activities the 

visitor preferred, where the visitor would like to see such 

services located (inside or nearby the park), and finally 

whether the users perceived the park as a wilderness, low­

density or high-density park. 

Although the park management realized the main goal 

was in assessing the preferences for various facilities end 

activities, they also wisped to use the opportunity to get 

public information on a issue of recent critical importance: 

Location or park concessionaire facilities and whether or 

not to allow or offer certaic recreational activities, snow­

mobiling and downhill skiing. This issue has emerged recently 

due to the closing of Manzanita Lake concessions and the 

current park master plan process. 

The data gathered from this questionnaire was tabulated 

and analyized using the SPSS computer program (Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences). Cross tabulations of data 
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were run for the park's use but do not appear in this report. 

0 

0 
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RESULTS 

The objectives of this study was to analyize visitor 

preferences in Lassen Park, to determine it there would be 

a difference in number or facilities expected and preferred. 

Additionally, the objective was to compile information on 

the parks users dealing with recreational activities they 

preferred, what type of park they saw Mt. Lassen as, where 

they preferred to find the concessionaire facilities, in 

addition to general data on the user (age, sex, previoua 

visit. point of origin), to facilitate the use of SPSS 

sub-program croeetab; thus allowing Mt. Laaaen the ability to 

research the preferences of the various types of visitora. 

These tour areas of preferences to be commented on are: 

1) The anount of facilities preferred; 2) The amount ot 

recreational activities p~eterred; 3) The preference on 

concessionaire location; and 4) Whether the users saw Lassen 

as a wilderness, low-density, or high-density park. 

Facilities Preferred 

From the 24 facilities listed the visitor was &sked 

to name those (even if already present in the park) that he 

would prefer to find at Mt. Lassen National ~ark. Table 3 
• 

(p. 28) gives the averages for the 24 facilities as compared 

with those expected. 



• co 
N 
I 

'ti • t • .... • Jo. 
~ 

• • ~ 
.p .... 

t"'\ r-1 .... 
• 0 

2 .. 
~ • fof ,... 
0 

s:: 
0 • .... 
it .. 
9 
0 

0 

'ti • .p 

"' 0 

~ 
., 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

' l • __, 
I 
I • • I 
I 

Average 

~ Convention center 
' Mu.aeua 

'9lt. "1t. 
s:: 
0 • .... (,) 

-4-l s:: 
GI G 
.p J.t 
C) G 
G) '"4 

I ! 
u • 

• 
11'11 

1 
ID 

a .... 
~ 
-~ • 

I ~ . ·A ~!:1 !r!!!:ta 
~ 
G 

I - Trails 
Roads 

CD 
..c: 
-4-l 

, ' Showers 
1 Reatrooma 

Reataurant 

s::: 
0 

" ~ 0 0 
0 O' ,... 

'd 
Q) 

.!( 
I) 

• Childrens play area 
---=====_==~, Horse 1table 

.._-=====:::::a==::: =~~1:~·f:~~e ~ 
; Laundrmt ; 

llf 

Shopping center ~ 
Gi~t Center • 

1 Small grocery store ~ 
--~~--:======================i Visitor center ...t 

Gae station ~ 
Campgrounds with services ~ 

....___ Campgrounda w1thout servioea \of 

I I I 
~ "*' '-'. 0 0 0 
co r-- '° 

~~ 
0 0 
\S\ ..::t 

Golt Courae ~ 
Marina tor Boating 

' Ski Area r-1 
ref 
at I I I 

~ ~ "*' 0 0 0 
C"'\ N r-t 

~ 
0 .p 

0 :z; 

v 



0 

( 

-29-

This data is most interesting when compared with results 

from public bearings on visitor preferences. which tended 

to be much higher. Case-in-point would be the overwhelming 

pressure at the meetings tor a ski area at Lassen and the 

infantesimile amount found in favor of that activity. Thia 

perhaps suggests the phenomena of one-sided public hearinge. 

However. it is important to remember the users represented 

in this report are summer visitors and perhaps the discrepancy 

accrues to this. Further surveying ot Lassen's winter usera 

along with essential cost data will be initiated this tall and 

will hopefully clear up this discrepancy. 

or main interest here 1~ the relatively low number or 
facilities preferred by the users of Mt. Lassen less than those 

expected in the last survey. Such information is vital to 

a park struggling to decide whether a replacement fo the 

Manzanita facilities are trully desired by their visiting 

public. 

Recreational. Activities P.rererred 

From the 16 recreational activities listed on the survey. 

the users were asked to list those they would prefer to find 

at Mt. Lassen National Park. Table 4 (p. JO) gives those 

percentages. 

Of interest is the .disc1•epancy between the user prefer­

ences and those presented at public hearings where such 
• 

activities as anow-mob111ng and downhill skiing were given 

much support. 
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Location of Concessions 

Lassen Park has received much oritisiam ainoe the 

closing or the Manzanita concession facility (Muaewn, oablna, 

lodge. restaurant, store, gas station, etc.) Reoently, the 

park was funded two million dollars to replace that facility 

which was closed due to its geologically hazardous position. 

A1'ter the expectation study and several perceptions of the 

management, doubt arose as towhether the facility should be 

at all replaced. and if so whether they should be relocated 

nearby rather than within the park. The expectation atudy 

revealed that a large portion of the park's users viewed 

Mt. Lassen as a semi wilderness park which seemed to contra-

diet the need for a large concessionair operations. 

Q Table 4 (p. 32) shows the preferences of the visitors as 

to ltlere the concessions should be located. The nearby 

oatagory is of a substantial enough portion to draw doubta 

( 

as to rebuilding within the park. 

Perception 4s to the Type of Park 

The responses in this area strengthen the earlier atudy 

which found that Lassen was perceived to be a semi wilderness 

park by its uaera. (See Table 5, p. j3) Thi• makes aenae 

coupled with the earlier atudy's finding that the average 

trip to Lassen was ~ken for a highly physical-aesthetic 

experience. (Gallagher 1975) This information is very 

useful to the National Park Service. Natioil'll.l Parks often 

are all lumped into one oatagory where similar planning goals 

are expected. But this information shows us that perhaps 
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there are some special factors which make Lassen very different 

trom other National Parks, Yosemite for example. It ia not 

to difficult then to presume that such taotora ae location. 

individual character and available oppotun1t1ea ot eaoh •it• 

may greatly affect expectations or preferenoea at that aita•1 

users. 

t 

• 
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CONCLVSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The researchers found strong svidence that the uaera 

or Mt. Lassen tended to view the park as a aemi-wildern••• 

or low-density park. Also, tney preferred, aa they had ex­

pected, rew facilities and few recreational activitie•-­

especially those requiring motorized equipment or facility 

development. Of :rurther importance, it was round that over 

fifty percent of the visitors preferred to find the concession 

facilities and certain recreational activities nearby as 

opposed to inside Lassen Volcanic Park. 

It is recommended that the Lassen Management utilize 

these conclusions within the planning model presented earlier. 

Q Initially the ecological and environmental capacity or the 

park should be objectively determined. Next the information 

complied on user expectations and preferences should be re­

viewed and given lengthy consideration. Finally, baaed on 

analysis of the previous data, the management should act as 

the last filter using their ~xpertise to coordinate the tirst 

two and determine what is feasible and desirable according to 

the 1) park's organic act, 2) their experience, 3) their 

lmowledge: and 4) budget constraints. 

Attar this process is completed the park can feel sate 

in drawing up a Master Plan that represents the true clientele, 

tobile keeping within the ope~ational guidelines set for them 
• 

by the Federal Government. Such a planning• model as this 

(_ will increase the ability of the average user to make his 

views heard and considered in a much more substantial way. 



0 

( 

-36-

Alonso, William, Aspects or Re~ional Plarmiif and Theo3 
in the u.s. Instltute~ of1frhaii and Reg onai Plann ng, 
WC Berkeiy, 1968. 

Davidoff, Paul, "Advocacy and Pluralism in Planning," Journal 
of the American Institute of Planners, November, 1965. 

1n1•-
• 

Faludi, Andreas, Planning '?heoz:y. Pergamon Preas, New York, 
1973· 

Gallagher, Timothy A., "Uaer Expectations in Outdoor Reorea­
tion," Master Theaia, 1976. 

Gold, Seymour M., Urban Recrelition Planning• Lea and Pebiger, 
Philadelphia, 1973. 

Hendee, John and R. w. Harris, "Forester and Perception ot 
Wilder.ness Uaer Attitudes and Preferences," Joul'D.al of 
Forestry, Vol. 68, PP• 759-762, 1970. 

Michael, Dodnald N., On Learning to Plan and Plann1H to 
Learn. Jossy-Baas Publishers, San Frano!aco,73. 

Perlman, Robert and Gurin Arnold, Connunity Organizatioi ;gd 
Social Planning. John Wiley and Sona Inc., H.Y., 9 • 

Rittel, Horat and Melvin Webber, "Dilemas in General Theory 
ot Planning." Institute of Urban and Regional develop­
ment, UC Berkely, 1972. 

Roberts, Margret k-, "Decisoiona, Dec18'.ona" See Politioal 
Science 267, Class Syllabus. 

Saclanan, Harold and Ronald Citrenbaum, 2jl1ne Plann~g, 
iowards Creat$ve Problem Solv1ng.rent1oe Ua Inc., 

ew Jersey, 1 72. 

Simon, Herbert A., A4119&ni1tra,ive Beb~vior, Maoll.1.llan Co., 
New York, 19q.5. 

Young, Robert c., "Goals and Goal Setting," Journal of the 
American Institute ot Planners, Vol. 32, PP• 76-BS, 1966 • 

• 
Vancil, Rick • . •Formal Planning Systems: ~Collection of 

student research projects, Harvard College, 1969. 



0 

( 

-39-

Age % Sex % Previous Viait !C 
Minus 20 14.3 Male 49.3 Yea s1.6 

20-29 27.9 Female 50.3 No 47.0 

30-39 26.) 

40-49 
Type ot Camper -17.0 
Day use visitor 2s.1 

.50-59 6.0 
Campur 60.s 

Over 60 1.1 
Backcountry user l).2 

Length ot Stay % 
Lesa than 12 hours 24.0 

One to two days 31.3 

Three to five days 26.9 

Over five days 17.8 

Concessionaire Pacility Location 

In aide 

Nearby 

Facilities 

Ski area 
Marina 
Golt course 
Campgro~nda without 
Campgrounds with 
Gas station 
Visitor center 
Sm. grocery store 
Gi.rt center 
Shopping center 
Laundramat 
Hotel or lodge 
Swimming pool 
Horse stable 
Childrens play area 
Rea tau rant 
Restrooms 
Showers 
Road a 

16.1 
7.5 
2.7 

32.3 
64.8 

i~:i 
62.9 
25.1 
8.9 

31.1 
22.4 
15.7 
22.8 
17.8 
26.3 
72.9 
63.1 
40e6 

Point ot origin ~ 

City over 20,000 71.0 

City under 20,000 27.7 

Fac111t1ea 

Trail a 
Tennia cpurt• 
Bike trails 
Museum 
Convention center 

• 

% 

69.l 
7.2 

25.0 
57.4 
2.5 
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Rec~eational Activities 

Hiking 
Non-motor boating 
Off-road vehicle use 
Swimming 
Bio ye ling 
Archery 
Horseback riding 
Snow shoeing 
Rock climbing 
Cross-country skiing 
P1ah1ng 
Downhill skiing 
P1on1cing 
Snowmobiling 
Camping 
Hunting 

As with tao111tiea the percentages liated represent 7•• 
responses. 

Type ot Park % 

W11derne•a 33.5 

Low-density 

High•denait7 6.2 

It any questions do not add up to 100%. thia is beoau•• ot 
She exclusion ot m1aa1ng data. 

• 
• 

.... ·~ • -=r-~: 
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General Frequencies for Survey 

Sex: Male- 49.3% Female- 50.3% 
Previous Visit: Yes- 51.8% No- 47.0% 
Point of Origin: Over 20,000- 71.0% Under 20,000- 27-7% 
Age: under 20- i4.3% 20-29- 27.91 30-39- 26.3% 

40-49- 17.0% 50-59- 6.0% over 60- 7-7% 

Type of Visitor: Day use- 25.7% 
Camper- 60.5% 
Backcountry- 13.2~ 

Length of Visit: Less than 12 hrs.- 24.0% 
1 to 2 days- 31.3% 
3 to 5 days- 26.9% 
over 5 days- 17.8% 

Facilities--% of yes responses. 
Ski area- 16.1 
Marina- 7.5 
Campground without services- 32.3 
Campground with services- 64.8 
Golf course- 2.7 
Gas station- 47.4 
Visitor center- 69.6 
Small grocery store- 62.9 
Gift center- 25.1 
Shopping area- 8.9 
Laundramat- 31.1 
Hotel- 22.4 

Pool- 15.7 
Horse stable- 22.8 
Childrens Play- 17.8 
Restaurant- 26.3 
Restroom- 72.9 
Showers- 63.1 
Roads- 40.6 
Trails- 69.1 
Tennis courts- 7.2 
Bike trails- 25.0 
Museum- 57.4 
Convention center- 2.5 

Facility Location: Inside- 49.7 Nearby- 50.3 

Recreational Opportunities--% of yes 
Hiking- 85.1 
Non-motor boating- 46.6 
ORV' s- 7 .4 
Swi111ming- 57.8 
Bicycling- 40.8 
Archery- 7. 7 
Horseback riding- 32.3 
Snow shoeing- 36.0 

Type of Park: Wilderness park- 33.5 
Low density park- 59.0 
High density park- 6.2 

responses. 
Rockclimbing- 40.0 
X-Skiing- 47.0 
Fishing- 61.5 
Downhill skiing- 15.9 
Picnicing- 71.4 
Snowmobiling- 5.0 
Camping- 87.6 
Hunting- 3. 7 
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Comparison Between Expectation and Preference 

Expectation survey results are in t he right coulmn, preference left 

Age Difference 

Minus 20 11.6% 14.3% +2.7c:/o 

20-29 30.9 27.9 -3.0 

30-39 23.6 26.3 +2.7 

40-49 15.0 17.0 +2.0 

50-59 8.3 6.0 -2.3 

60 plus 10.3 7.7 -2.6 

Sex 

Male 55.8% ).j.9.3% -6.5% 

Female 44.2 50.3 +6.1 

Previous Visit 

Yes 40.9% 51. 8% +10. 9 ' 

No .59.1 47.0 -12.1 

Facilities 

Ski area 25.6~ 16 .l "~ -9.5 ~ 
Marina 13.6 7.5 -6.1 
Golf course 2.3 2.7 +0.4 
Camp without 60.1 32.3 -27.8 
Camp with 79.1 64.8 -14.3 
Gas station ~8.2 47.4 -0.8 
Visitor center 3.7 69.6 -14.1 
Small store 62.9 -----
Gift center 25.1 -----
Shopping center 32.6 8.9 -23.7 
Laundramat 24.6 31.1 +7.5 
Hotel 36.9 22.4 -li-5 Pool 9.0 15.7 + .7 
Stable 30 .9 22.8 -8.1 
Play area 19.6 17.8 -1.8 
Restaurant 32.2 26.3 -5.9 
Restrooms 88.4 72.9 -15.5 
Showers 56.1 63.1 +?.O 
Roads 79.7 io.6 -39.1 
Trails 88.o 9.1 -18.9 
Tennis courts 2.7 7. 2 +4.5 
Bike Trails 37.2 25.0 -12.2 
Museum 57.4 -----
Convention 2.5 -----
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i\ae Below 20_ 20-29_ 30-39- 40-49_ 50-59- Over 60_ 

~ 

Sex Fe1ra.le_ Previou s Visit Yes_ No __ , 

Foint of Or1'1:1n Po puli=t ti on over 20, 00 0 _ 

Fopul~t1on und~r 20,000 __ _ 

~ 1-In general, during a visit to Mt. Lassen, would you consider your­
self to be1 

1-Day use visitor __ _ 

2-Ca.mper __ 

3-~c ckcountry user_ 

f2 -Pow long will your visit to .t>' t. Lassen National Fark be? 

1-L~ss than 12 hours __ _ 

2-Cne to two days __ 

)-Three to five days_ 

4-Cve r five days~ 

?)-Which of the be low fac111 ties do you prefer to find at l·.t. lassen 
!Tq tiona 1 Fark? 

1. Ski ci:?"ea. 
2. fRrinq for bo~ting 
). Golf course 
4. Camn~rounds without services 
5. Camp~rounds with services 
IS. Gas stqtion 
7. Visitor center 
R. sm~ll arocery store 
9. Gift center 
10. Shopp1n~ cente r 
11. L9und rarra t 
12. F.otel or lod~e 

13. Swiwming pool 
14. Horse stable 
15. Ch1ldrens play area 
16. Eestaurant 
17. Restrooms 
18. Showers 
19. Roads 
20. Trsils 
21. Tennis courts 
2. Bike trails 
3. r.:u seum 

24, Convention center 

H4-Where should conces~1ona1re facilities be located? 

1-Ins1rje Ft. lassen National Park_ 

2-Nearby Mt. Lassen National Fark_ 



' . 
~ . 

#5-Would you call Yt. Lqssen National Park a1 

.. 1-Wilderness area __ 

2-Low use area__ 

J-Hi~h use are~ 

4-Recreation are~ 

, 

·. 



-""""~ ...... f-'" 
Col. 1 

~ --r .,- -4 ·. 
I 

49 . 60+ Age -20 29 39 59 
Col. 2 

-r- ,-- --r ..,.-- --,- c-
Sex .. Male Female Prmoas tisit Yes No 
Col. 3 Col. It--,- -r --r-

Point ot Orgin 

Question 1 
What type ot experience do J'OU expect to receiYe troa your visit to th1a area? w r;tJ r;f;J 

1. To exparicmee ooapudonship 
2. To learn or impr-OYe recreation sld.lla 
J. To incroue aelt-oontidenoe 
It-. To ~1.o~ explore tha area (hiking. bioyoling, ete.) 
5. To tq:periance natval beauty ot area 
6. To pin social recognition in a group 
?. To aasist in •cholastio endeaYO!'S 
8. To obtain fl"Qstration/teMion reduction 
9. To exercise 
10. To be a pa.rt ot nature, as an aesthetic experienoe 
11. To experience tud.)J/MrJnd togethemess 
12. To obtain increued knowledge abau.t nature 
1). To learn ll!Ore about. 1r1'9elt, psyeholog1c~ 
lit-. To bipr"OYe health 
lS. To uae :penonal senses, 1111ah u sight, hearing, eta. 

iueatien 2 
Check the taoili.ties :rou V011ld expect to find in a Wildemeas Ar•• 

111111 l (l ll 111111111 
.1 12 13 14 1S 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 2S 26 27 28 29 .30 
·• Ski u-ea 11, Swiming pool 
~. Marina tor boating 12. Horse etable 
1. Golt OotlNe 13. Childrena play area 
~. C~ without aernoes 14. Restaurant 
i. Caapgroo.nd• with sel"'rlcea 1.5. Re1trooma 
'• Gu station 16. Sheven 
'• Visitor oenta 17. Roads 
'• Shopping vea 18. Traila 
• ~t 19. Tennis covta 
o. Betel or lodge 20. Bike trails 
11eaticm 3 

Check the facilities yn woald a:pect to find in an Urban Recreation Area. 

11(( l 111111111111111 
L 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 li1 ,.2 ,., ~ i.s 1i6 41 i.a 49 so 
testion .. 

Cheak the faoili.Ues J'Otl 1f01lld expoot to t1nd in a Rational Park 

l 111111\Il111111111 \ 

' . 



1' 1-l .l.e -- l.t.. S _ _ . ... o_ 

Fo·•.nt. of Criu1ri · Fopul~t.ion o·ver 20, 000 _ . ·. 

Fopul~tion und~r 20,000 __ _ 

ei-In ~ener~l, durin~ e visit to Mt. La s s en, would you consider your­
self to bes 

1-Day use visitor __ _ 

2-CA.I!!per_ 

3-~gckcountry user_ 

#2-P.ow long will your visit to f1;t. Lassen National Fark be? 

.I 

1-Le ss than 12 hours __ _ 

2-Cne to two days_ 

3-Three to f 1 ve days_ 

4-Cve r five days __ 

?)-Which of t11e below fac1li ties do you prefer to find at l·.t. Lassen 
!~g ti onal Park? 

1. Ski s:i!'ea 
2. Parinq for bo!:itlnf!; 
3. Golf co•Jrse 
ls. Ct:irr.-cgrct inf! s without services 
5. Careo~rou~ds with services 
~. Gas stcition 
7. V1sitor center 
R. SmqJl ~rocery store 
9. Gift center 
10. Shopnin~ center 
11. lqundra.rr.at 
12. P.otel or lodge 

13. s~ir.min~ pool 
14. Horse st~ble 
15. Childrens ~lay grea 
16. .Res taur"?nt 
17. Restrooms 
18. Showers 
19. Roads 
20. Trails 
21. Tennis courts 
2. Bike trails 

?J. ~'.useum 
24, Convention center 

H4-Where should concess iona.ire fac111 ties be located? 

1-Inside Mt. Lassen Nstional · Fark __ 

2-NeJ3.rcy Mt. Lassen National Fark_ 

#5-Would you csll J·:t~ Lassen National Park a: 

1-~ild~rness area ___ 

2-Low use area__ 



Site · Mt. L. YM. · GGRRA TN 
Coi. 1 

. . 
-r - -,- -2 4 

.A.ge -20 29 39 49 59 60t. 
Cel, 2 -,-- ,-- 3'" --,.-- -,-- .,-

Su Ma1e Faale Prmau 1'1•it Yea Ho 
Ce1. 3 Cel. 4 

--r .,..- --r- ,-
Point et Orgin 

fftenia 1 
What type ot apG'ienoe do 7ft apeet to reoei•• tram J'lnlr T181t to th19 area? 

r;t;J Q;J i;Q 
1. Te i111XP91'imee oapuiomhip 
2. To learn err illJll'n• reoreation sldlh 
3. Te incr ... e aelt-oontid•oe 
4. Te Jit1Bioal.q uplere the area (hiking, b1070ling, ete.) 
s. To aperienee natval. beauty of area 
6. To pin aooial reoegnition iD a P'ftP 
? • Te ueist in sobol.utio edeaTOl"ll 
8. To obtain trastration/temicm recluation 
9. Te exeroise 
10. To be a part of natve, u an ••thetio uplll'ienoe 
11. To apv:l.moe taaU:r/friend togeth.-nees 
12. To obt.ain inoreuecl kn•ledge abcNt na'tve 
13. To learn mre about 1119elt, p1yehol.eg10~ 
14. To iaPf'OTe health 
15. To ue "8J'9ona1 sensee, noh u eipt, kearing, et.o. 

Cha..tien 2 
Cheek the taoillties J'01l voald axpeot to find in a lfildernes• Ar•• 

1111 I I If I Ill 1111I1111 
11 12 13 1a. 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 
1. Sid area 11. Swi..lng pool 
2e Marina ftnt 'boating 12. BONe 1table 
3. Golt ooane 13. Childreal play ar• 
4. C~ witbnt am"'fio• 1 ... RMtaureat s. Cq)lll'thmlla witll serri.o• 15. R•trow 
6. Gu atation 16. Sh.._. 
7. Y!aiter a.ta 17. Roada 
B. Shepping area 18. Trails 
9. Landre-.t 19. Temda oearta 
10. B.t.l or lodp 20. Bike trd.18 
'ft•ti•' 

Cheek the taoillti• Jn wald expect to find in aa UJtbu Reoreation Area. 

(I l(l l I I II II I II II 1111 
~~"~"~"~~~~~~~~~~"~~ cn .. u. a. 

Cheot the taoiliti• 1ft would expeot to find 1n a Rational. Park 

If I l 111111l11111I1111 
1;1 IC' Ci 4 cc 0: M iA i6 l!A Z1 Z-> Z• ZL'. Z• ZZ Zr» Zd 20 *' 



Sex . :: -ale __ ~er;ale_ rr~v1ou s Visit Yes - r:o_ 
• L 

Fo~nt of Cril2'.1n Popul-=t ti on over 20 • 000 _ 

Fopulg,:.1011 urdnr 20,000 __ 

~1-In vPnerel, durln~ a visit to ~t . Lassen, would you consider your­
self to be1 

1-Dav use visitor __ 

2-Camoer __ 

3-3~ckcountrv us er~ 

#2-Fow loni:i: will your Yis it to t~ t. Lassen Nati onal Fark be? 

1-Less t119.n 12 hours_ 

2-Cne to two days __ 

1-Three to five davs_ 

4-Cve r five d~ys __ _ 

;
1 J-Which of t'1e be low f !3. c111 ties do you prefer to find at l·.t. lasse~ 

r·!:i ti oni:i l Fark ? 

1. S"'i ci"' IJa 

2 . iarinq for ho~tin~ 
'3. Golf c o11 rse 
IJ. Ccirr.rn-ro1·r1s ·: 1 thout services 
5. Camn~rourd s with ~ervlces 
t... Gi:ts 15tg t i on 
7. V1sitor c~nter 
P. Smqll ~rocery stor e 
9. r;1-r t cel"' t c.r 
10. Shopuil"'~ c entPr 
11 • l~iund rarra t 
12. Patel or l od~e 

13. Swi~rnin~ ~ool 
1/J.. ?.crse st:.'lble 
15. Childrens plav qrea 
16. Re staurqnt 

Restrooms 
~howers 
Roads 
Trails 
'I'enn1 s courts 
Bike trails 
~·.useum 
Convention center 

li4-Wherc should conc<='ssionaire facilities be located? 

1-In.:;i~e rt. Le.sisen Ucttional Park __ 

2-NeP-rl::y t't. Lassen Na tional Fark_ 

#5-Would you cqll Et~ Lqs~en National Park a: 

1-~ild~rness area~ 

2-Law use grea__ 

3-P.i~h us ~ ~re,___ 



Sainple interview form for 'winter survey at ~ Las sen.- Vdt c ~~ r t ..... c IJ • P 

. 
Sex Male_ Female Previous Visit Yes 

Point of Origin Population over 20,000.,,.....~ 
Population under 20,000 __ 

Age -20 29 39 49 59 60+ 

No 

County __ 
City_ 

#1-In general during a winter visit to Mt. Lassen do you conider 
yourself' to be: 

x-skier 
Snowshoe -
Downhill Sider 
Other -
First visit_ 

#2-Which or the below racilities do you prefer to find at Mt. 
Lassen National Park? 

(We will use the same 24 facilities used on the preference survey.) 

#3-Where should conces.~~PP.~fi!:e :facilities be located? 
Inside Ml!'. Lassen 'NP ---Nearby Mt. Lassen NP ---

#4-Which of the below recreational activities do you prefer to 
find in Mt. Lassen NP? 

(We will use the same 16 recreational activities used on the 
preference study.) 

#5-Would you call Mt. Lassen NP a: 
Wilderness park 
Low density par~ 
High density park 

#6-Do you, have you, or would you like to learn how to downhill 
ski? 

Yes No ---
#7-Martial status Single __ Married ---
#8-Do you consider yourself to be a: (skier) 

Beginner 
Intermediate 
Advanced 

#9-How often during a winter season do you ski, in a normal year? 
0-1~ 2-3~ 4-6~ 7-10~ 11-15~ 16-20 __ 

#10-How often during a winter season do you ski Mt. Lassen, in a 
normal year? 

0-1 __ 2-3 __ 4-6~ 7-10 __ 11-15~ 16-20~ 



... 

• 
#11-Are the ski slopes at Mt. Lassen challenging enough for you? 

Not applicable~ 
Yes 
No 

#12-I~ Mt. Lassen were expanded to an inter-advanced ski area 
with chair lifts, would you be willing to pay: 

0 additional $s 

1
1 additional -----
2 additional-
3-4 additionar-
5-6 additional----
7-10 additional 

#13-If Mt. Lassen were expanded would you be willing to stay over­
night at local accommodations, assuming their cost to be similar 
to other resorts. (i.e. Tahoe, Mammoth, Shasta) 

Yes 
No---

#14-Income 
0-5,000 
5,001-1"3'00 
7,501-10,000-
10,001-15,oocr--
15,001-20,000~ 

#15-Do you want to see Mt. Lassen ski area expanded? 
Yes 
No-

#16-Educational Background 
Less than High School~ 
1 year college 
2-3 years college--
BA or BS ~ 
MA or MS_ 
Dr. -

#17-If still in college what school do you attend? -------
#18-Where should the winter concessionaire facilities be located? 

Inside Mt. Lassen NP --Nearby Mt. Lassen NP --



--,-; i"" <_:-1+ If A-j he. .r--
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C~.·co CA. 9 sct::i...G 
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Tota1 Facility 51.llZ&.r7 
, '--1_. ~.r-v.L 7 ~A...J.:--r.·-_: . 

•Jie~d- 0. J ;;)""'---~ '-

Facility Wilderness National Park Urban Rec. Area 

Ski area 14.2 4-0.7 27.6 

Marina 1.4 24.9 61.2 

Golf course 1.2 14.1 74.2 

Campgrounds without 48.8 63.0 28.5 
J 

Campgrounds vi.th 20.1 8J.4 .57.2 

Gas station 10.) .51.S 61.1 

Visitor Center 1).2 81.0 60.9 

Shopping area 3.8 49.8 SB.6 

Laundraat 1.2 39.a 52.3 

Hotel a.9 67.1 54.0 

Swimming pool 3.1 28.2 74.o 

Horse Stable 9.6. 47.4 52.4 

Childrona play 1.7 30.6 ?9.0 

Restaurant 3.5 44.2 59.5 

Restrooms 15.1 87.4 19.7 

Sh overs 1.0 53.6 54.2 

Roads 28.7 84.S 68.o 

Trails 83.1 87.J 66.2 

Tennis Courts o.s 16.2 74.4 

Bike Trails 7.2 49.7 68.1 



. . . -. . 

SW!lm&ry Ot Wilderness Question 

... 
F&cility Wild Mt. L Yos. GGNRA Tqtal i 

Ski area 1.0 2.7 14.8 22.) 14.2 

Marina o.o 0.3 1.3 2.4 1.4 

Golt course 0.9 o.o 0.7 2.4 1.2 

Campgrourx!s without .55.7 41.9 45.1 55.5 48.9 

Campgrounds with 10.4 9.3 21.J 29.2 20.7 

Gas station 0.9 4.0 7.5 19.3 10.3 

Visitor center 4.) 12.0 10.7 18.7 13.2 

Shopping area 3.5 0.1 ).6 6.o 3.8 

Laundramat 1.7 o.o 1.5 1.4 1.2 

Bot el 3.5 0;7 1.1 16.5 8,9 

Svimming pool 2.6 o.o 1.) 7,0 3,1 
\ 

Horse stable 4.) 2.? 11.4 13.1 9.6 

Childrens play 1.7. 0.1 2.a 1.2 1.7 

Restaurant 2.6 0.3 ).7 5,4 3.5 

Restrooms 12.2 14.6 16.5 14.7 15.1 

Showers a.1 4.7 6.2 a.9 1.0 

Roads 4.3 15,3 24.0 47.3 28.7 

Trails 93.9 69.a 86.o e5.9 8).2 

Tennis Courts 0.9 0.1 0.1 o.e 0,8 

Bike trails 3.5 3.3 6.4 11.3 7.2 

Mean-------------- 11.13 9.10 1).66 18.46 14.18 



· .... 
• 

Summary Of National Park Question 
"' 

Facility Wild Kt. L Yos. GGNRA Total l • 

Ski area 36.5 25.6 38.6 53.1 40.7 

Marina 13.9 13.6 29.2 29.8 25.0 

Golf' course 9.6 2.) 1).) 2).1 14.1 

Campgrounds without 63.5 60.1 59.0 69.2 63.1 

Campgrounds with 87.0 79.1 83.9 8lh9 8J.5 

Gas station 65.2 48.2 6J.7 55.1 5?.6 

Visitor center 88.7 83.7 82.0 76.7 81.1:. 
~ 

Shopping area 47.8 32.6 61.8 47.9 49.8 

Laundramat J9.1 24.6 51.7 J6.6 39.a 

Hotel ?4.8 J6.9 71.7 1a.1 67.2 

S1limming pool 25.2 9.0 35.8 J2.4 28.2 

Horse stable 61.7 30.9 54.9 46.) 47.5 

Childrens play 28.7 19.6 )6.9 31.0 30.6 

Restaurant 59.1 32.2 52.6 J9.2 44.) 

Restrooms 85.2 88.4 90.3 ar..s 87.5 
Showers 60.0 56.1 59.7 45.1 54.0 
Roads 80.9 79.7 87.B 84.9 84.6 

Trails 91.) 88.0 91.9 81.J 87.4 

Tennis courts 12.2 2.7 11.a 23.5 16.2 

Bike trails 59.1 37.2 61.4 42.7 49.8 

Mean-------------- 52.6 



' . 

Summary of Urban Recreation Quostion .. 
i ; 

Facility W11d. Mt. L Yos. GGNR' Total 

Ski area 22.6 24.9 25.5 32.6 27.6 

Marina 52.2 40.9 59.9 76.9 61.3 

Golf course 71.3 48.8 (l.2 87.1 ?4.3 

Campgrounds without 15.7 24.3 27.3 35.4 28.6 

Campgrounds with 48.7 63.5 58.6 54.1 5?.J 

Gas station 70.4 64.5 65.0 53.1 61.2 

Visitor., center 59.1 60.5 62.7 59.s 61.0 

Shopping area 57.4 54.s 64.4 55.9 58.8 

Laundramat ,51.J 48.8 59.4 47.3 .52.4 

Hotel 61.7 44.9 59.4 52.1 54.0 
"-

Swimming pool ?~.7 61.1 76.2 80.J 74.5 

Horse Sta.b1e ,50.4 41.5 58.2 53.3 52.4 

Ch11drens p1ay 77.4 66.8 77.0 89.3 79.1 

Restaurant 66.1 52.2 67.0 54.S 59.5 

Restrooms 07.s a1.1 75.1 78.J 79.8 

Showers 50.4 62.1 53.0 .51.9 54.3 
' 

Roads 74.8 69.4 64.6 69.6 68.1 

Trails 48.7 54.a 67.2 76.1 66.J 

Tennis courts 70.4 s2.5 79.6 03.3 74.5 

Bike trails 78.J .59.8 70.2 68.8 68.2 

Mean-------------~ 54.17 62.98 60.66 



. ' - . • . . 

Point o! Origin 
.. 

egion Mt. L 301 Wild 115 Yos 534 GGNRA 503 Total 1453 
l . 

orth Coast 4 1.3 0 o.o 12 2.2 7 1.4 23 1.5 

orth State 56 18.6 5 4.3 36 6.1 27 5.3 124 a.s 
\ 

an Joaquin 18 5.9 1:3 11.3 7.3 13.6 )1 6.1 140 9.6 

oastal Reg. 7 2.3 1 o.a 24 4.5 19 3.7 51 . :3-5 

.A/Long Beach 57 16.9 3~ 28.7 106 19.a 42 a.3 238 16.4 

a.n Diego 13 4.3 6 5.2 14 2.6 13 2.5 46 3.1 

iesert 5 1.6 0 o.o 5 0.9 7 1.4 17 1.1 

F ~ 66 21.9 45 39.1 117 21.9 266 sz-a 494 33.9 

re.st. States 28 9.3 5 4.3 47 B.8 30 5.9 110 7.5 

;idvest st. 14 4.6 o' o.o 30 5.6 17 3.3 61 4.2 

:&st Coast 18 5,9 5 4.3 39 7.3 21 4.1 8:3 5.7 
_. 

outh Coast 10 ).) 2 1.7 13 2.4 9 1.7 34 2.3 

:aw/Al.a.ska 1 0.3 0 o.o 2 0.3 0 o.o ) 0.2 

ut of CoUJ1try 4 1.3 0 o.o 16 2.9 14 2.7 34 2.3 
'· 

• 



.. 
91 • • 

Age 

' . 
Age Kt. Lassen : ··Yos. GGNRA Wilderness Tota1 

Minus 20 11.6 13.7 14.1 )1.3 14.8 

20-29 30.9 28.,5 20.9 2,5.2 26.1 

30-39 23.6 21.s 21.5 1).0 2).1 

40-49 15.0 1.5.0 13.7 13.0 14.4 

so-s9 8.) 11.6 14,7 14,8 12.3 

60 plus 10.3 9,7 15.1 2.6 11.1 
; 

Sex 

Male ss.s 54.1 .5).) 53.9 .54.2 
Female 44.2 4.5.9 46.7 46.1 45.8 

Previous Visit 

Yee 40.9 60.s .50.1 so.4 .52.0 

No 59.1 39.s 49.) 49.6 47.8 



• • • 

.. 
Experience 

1. Companionship 

2. Recr. Skills 

3. Self-confidence 

4. Explore 

s. Natural Beauty 

6. Social Recog. 

7. Scholastic 
.I 

8. Tension Reduction 

9. Exercise 

10. Part of Nnture 

11. Family/friend 

12. Knowledge of Nature 

13. Psyc. Learn 

14. Health 

15. Personal Senses 

1. Aesthetic 

! ' • . Physical 

J. PsycbologicaL -

4. Social 

5. Educational 

Wild 

J.47 

2.60 

J.76 

14.20 

27.24 

o.o 

0.57 

J.18 

9.56 

11.30 

6.08 

4.92 

s.21 

4.92 

2.89 

41.114 

28.69 

12.17 

9.56 

13.01 

... 

Experience Summary 
i . 

Kt.L Yos. GGNRA Total 
.. 

3.70 7.61 13.14 B.40 

1.79 1.81 4.24 2.11 

1.68 3.12 s.31 J.63 

15.26 14.29 8.43 12.4.5 

2J.45 23.03 a.16 18.JO 

o.o 0.74 0.53 o.46 

0.33 0.31 1.32 0.69 

5.16 7.74 16.75 7.89 

3.92 4.18 8.56 6.07 

13.13 9.42 4.?8 a.12 

11.44 10.79 12.94 11.)0 

10.88 6.05 5.97 6.92 

2.69 3.24 .5.44 4.06 

1.68 2.37 5.37 J.47 

4.82 5.24 4.98 4.88 

41.41 37.70 17.92 J1.90 

20.87 20.84 22.37 22.00 

9.53 14.10 21.51 15.58 

15.15 19.16 26.62 20.16 

0.17 11.55 8.11 10.33 
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Vqlue of ~t. LassPn Preference Study 

Despite policy and resource constraints, there must be latitude i . 

for mana~ers to consider the desires of the public; qnd to ensure the 

provid1n~ of a quality experience. Behavioral rese9rch can contribute 

to the planning and operations of management objectives by examining 

tre exuectations a~d preferences of users. 

Tod~y the National Park Service has less money and manpower to cope 

with visitor manai:rement. Gary Soucie in an article in Audubon t-ag-

azine ( 1976) pointed to the fact that in 1960 each park operations employt 
~ 

liad to cone with 27,000 visitor days. By the year 1975, the ratio had 

eY.~!3.nd ed to 4~,000 visitor days for each employee. 

At most p.13.rk areas, behavioral research should be given equal 

considerations to resource and scientific research. Planning decisions 

must consider the clientele who recreqte, as it h~s become socially 

and psychologically i~portant to these users. There are a variety 

of ways that behavioral research can help with rr.anage~ent and Flanning 

objPctives of outdoor recreation sites. 

Eehavioral reseqrch can help assess who and how many individuals 

use each p9rt1cular facility. It should be fundamental to all rec-

r 0 9tion plqnnin~ th~t managers know the extent of the recreation 

resource. 

Behavioral research csn show possible methods 1n protection and 

~qn~~e~ent of the characteristics of the resources and facilities that 

a1ve these resources their recreational value. The park area and fac111t~ 

are dependent upon some type of control on the behavior of the users and 

control of the users is dependent upon knowing who they are and what 

-1-
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they expect to do durin~ their visit • 

... l·:anaaerrent n:ust provide an apy: ropriate level of use Rnd an appro­

pri~te level of developrr.ent; both of which must be in accordance with 

the area's physical and ecolog ical needs. Behavioral research could 

help answer the questions of whgt level and r3te of use are desirable? 

Bow many faciliti~s? How much developo ent is expected and preferred 

by the users? Who will pay the cost? 

r:a.nai:rers must. when feasible, try to meet the needs and desires 

of the recreationist, and his use of the resource. If management knows 

these ~eeds and desires as related to recreation, interpretive programs 

could be desi~ned around the users' interest. 

~anaaement must plan the r esource so as to ensure the satisfaction 

of the users' experience. In adcition a resource must be planned and 

preserved so qs to ensure the future s a tisfaction of users. Thus it is 

imoortqnt to find ways of meeting the needs of recreationist while 

~aintaininll the land in a natural state. 

Rese~ rch could show possible misconceptions manages have about 

users 0xnect~tions and preferences. This could aid in improved in­

tPrpretive pro~raming and facility development, while lowering cost 

wliich could result from possible miscalcula tions. 

It is 1M~ortant for m~nagers of outdoor recreation areas not to 

lose sight of their pur~ose. They must not only provide for the 

enjoY!'lent an~ use of the public but must also pre serve and protect 

thP l~na they ~ana~e. Behavioral research is one possible way in which 

th~se two potentially incompatible objectives ~ight be able to exist 

or act toaeth~r harmoniously. 



- . 

As pects of Study 

. . 

1. To arrive at basic data on users of Mt. Las sen National Fark. i 

2. To C! eterrnine if us ers of Jo:t. Lass en J~a tional Fark can be divided 

into t~ree oist!nct ~roups; 1) Day user, 2) Camper and J) Backpacker. 

J. To deterrrine length of visits to Nt. Lassen Hat1onal 1-ark. 

4. To dete rmine prefe rences of use rs. To determine if groups diffe r 

on nrefernces. 

5. To see if certain statistically different groups use the park for 

s112:nificantly differ~nt lengths of time. 

h. To estqblish feeling towarc possible concessionaire develop~ent. 

?. Crosstebnlations between numbers one thru four from the above listings. 


