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ABSTRACT

THE IDENTIFICATION AND COMPARISON OF PREFERENCES FOR RECREATION LOCATIONS:
THE EXAMPLE OF ONTARIO PROVINCIAL PARK CAMPERS

By

Donald Emerson Hallman

In a number of studies examining the spatial characteristics
of demand for recreation opportunities, there has been a tendency to
adopt direct measures of spatial origin-destination movements of
recreation resource users as indicators of recreation demand. This
study is based on the assertion that such measures indicate only
recreation consumption under the particular spatial pattern of origins
and recreational destinations in which the movements occur, not
recreation demand. A model is discussed and applied in which spatial
movements of recreation resource users are regarded as the outcome of
choices among available alternative destinations based on locational
preferences independent of particular patterns of destinations. This
approach appears capablé of revealing a number of characteristics of
locational preferences from knowledge of spatial flows within known
origin-destination systems.

In the revealed preference approach adopted in this study,
movements to recreation destinations were conceptualized as revealing
pairwise choices between the destination alternative chosen and each
other alternative available for choice. Destinations were grouped into
locational types based on their distance-from-origin and site attract-

iveness attributes, and these locational types constituted the alternatives
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Donald E. Hallman
among which choices were recorded. From this information, it was
possible to achieve a scaling of locational types according to revealed
preferences, and ultimately, to formulate a preference surface indicating
the extent to which trade-offs exist between distance and site attract-
iveness of destinations (that is, the willingness of users to substitute
a less desirable amount of one attribute for a more desirable amount of
the other attribute). The analysis was further extended to examine
differences in locational preferences of subgroupings of the recreation-
oriented population through comparison of the choices by these subgroups
between pairs of locational types.

The analysis described above was applied to information on the
movements of campers from 54 Ontario origins to 81 Ontario provincial
parks. The data employed consisted of a one percent (approximately)
sample of campers during the 1966 camping season and a 100 percent sampie
of 1968 campers. Information on characteristics of campers for the 1966
sample was utilized to formulate camper subgroups which were analyzed
for preference differences. The three camper characteristics selected
for this purpose included extent of camping experience, length of stay
at park, and type of occupation.

Results of the application of the revealed preference model
suggest that this approach has considerable utility in indicating
preferences underlying patterns of recreation travel. A considerable
degree of order was discerned in the preferences of Ontario campers
among park destinations, a significant finding since it points to the
existence of similarities in preferences, despite obvious variations

in choice situations and observed destination choices.
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Donald E. Hallman

The scaling of locational preferences of Ontario campers
indicated that the more preferred locational types definitely tended
to involve shorter distances than less preferred types. Distance
appeared to be more strongly related to locational preference than the
site attractiveness measures employed. Despite the prominence of the
distance-to-destination variable, there was evidence of some degree of
substitution between distance and attractiveness, largely involving
locational types having short to moderate distances. With respect to
temporal aspects, few major differences in preference structurc betwecn
the 1966 and 1968 camper data were found. This result supports the
hypothesis that preferences have considerable stability over time.

The analysis of preference differences among camper subgroups
indicated little relationship between observable differences in
preference and the camper characteristics under consideration. Only
with respect to length of stay did subgroup differences appear to be
significantly greater than expected. These results point to the need
to further define and measure user aftributes having relevance to
locational preferences held.

Finally, it was shown that potential exists for applying the
revealed preference approach in a predictive campacity as an aid to
planning for future development of recreation opportunities. The need
for developing improved methods for measuring attractiveness of
recreation destinations and for defining locational types was underlined.
Once such problems are resolved, future regearch might well refine and
extend the results of this study to other temporal and spatial situations

as well as to other forms of recreation pursuits.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Problem

Setting and Objectives

The recent rapid growth in participation in various recrea-
tional opportunities has been amply documented by a variety of studies
and statistics.1 Accompanying such growth in participation has been a
change in attitude toward recreation as a focus of research, reflected
in the following statement:

The traditional view that human activities in the pursuit

of recreation are a form of indulgence having marginal

status among the concerns of society is no longer tenable.

Indeed the institution of recreation and the action systems

that support it (should be) treated . . . as comparable

in importance and priority with the soc%al structures

centered on production and consumption.

Largely because of the obvious spatial and environmental components
of recreational activities, geographers were among the first to

demonstrate this change in attitude by embarking on research in

recreation.3

1Perhaps the best known evidence of such growth is found in reports
of the U.S. Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission in the
early 1960's and subsequent surveys by the Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation.

ZNational Academy of Sciences, A Program for Outdoor Recreation
Research (Washington: National Academy of Sciences, 1969), p. 1.

3

Initial research by North American geographers is discussed in a
review of recreational geography by McMurry and Davis (K.C. McMurry
and C.M. Davis, '"Recreational Geography'", American Geography:
Inventory and Prospect, eds. P.E. James and C.F. Jones (Syracuse:
Association of American Geographers, 1954), pp. 251-5.

1



One evident focus which has developed in recreation research
is that of recreational demand. As Knetsch has suggested, merely to
know that demand is increasing is not enough. '"What is needed is not a
collection of miscellaneous facts, but an understanding of the relafion—
ships inherent in recreation behavior and the ability to forecast the
effects of proposed alternative actions."1 He goes on to identify a
significant problem apparent in many demand studies:

The trouble arises from a confusion over the
difference between demand and consumption. Use

or attendance figures are incorrectly called demand,
instead of being interpreted as consumption or

the interaction of both demand, which certainly
exists, and the supply of opportunities, which

also exists.

The single most serious and most fundamental
deficiency in most demand surveys and studies is
that they do not provide any means of determining
how recreational use will respond to changes in
supply -- and that, after_all, is the portion on
which guidance is needed.

The problem is thus seen as one of determining demand charac-
teristics which exist independent of the present supply of opportunities:

Demand is one element of a system. Analysis of the
preference of individuals and groups can indicate
the directions and amount of total demand. These,
together with the other elements of the system --
the location of recreation places and the way
resources are used -- produce a pattern.

13.L. Knetsch, A Design for Assessing Outdoor Recreation Demands in
Canada, A Report to National and Historic Parks Branch, Canada Depart-
ment of Indian Affairs and Northern Development (Ottawa: 1967), p. S.

21bid.

31bid., p. 7.

40utdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission, Outdoor Recreation for
America (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962), p. 10.
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It is readily apparent that both demand and supply in
recreation have important spatial components. Since many recreation
activities cannot be pursued in the immediate vicinity of places of
residence, some degree of spatial separation between origins of recreation
resource users (demand centers) and locations of recreation opportunities
(supply centers) usually exists. Attempts to assess the adequacy of
recreation opportunities in meeting demand, then, inevitably include
measurement of the extent of spatial separation of demand and supply
centers and the flows of the users from origins to recreation destinations.

This dissertation is concerned with certain spatial implica-
tions of the problem identified above by Knetsch. A fundamental tenet,
providing much of the motivation behind this study, is that the spatial
interaction patterns established by recreation resource users (i.e.
flows from origins to destinations) are indicative of recreation
consumption, not recreation demand. Accordingly, such interaction
patterns are closely linked to the specific spatial pattern of origins
and recreation opportunities within which they are observed. In order
to better understand demand, an attempt must be made to view existing
recreation use characteristics outside of the distorting influences of
specific configurations of origin and opportunity locations.

Knetsch has suggested that the significance of demand state-
ments lies in their function as ''guides to what people actually want"l
(as opposed to what people are observed to select). This dissertation,

then, contributes to recreation demand research by vitue of its concern

1Knetsch, A Design for Assessing Outdoor Recreation Demands in Canada,

p. S.




with the preferences of recreation resource users underlying their
choice of recreation destination. The methodology adopted involves the
analysis of observed origin-destination interaction patterns viewing
these as the outcome of choices among the alternative locations availabie.1
Most important to the approach, choices are conceptualized as the result
of evaluating available destinations in the light of preferences which
are independent of the actual pattern of destinations available to the
chooser. The identification of preferences among destination locations
(termed "locational preferences”)2 indicating some attributes of under-
lying demand, comprises the major contribution of the dissertation.

Specific objectives of the dissertation may be stated as
follows:

(1) the description and discussion of an approach which
appears to be capable of modelling preferences for recreation destin-
ations from data on the spatial movement of recreation resource users.

(3) the application of this preference model to a specific
example of recreation interaction employing available empirical data,
and the evaluation of the results of this application.

(3) the examination of the contributions and potential uses

of the preference model in recreation research.

1 . ey -
"Interaction" here refers to movement of individuals from origins to
destinations for recreational purposes.

2The term "space preferences' is also used to describe such preferences.
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A Note on the Research Approach

The dissertation concerns the analysis of the bechavioral
basis of spatial activity. This approach appears to embrace two view-
points in geographic research, the spatial analytic and the behavioral.
By virtue of its concern with spatial patterns and the processes
associated with such patterns, the approach may be defined as that of
spatial analysis.1 In emphasizing the relationship between behavioral
phenomena and spatial patterns, the approach falls under the heading
of '"behavioral geography."2

Some writers, however, distinguish between the spatial
analytic and behavioral approaches on the basis of the types of explan-
ations sought. Olsson, for example, has suggested that the two
approaches might be differentiated by their inferences regarding form

and process:

1Spatial analysis frequently is defined to include study of the
regularities of spatial patterns, identification and analysis of
processes influencing and influenced by such patterns, and prediction
of future spatial processes and patterns.

2As Gould has noted (P.R. Gould, '"Methodological Developments Since

the Fifties," Progress in Geography, Volume 1, eds. C. Board et al.
[London: Edward Arnold, 1969]) the behavioral approach in geography
appears to have two emphases -- one, the analysis of the behavioral
bases of spatial patterns, and two, the impact of perception of
environment on decision making. The first of these foci is exemplified
by the papers edited by Cox and Golledge (K.R. Cox and R.G. Golledge,
eds., Behavioral Problems in Geography: A Symposium [Evanston:
Northwestern University, Department of Geography, Studies in Geography,
XVII, 1969]). Research included in the second of these emphases is
reviewed in articles by Brookfield (ii.C. Brookfield, ''On the Environment
as Perceived,'" Progress in Geography, Volume 1, eds., C. Board et al.}
and by Wood (L.J. Wood, "Perception Studies in Geography,'" Transactions,
Institute of British Geographers, L (1970), pp. 129-42.)
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. . . while the spatial analyst attempts to infer
individual behavior from knowledge of a given
spatial pattern, the behaviorist argues for
reasoning the other way around.

If, from the above, it is concluded that spatial analysts attempt to
infer behavior solely from spatial pattern while behaviorists attempt
inference of spatial pattern solely from behavior, then the dissertation
is oriented toward some sort of middle ground between these two extremes.
Individual behavior and the spatial patterns relevant to it are viewed
as mutually dependent phenomena rather than one considered as dependent
on the other. As Rushton has stated concerning the study of urban
spatial structure:

Although the spatial structure of activities in

an urban area will reflect both current and past

patterns of behavior, explanations of spatial

structure based on such patterns of behavior

often seem to be tautological since it would

appear to be just as reasonable to explain

behavior as a function of spatial structure as

to explain structure as a function of behavior.

The relationship is clearly one of mutual

dependence.

The dissertation focuses on what might be termed 'spatial
behavior'", i.e. decision making by individuals about their use of and
action in space. The movement of an individual from point A to point
B is evidence that a spatial choice has been made, but the decision

process, not the movement is spatial behavior.3

1G. Olsson, '"Inference Problems in Locational Analysis,' Behavioral

Problems in Geography, eds. Cox and Golledge, p. 14.

2G. Rushton, '"Behavioral Correlates of Urban Spatial Structure,"
Economic Geography, XLVII (1971), p. 49.

SRushton (G. Rushton, "Analysis of Spatial Behavior by Revealed Space
Preference," Annals of the Association of American Geographers, LIX
(1969), pp. 391-402.) suggests making a distinction between ''spatial
behavior'" (procedure by which alternative locations are evaluated and
choices made) and 'behavior in space" (description of spatial choices made).
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Structure of the Dissertation

The structure of this study follows the general order of
objectives already described. The remainder of the introductory
chapter reviews relevant recreation research. Chapter II discusses the
methodological developments and assumptions on which the preference
model is based and outlines the form of the model. The third chapter is
concerned with the data requirements of the approach and discusses how
these requirements can be met in applying it to a specific case study,
the movements of campers utilizing provincial parks in Ontario, Canada.
In the fourth chapter, the model is applied to Ontario provincial park
camper data and the resulting information on locational preferences is
presented and discussed. The fiffh chapter discusses the application of
the approach to examine differences among groups with respect to
locational preferences. Finally, Chapter VI draws conclusions about
the preference model and its application, and discusses the implications

and logical extensions of the approach.

Reasons for Selecting Provincial Park Campers for the Study

The previous section indicated that the spatial interaction
data to be utilized in the application of the preference model concerns
the movements of campers to Ontario provincial parks. In view of the

many different types of spatial interaction which might have been
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considered, all under the general heading of recreation,1 the reasons

for selecting this type of interaction are discussed briefly.

Availability of Data. -- The primary reason for employing

camper data in the study is that considerably more information has been
compiled for this group than for other types of recreational groups.
Reasonably detailed data on total numbers of campers, camper days, length
of stay etc. have been gathered for a number of years for most publicly-
operated campground facilities. Also, for many areas, sample surveys of
camping parties provide information about origins of campers, their socio-
economic characteristics, purpose of visit and so on. The fact that
information is frequently available about the site characteristics of
camping parks is also important, since the technique to be employed
requires information on destination site characteristics.

For Ontario, a substantial amount of information has been
compiled on camping in Ontario provincial parks. User surveys have been
carried out periodically since 1964, providing origin-destination
information for a sample of campers. While the reliability of some of
the survey data has been questioned as will be discussed later, it

appears suitable for the purposes of the preference approach. Information

INeedless to say, considerable space could be devoted to defining the

term ''recreation'" since it has been defined in a variety of ways. For
the purposes of this study, recreation is identified through a group of
recognizable outdoor activities under the assumption that individuals
participating in such activities are experiencing recreation. The
activity groups commonly included are: driving for pleasure, playing
sports, swimming, sight-seeing, picnicking, walking and riding, fishing,
boating, hunting, camping, winter sports, and spectator events. (after
O.R.R.R.C., Study Report No. 19, National Recreation Survey (Washington:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962), pp. 108-9.
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concerning the characteristics of Ontario provincial parks is readily
available and has been compiled and analyzed to some extent (as noted
later). Certain information is available on other recreation pursuits
in the province (see Wolfel for example), however it is much less
detailed and there are major problems in obtaining data on destination

site characteristics.

Neglect of Commercial and Other Public Camping Facilities. --

In discussing the availability of interaction data for Michigan recreation
resource users, Chubb has suggested that the lack of information on
camping in areas other than state or federal areas constitutes an
important restriction on the analysis of camping on a statewide basis.2
Such a criticism applies equally well to Ontario, where it is estimated
that slightly over one-half of all campers in Ontario in 1966 used
commercial or other campground facilities as opposed to provincial parks.
However, there are several reasons which can be advanced for proceeding
without the inclusion of non-provincial park users and opportunities.

It has been argued, for example, that in Ontario, camping
facilities other than provincial parks offer a different type of camping
opportunity not directly comparable to provincial park camping (e.g.

more commercialized in the case of privately-operated facilities, or more

1R.I. Wolfe, Parameters of Recreational Travel in Ontario: A Progress

Report (Downsview, Ontario: Ontario Department of Highways Report
No. RB111, 1966).

2M. Chubb, Outdoor Recreation Planning in Michigan by a Systems Analysis
Approach: Part IIl - The Practical Application of '"Program RECSYS" and
""SYMAP'" (Michigan State University, Department of Resource Development,
Recreation Research and Planning Unit, Technical Report No. 2, 1968)

p. 10.
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10

primitive in the case of non-developed wilderness areas).1 The suggestion
is that campers do not lump together all camping opportunities in deciding
among alternatives, but rather make a distinction between provincial

park opportunities and other facilities. If this hypothesis were

verified it would lend support to analyzing provincial park opportunitie:
separately from other opportunities.

The main problem in ignoring other camping opportunities is that
in modelling the locational choice process, not all available alternatives
and interactions are being considered. However, this would seem to be
of importance only if campers frequenting non-provincial park destinations
have significantly different locational preferences than do provincial
park campers (i.e. that including these campers would affect the overall
results considerably); There is little basis for making such an
assertion. Even if such a situation was suspected, a good case might be
made for keeping these two types of campers separate in the analysis
simply because combining them would obscure the significant differences
between them.

Aside from the above arguments, the magnitude of the problem
of collecting the required information on origin-destination movements

and destination site characteristics for the many and freguently smaller

non-provincial park opportunities is such that the benefits to the analysis

would have to be substantial to justify the additional effort involved.

1R.G.R. Rogers, "An Analysis of Some Elements of Demand for Ontario
Provincial Parks" (unpublished Master's thesis, Faculty of Graduate
Studies, University of Guelph, 1966), p. 10.

'l
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Thus while from certain standpoints it might be desirable to
include in the analysis all camping opportunities in the province, it
appears that employing provincial park data alone is justifiable,

providing this limitation is recognized in interpreting the results.

Spatial Interaction of Recreation Resource Users

- Review of Studies

A number of studies has focused on the interaction patterns
of recreation resource users and the basis of choice of recreation
destinations. It is pertinent at this point to assess the contribution
of such research to the dissertation topic. Each study reviewed has
attempted to model certain characteristics of the spatial interaction
of users incorporating assumption (often implicit) about their choice
behavior. They differ somewhat in their treatment of the locational
factor. The first group examined devotes little attgntion to the
influence of destination location on choice behavior of users. The
second group refers much more explicitly to location of destination and

includes this information in modelling procedures.

Modelling of Destination Selection -- Site Emphasis

Research efforts by Lucas, Lime, Shafer and Thompson, and

Hodgson are representative of the first group of studies identified
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above.1 All four concern camper utilization of publicly-operated camp-
ground facilities (probably the best-documented type of recreation
activity). Each has striven to relate use to various campground
attributes through the development of mathematical models identifying
those variables most closely associated with variations in use. Lucas
has examined destination attributes including physical resources,
resource quality indices, extent of development and relative location,
and their relationship to percentage occupancy of campgrounds in two
national forests in Michigan.2 Lime3 and Shafer4 undertook essentially
similar studies for campgrounds in Minnesota and New York respectively.
Hodgson examined relationships of campground characteristics to average
length of stay of camping parties.5 While these studies will not be

discussed in detail here, several observations are in order.

1r.c. Lucas, User Evaluation of Campgrounds on Two Michigan National
Forests (St. Paul, Minn.: North Central Forest Experiment Station,
U.S.D.A. Forest Service Research Paper, NC-44, 1970).

D.W. Lime, "A Spatial Analysis of Auto-Camping in the Superior National
Forest of Minnesota: Models of Campground Selection Behavior' (unpub-
lished Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Geography, University of
Pittsburgh, 1969).

E.L. Shafer and R.C. Thompson, ''Models that Describe Use of Adirondack
Campgrounds' Forest Science, XIV (1968), pp. 383-391.

R.W. Hodgson, '"Campground Features Attractive to Michigan State Park
Campers' (unpublished Master's thesis, Department of Resource
Development, Michigan State University, 1971).

2Lucas, User Evaluation of Campgrounds.

3Lime, "A Spatial Analysis of Auto-Camping."
4Shafer and Thompson, '"Models that Describe Use."

SHodgson, "Campground Features."
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Differences in accessibility of camping destinations were
either dismissed (as in Shafer's study) or considered only in terms of
superficial generalizations (for example the studies by Lucas and Lime).
No attempt was made to look at origins of campers frequenting particular
campgrounds. Rather, accessibility was measured in general terms, for
example the distance from one or two nearby urban concentrations, with
the implicit assumption that this measure is representative of access-
ibility for campers. The validity of such an assumption is questionable.

Each of the studies mentioned above found that only a few
campground attributes were useful in accounting for campground use.

Some explanatory variables appear self-evident, (for example, that average
annual total visitor days is affected markedly by size of campground).
Viewed in the context of choice behavior, some variables contributing to
"explaining'" campground use are puzzling. They appear to suggest that

all of the campers had knowledge of rather obscure campground character-
istics (for instance, number of islands accessible by motorboat), and
employed this knowledge in choosing a destination.

From the above, it is apparent that these studies are not
related to the individual decision maker. Rather they have considered
aggregates of decisions and have attempted to explain, not by looking at
choice procedures, but by establishing associations between these
aggregates and environmental characteristics with little regard to how
such characteristics enter the decision process.

Shafer offers a clue to a major difficulty in such an approach
in his observation about the mutual interdependence between campground

size and use:
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. . . campground size has an organic quality and grows

over time in response to inherent physical opportunities

and demand. Campground size is not an independent

variable in the main, but a summation of many

administrative judgements and responses over the

course of years.

Thus to attempt to account for use in terms of existing facilities and
attributes is to miss the fundamental interdependence between use and
many destination characteristics.

It seems illogical to consider destination attributes as being
independent of use characteristics, when it is apparent that such
independence frequently does not exist. Great care in dealing with
interdependence among destination attributes is evident in some studies.
Unfortunately similar attention is not given to the interrelationships
between the so-called 'dependent' variable (i.e. campground use) and the
so-called "independent' variables.?

In summary, three main points have been made; first, that
locational characteristics have been inadequately treated, second, that

campground attributes identified as influencing use have not been linked

to choice behavior, and third, that use is considered to be dependent on

lshafer and Thompson, ''Models that Describe Use,'" p. 389.

21t might be argued that to clarify the nature of such a relationship

is the purpose of such a study. However, the technique commonly employsd,
regression analysis, does not provide answers to the question of causality
of association. Rather, it ascertains the degree of explanation achieved
if one variable is assumed to be dependent on one or more variables in-
dependent to it. Thus (as in Shafer's study) a correlation coefficient
of 0.97 between campground use and campground size can be obtained without
considering the possibility of interdependence. Predictions of the

use of new or expanded campgrounds on the basis of this size variable
might then be made without an adequate understanding of the inter-
relationship between the two variables.
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campground attributes and consequently the existence of a certain amount

of mutual interdependence is ignored.

Modelling of Destination Selections -- Site and Situation Emphasis

The Gravity Model. -- A number of researchers have employed

a gravity function to model the spatial interaction of recreation resource
users.l In this model, interaction (V1,2) between two places is
represented in terms of some characteristics of the places, frequently
their population (P; and P;), and the distance (dl,z) between them. The

general form of the gravity equation is:

k (P* @)
Vl’2 =

z
d1,2

where k is a constant, and x, y and z are exponents derived through

fitting of the equation to available interaction data.

1Cf., E. Ullman and D.J. Volk, "An Operational Model for Predicting
Reservoir Attendance and Benefits,'' Papers, Michigan Academy of Science,
Arts and Letters, XLVII (1961), pp. 473-84.

C.C. Crevo, '"Characteristics of Summer Weekend Recreational Travel"
Highway Research Record, XLIV (1963), pp. 51-60.

Wolfe, Parameters of Recreational Travel.

C.S. Van Doren, "An Interaction Travel Model for Projecting Attendance

of Campers at Michigan State Parks: A Study in Recreational Geography'

(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Geography, Michigan State
University, 1967).

H.K. Cheung, A Day-Use Park Visitation Model. Canadian Outdoor Recreation
Demand Study, Technical Note No. 1, (Ottawa: National Parks Branch,
undated).
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Wolfe, has modified the general form of the gravity function
by letting P1 represent origin population, Py, the capacity of recreation

destination, and d, the origin-destination distances.l

Introduction of
such a capacity measure, varying with type of recreation pursuit,
represents an attempt to measure some characteristic of destinations,
apart from distance, which might be expected to influence interaction.
Employing interaction data for Ontario origins and destinations, Wolfe
was able to derive values for the exponents and k in the gravity function
for several recreation pursuits including patronage of cottages,
provincial parks and commercial resorts. He found substantial variation
in these values for the different recreation pursuits examined.

One of the most important restrictions of the gravity model
is that it assumes spatial interaction among origins and destinations
will not vary with differences in availability of alternative destinations.
That is, interaction between a specified type of origin and destination
for a given distance will be represented as invariant regardless of
the pattern of alternatives which might exist. As Ellis and Van Doren
have suggested.2 interaction more logically might be expected to vary
with different spatial systems. In terms of choice behavior, it seems
more realistic to conceptualize interaction as a choice among available
alternatives, rather than as a choice among the entire range of destination

types included in the system, whether available or not (as in the gravity model).

1Wolfe, Parameters of Recreational Travel.

25.B. Ellis and C.S. Van Doren, "A Comparative Evaluation of Gravity and
System Theory Models for Statewide Recreational <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>