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ABSTRACT

A PROFILE OF MICHIGAN STATE PARK USERS
WITH PROMOTION IMPLICATIONS

By

Katherine K. Beatty

This study is only one part of a project funded by
Parks Division, Michigan Department of Natural Resources.
An on-site survey was conducted May-September 1985 and
focuses on both campers and day users.

Camper parties were found to be mainly resident fami-
lies spending 4.7 nights, participating in swimming, hik-
ing/walking, and sightseeiné and were content repeat users.
In addition, the average camper party spent $45.92 within
twenty miles of the park. Conversely, day users were resi-
dent families on a five hour trip participating in swim-
ming, picnicking, or hiking trails and were also content
repeat users. Also, day user parties, on average, spent
$18.16 within twenty miles of the park.

Users of state parks rely heavily on recommendations
from friends and relatives for information about parks to
visit. This finding is the basis for a set of recommend-

ations for improved targeting of promotional activities.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The growth rate of camping in the national context
has been declining recently. "From an average annual
growth rate of twenty percent in the 1960's, camping
declined in the early 1970's to less than 10%, and to
less than 5% in the late 1970's (LaPage and Cole,
1979) ." As the number of visits along with visitor pat-
terns have changed, downturns in the economy and recur-
ring fuel price fluctuations have all led to a change in
the environment for managing and financing recreation
systems across the country (Howard and Crompton, 1980).

Michigan State Parks are being forced to move in
the direction of self-sufficiency. In the past 38 years
the legislature has ceased to appropriate the total
amount of funds for the State Parks System-instead the
users themselves are faced with the task of paying the
difference between the amount of funds appropriated by
the legislature and the amount needed by the State Parks
Division to maintain and operate the facilities.

Funding sources for the Michigan State

Parks operating budget have changed

greatly since 1975. The proportion of

the operating budget from the State Leg-

islature has dropped from 67% in
1974-1975 to 31% in 1983-1984. This rep-
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resents a 50% decrease. During this

period, users fees have increased from

33% of the final operating budget in

1974-1975 to 66% in 1983-1984. Clearly,

users are continuing to pay an increas-

ingly larger portion of the state park

operating budget (Silagy, 1985).

As a result of this new movement toward self-
sufficiency, Parks Division of the Michigan Department
of Natural Resources (DNR) is looking for ways of
increasing its revenues in order to provide the same
level of service to which people are accustomed. Reve-
nues can be increased a variety of ways. One way would
be to increase the price of the daily and annual motor
vehicle permits. Another way would be to increase the
camping fees. In order to know the best way to increase
revenues, it is necessary to carefully study the market
and marketing environment of the DNR. This would
involve, among other things, who and where the campers
and day users come from (instate vs. out-of-state resi-
dents). If there is a considerable amount of out-of-
state users, perhaps they should pay a higher fee since
they do not pay Michigan taxes. Therefore, the DNR
would be justified in raising its fees for out-of-state
users. Currently at Warren Dunes State Park, out-of-
state day users must pay $1 more for their daily

sticker. Perhaps this philosophy should prevail at

other State Parks as well.
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According to the National Park Service (1983),
decisions that are based upon solid marketing principles
not only save time and money but may also lead to
increased visitation and greater user satisfaction.

When marketing is done properly, in a manner consistent
with the philosophy of public recreation in state parks,
it can benefit the provider and receiver of services.

This paper will demonstrate how the Parks Division
of the DNR could be moving towards more of a marketing
approach. This marketing approach would enable the
Division to: 1) increase revenues and public acceptance
of this increase in fees, and 2) concentrate more on its
users and what it can provide such as better facilities,
maintenance, etc.

In the past, managers of State Parks were trained
to manage facilities rather than seek out and respond to
public need. This worked especially well because the
State Parks in Michigan were the main source of camping
and day use recreation products available. Presently,
user needs are changing and alternatives are available,
and as a result users are seeking other environments for
camping and day use experiences and are finding an
expanded range of alternatives available. Since it is
impossible for the present day manager to keep abreast
of both changes in users and potential users and the
competition, it was necessary for the State Parks Divi-

sion to undertake a study to discover who its users are
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4
and what they desire in a recreational experience.
Therefore in 1984, Michigan State University (MSU) was
awarded a contract by the Parks Division of the Depart-
ment of Natural Resources to perform a study of Michigan

State Park Campers and Day users.

Problem Statement

The purpose of this MSU study was twofold. First,
this study was to gather basic demographic, psycho-
graphic, and historical data that would lay the founda-
tion for planning and decision making in the future.
Secondly, the study was designed to gather knowledge
that would help state park managers in their planning
and decision making while at the same time adding to the
information base about Michigan campers.

Therefore, this paper will use the information from
the Michigan State Park (MSP) study to aid in the two
purposes outlined. A major focus will be to determine
who is using the Michigan State Parks in a camping or
day use capacity. This will include: demographic,
party, residence, and trip characteristics, as well as
information sources, equipment, activities, expendi-
tures, vehicle permit use, and satisfaction. Once the
"typical" camper and day user has been outlined, then
the problem becomes one of discovering how to plan for
the future in order to meet the needs of MSP campers and

day users in the late 1980's and beyond.
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This planning involves developing a promotional
strategy which will be specifically designed to reflect
the data gathered from the Michigan State Park survey.
This promotional strategy will consist of four parts:
personal selling, advertising, publicity, and sales pro-
motion. The strategy will address what Michigan State
Park managers need to change about the state park expe-
rience in order to satisfy their users so they will

return and possibly even recommend the park to others.

Objectives

The five objectives of this paper are:

1) Outline a profile of the "typical" state park
day user.

2) Outline a profile of the "typical" state park
camper.

3) Compare the "typical" day user and camper with
findings from other relevant studies.

4) From the conclusions drawn from the analysis,
develop strategies which can be implemented by
the state park managers.

5) Design a promotional strategy.






Expected Outcomes
As a result of this study the DNR will have a bet-

ter understanding of who its users are. Managers will
know what the "typical" camper and "typical" day user
looks like. This will include such information as:
socio-economic characteristics, participation patterns,
information sources and reservation patterns. The
importance of, and participation in, recreational acti-
vities will also be included as well as off-season acti-
vities, expenditures, and levels of and satisfaction.
Plus, "typical" users will be compared with other "typi-
cal" users in other state park, state forest, and com-
mercial studies as well as being compared to census
data. The recommendations chapter will address how the
State Park System could change to keep abreast of exist-
ing and potential user needs in order to increase atten-
dance and revenues. Finally, the promotion chapter will
outline specific recommendations to aid in: personal

selling, advertising, publicity, and sales promotions.

Justification

The combined problem is one of discovering who uses
state parks and, further, developing a strategy to keep
managers in touch with their campers and day users so
they can provide the experience the users desire. For
example, a manager of a state park needs to know what

visitors desire in visiting a state park and what makes
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them come back to state parks. Also, managers need to
know what the needs, desires, and problems of day users
are in order to keep them coming to the state park sys-
tem in desired numbers. One way to attain an awareness
of the changing needs of users is through a survey.
Michigan State University's Department of Parks and Rec-
reation conducted such a survey in the summer of 1985.
After carefully analyzing the data from the two surveys,
the DNR will have a better understanding of who their

users are and how to best meet their needs.

Use of the Study

This study can be used by the Parks Division of the
DNR in planning for the future needs of its day users
and campers. (For the purposes of this paper, a day user
is defined as a Michigan State Park user who visits a
day use area for a period not to exceed one day.) Based
on the information in this paper, Parks Division manag-
ers can alter the attributes/facilities according to
what the "typical" day user and camper desires in a

State Park experience.

Limitations

There are many limitations to this study. One such
limitation is that the survey was designed to provide a

basic profile of Michigan State Park users and not of
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non-users of the State Park's system. Also, it was not
solely designed to be used as a marketing instrument.
In addition, park personnel administered the survey in
the field. As a result, it is necessary to assume that
they would follow the procedures outlined by the Michi-
gan State University Park and Recreation Department pro-
ject staff.

Another set of limitations involved the timing of
the survey. Only one day in May and one in September,
the tail months of the peak summer season, were included
as sample days. The remaining ten sample days were dis-
tributed evenly between week days and week end days
between the months of June through August. This alloca-
tion of sampling days was developed to be roughly pro-
portional to a pattern of attendance over the season at
parks across the system. If historical records of
attendance are at variance with actual sampling rates
from certain time periods and or parks, sampling rates
in this study might have been too high or too low lead-
ing to over or under representation of some types of

users.

Oorganization

This thesis is organized into five major areas:
1) Introduction-contains the basics of the paper such as

the problem statement, goals and objectives, justifica-
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tion of the importance of the problem, basic assump-
tions, and limitations. 2) Literature Review-this
contains basic information on camping and day user
information, and specific studies such as the Wisconsin
Study, State Forest Study, Michigan Association of Pri-
vate Campground Owners Study, and the Ohio Study. 3)
Methods-is composed of an in-depth account of the meth-
ods used for the State Parks study including the
response rate, data management, and analysis preparation
procedures. 4) Results-this includes an analysis of the
state-wide state park camper and day user, with a pro-
file of each and a comparison section of campers versus
day users. 5) Comparisons-includes comparisons to Cen-
sus and the Michigan State Park study. 6) Summary/
Recommendations~deals with the general findings from the
results section including information sources and
attributés/activities seen as desirable. 7) Promotional
strategy-this chapter consists of designing a promo-
tional strategy in terms of the following four compo-
nents: personal selling, advertising, publicity, and

sales promotions.






CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

Summary of Relevant Studies

It is important to understand camping and day use
studies previously conducted in order to: help in
guiding analysis and recommendations, prevent redun-
dancy, and reveal how research will improve, benefit,
and/or increase knowledge. The following information is
extracted from the most relevant camping studies identi-
fied.

The camping market is unquestionably our

most studied outdoor recreation market.

As a result of low-cost, reliable tech-

niques for conducting national sample

surveys of the general population, we are

considerably more knowledgeable about who

camps than where they camp (LaPage and

Cole, 1979).

The Opinion Research Corporation, Princeton, N.J.
under contract with the USDA Forest Service has con-
ducted surveys in 1971, 1973, and 1978 (LaPage and Cole,
1979). It is interesting to note that in 1971 there
were 12.4 million active camping households. In 1973
there were 14.3 million households who camped, and in
1978 there were 17.5 million active camping households.

In a period of seven years, the number of active camping

households increased 50%. Although this seems like a

10
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large increase, it is actually a decrease in the rate of
growth in camping from the 1960's. In the early 1970's
the growth rate was less than 10% and less than 5% in
the late 1970's.

This 1978 National Camping Market survey documents
a turning point in the market. Twenty-seven percent of
all households had tried camping and had dropped it,
temporarily or permanently. The number of potential
campers had been reduced to half of its size and these
potential campers had less "potential" because of their
images of camping, attendance at camping equipment
'shows, and number of friends who camp.

Assuming this trend has continued, the industry
must look in new directions for continued market growth.
LaPage and Bevins (1981) recommend looking in two dis-
tinct areas: 1)the nine million inactive camping house-
holds and 2)the people who camp less than six days each
year.

In a study conducted by Ronald Hodgson (1971), the
author found that an attractive campground would cause
campers to visit and to stay. Campground attractiveness
could be related to the camper's desire to visit and
stay at a campground. More specifically, Hodgson found
that there was a significant positive relationship
between the availability of swimming at the campground
and campground attractiveness. LaPage (1967) reached a

similar conclusion. He found that the presence of swim-
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ming or boating at or near the campground is asso-
ciated with longer and more frequent visits. Water was
found to be almost always necessary for high quality
camping experiences. Still waters of lakes and ponds
were preferred to streams. Length of visits, frequency
of visits, and number who intended to return decreased
steadily from lake front campgrounds, through river and
stream front campgrounds, to campgrounds with no recre-
ational water access.

Also, Hodgson (1971) found:"... responses to an
interview... support the hypothesis that flush toilets
and showers are services that are important to camp-
ground attractiveness." About 1/2 (17/29) of the parties
interviewgd said flush toilets were important to them
while 2/3 (23/29) felt showers were important. Water
access was mentioned as important in making campground
choices by 93% of the parties. Results of the inter-
views suggest that crowding is an unattractive camp-
ground feature-over half mentioned crowding as undesir-
able.

A study was undertaken by LaPage and Ragain
(1973-74) of eight years of annual camping participation
data. This data was reported by a panel of 459 camping
families. This study revealed that 51% of the campers
were either camping less or had dropped out of the camp-

ing market. Campers with increased or decreased camping
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trends were more likely to have experienced a change in
their style of camping than were those families with a
constant or highly variable pattern of participation.
Changes in the style of camping were in two distinct
directions either toward a more primitive type of camp-
ing experience or toward season-long rentals and advance
reservations at community campgrounds. Changes in the
family life cycle were reported to have influenced camp-
ing participation but in no consistent pattern.

LaPage (1983) reported:"... providing the environ-
ment for a high quality outdoor recreation experience is
a goal of most recreation resource managers-public and
private." However, this high quality outdoor recreation
experience needs to be thought of in terms of experi-
ences that are in agreement with the ideals of managers
and planners. There is a substantial difference between
managerial and user perceptions of ideal locations,
designs, facilities, supervision, and maintenance.

In the past, campground planners located develop-
ments in wooded settings and campers used them. In the
1950's, the private sector started building campgrounds
in fields, pastures and other areas with minimal shade.
Campers did indeed accept and use them and some even
preferred them. Many campers seem to prefer waterfront
sites, and some are even willing to pay more to use

them. Many planners prefer rustic, unnoticeable build-
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ings like hidden toilets-while visitors like to find
them fast. Also, many campers today do not want an
absent ranger but instead expect to find someone who
fills the ranger image, someone who is in charge, pro-
vides security, information, advice and adds color to
the experience (LaPage, 1983).

LaPage (1983) states:

... Recreation resource managers, there-

fore, are in the business of improving

the quality of life for their visitors.

If their visitors depart with feelings of

dissatisfaction, disappointment, frustra-

tion, or even anger, management has

failed, no matter how high the quality of

its input... Satisfaction is not just a

surrogate for experience quality, it is

quality in the minds of many visitors.

Few visitors are so analytical (at least,

the satisfied ones) or so motivated as to

identify, evaluate, and attempt to weigh

the components of their experiences.

LaPage (1983) also states that other researchers
have found that measurement is still crude yet we know
that satisfaction increases and decreases in response to
a variety of factors influenced by management such as
crowding, courtesy, and cleanliness (LaPage and Bevins
1981, Foster and Jackson 1979). Simply put, management
efforts to increase visitor satisfaction produces
returns via more business and fewer problems.

Wang (1971) states it best:

In the case of state park camping, ques-

tions concerning the nature and extent of

campground improvements have to be
approached in the context of what the
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campers want in relation to the resources
of the parks and the need to protect
these resources for future generations.
Hence the relationships between camper
preferences and campsite characteristics
must be established in order to assist
administrators and designers in deciding
on the nature and extent of campground
facilities.

State Park Marketing Studies

In this section, three state park marketing studies
will be reviewed to include: the Ohio study, the Minne-
sota State Park and Forest Area Study, and the New Hamp-

shire State Parks Survey.

Ohio Study

The purpose of this survey was to determine the
demographics of the typical Ohio State Park campground
user and his/her basic attitudes and preferences. A
questionnaire was handed out from June 23rd to July 30th
1984, and the response rate was 57% with a sample size
of 2,109.

Of those campers who were surveyed, it was
discovered that the typical Ohio State Park camper was
married, had four or more members in his/her household,
earned over $20,000 a year, and had a high school edu-
cation. The majority of the campers were from Ohio.
The majority party size was three or four, and the
average number of miles traveled was eighty-five. The

average length of stay was four nights while the
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typical user spent $112 a trip. Users, on average, had
camped in Ohio State Parks for ten or more years and had
usually camped in the same park. Finally, the typical
camper camps twenty-four nights a year and of these
twenty-four nights, seventeen are in Ohio State Parks

(Ohio Division of Parks and Recreation, 1984).

Minnesota State Park and Forest Areas Study

This study involved campers in certain Minnesota
State Park and Forest Areas as well as state and area
administrators. As a result of this study, it was shown
that managers and campers perceive state parks differently
in terms of basic park purposes. Merriam, Wald, and
Ramsey (1972) state: "These kéy managers see parks pri-
marily as natural areas for preservation; users see
parks primarily as recreation areas." The users were
oriented toward facilities and activities. On the other
hand, the administrators were ip agreement with the

users on activities but not on facilities.

New Hampshire State Parks

LaPage (1983), discussed the "report card" system
used by the New Hamshire Division of State Parks for
assessing visitor satisfaction among campers. This
method measures satisfaction on a scale from A to E and

seems to contain many elements of a simple and economi-
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cal feedback system (LaPage and Bevins, 1981).

By using small samples of voluntary responses
researchers found that different campgrounds produced
characteristic average satisfaction levels from year
to year. But when the campground scores were averaged
together, it is interesting that the composite satisfac-
tion rating at both public and private campgrounds was
remarkably similar. The average rating for individual
elements on the report card were found to be sensitive
to changes in management practices, increasing in
response to improved security procedures, decreasing
when budget cuts necessitated less frequent clean-up

operations (LaPage, 1983).

Studies Similar kets

This section will include the Wisconsin study, Ohio
study, State Forest study, and the MAPCO study. Just
the general data from these four studies will be pre-

sented in the results section of this paper.

Wisconsin Study

The Wisconsin study was conducted by the DNR and
Wisconsin Association of Campground Owners (WACO) with
assistance by the Recreation Resources Center (RRC) of
the University of Wisconsin Extension in 1980. Twen-
ty-five DNR and 44 WACO campgrounds were selected based

on geographic location and size.
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Studies of Similar Markets
The Wisconsin study, Ohio study, State Forest study,
and the MAPCO study will be briefly discussed in this
section. Just the general data from these four studies
will be presented. More specific data will be presented

in the results section of this paper.

Wisconsin Study

The Wisconsin Study was conducted in 1980 by the DNR
and WACO (Wisconsin Association of Campground Owners)
with assistance from the Recreation Resources Center
(RRC) of the University of Wisconsin Extension. Twenty-
five DNR and 44 WACO campgrounds were selected based on
geographic location and size. The survey design was a
systematic random sample where by 4000 surveys were
mailed to DNR campers and 6000 surveys were mailed to
WACO campers. The response rate was 50% for DNR campers
and 40% for WACO campers. The general results of the

survey are discussed on the following page.
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In general, the WACO campers placed the highest
values on bathrooms, cleanliness, large campsites, and
recreation activities. They tended toward a family
orientation, used more sophisticated camping equipment,
liked to socialize and preferred the more developed
types of recreation activities than did DNR campers.
Also, shady, well-drained, spacious, and private were
words used to describe the most important characteris-
tics when choosing a campsite.

DNR campers, in general, ranked highest: campsites
which are large, level, grassy, shaded, well-drained and
spacious. General appearance, bathrooms, and campground
locations were also highly ranked. They liked water
related activities, and their most important consider-
ation was privacy. They preferred campgrounds in wooded
areas with considerable vegetative growth between sites
to provide visual and sound barriers. Plus, they pre-
ferred solitude, liked a natural and scenic setting, and
were more physically active. Also, DNR campers brought
tents and less sophisticated equipment. In combination,
WACO and DNR campers were found to be between the ages
of 25-44; their median income was $20,000-$30,000. The
campers had considerable camping experience-just over 11

years (Cooper, Novak, Henderson, 1980).
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Michigan State Forest Studies

In 1984, the Department of Parks and Recreation at
MSU completed the third year of a three year research
program. This program was designed to provide the For-
est Management Division of the DNR with detailed infor-
mation about state forest campers and day users of camp-
ground facilities such as parking areas and water access
points. Many of the research questions asked were
repeats of those used in the 1982 and 1983 interview;
providing an opportunity to explore trends in state for-
est camping. For the Michigan State Forest Day users,
postcard questionnaires were administered to a system-
atic sample of vehicles parked in hosted campgrounds in
locations not associated with a campsite. This was done
for all three years (1982-1984) of the study.

The most popular activities, fishing and swimming,
are water oriented and emphasize the importance of pub-
lic access to water resources. Day users came from fif-
ty-five Michigan counties. In-state day users made up
92.1% of the respondents while 7.9% were out-of-state.
The average party consisted of 3.8 people who stayed 2.9
hours. Swimming was the most common activity (57.3%):
fishing was second (18.3%), and picnicking was third
(11.2%). Respondents were almost equally divided
between being on a one day or longer than one day trip

away from home. The campground was the primary destina-
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tion for the trip for only 38.9% of all respondents.
Day users drove an average of 27.3 miles from where they
spent the previous night in order to enjoy the state
forest day use site. Also, 43% spent the previous night

at home (Nelson, Holecek, and Chen, 1983).

State Forest Campers

The 1983 Michigan State Forest camper results indi-
cated that fishing and proximity to water bodies were
important factors in influencing site choice decisions.
Campers select sites with a view and unrestricted access
to water at a higher rate than other sites.

In 1984, the results indicated that the registered
campers mean age was 39.8, median income was $26,710,
and educational level was 12.7 years. The major type of
camping party was "families", and the average camping
group had 3.5 people. The majority of the users were
in-state (90.3%) with only 9.7% being from out-of-state.
Also, the mean length of stay Qas 3.3 nights in the

campground (Nelson, Holecek, and Beatty, 1985).

Commercial

In 1984, the Michigan Department of Commerce, the
Travel Bureau, Michigan Association of Private Camp-
ground Owners (MAPCO) and Michigan State University
cooperated in a market survey. The survey was of 2,600

campers in thirty-five cooperating MAPCO campgrounds.
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The following are some of the general results. In gen-
eral, MAPCO campers were found to be 43 years of age,
had family incomes of $20,000-$40,000, married (91%),
and had four people in their camping party. Fifty-seven
percent were in-state and 43% were out-of-state. The
vast majority (77%) of the users were camping with fam-
ily members. Finally, most of the parties stayed three
or fewer nights at the campground where they were con-
tacted (Stynes and Mahoney, 1986). (The specific

results will be highlighted in Chapter IV.)

Mic n State Parks

Historically, Michigan has had the reputation of
providing high quality family camping opportunities for
those seeking an outdoor recreation experience (Murray,
1974). More specifically, Michigan State Parks served
almost five million campers in the summer season of 1985
and over 13 million day users as well (Michigan étate
Parks Attendance Records, 1985).

These campers and day users pass through the gates
in order to enjoy the wide assortment of features and
facilities. Swimming and picnicking, like camping, have
traditionally appealed to the majority of state park
followers. Throughout the year, sightseeing is a popu-
lar activity as well and many enjoy scenic vistas,
lakeshore views, and fascinating forest settings.

Seventy-one of the parks offer camping, and many feature
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showers, modern toilets, concessions, bathhouses and
playground facilities.

The facilities at these state parks are on the tra-
ditional side. Food establishments consist of conces-
sion-operated refreshment stands in some of the larger
beach-oriented parks and a modest cafeteria at a ski
development in the Porcupine Mountains State Park. A
user will not find highly developed facilities suc? as
golf courses, miniature golf, tennis courts, and recre-
ation rooms as are currently found in other state parks
in the U.S. Only one park has a swimming pool, and it
was built because water at the park beach on Lake Erie
at one point became too polluted for swimming.

As previously mentioned, Michigan State Parks are
just starting to head in the direction of marketing.
Marketing is not a new concept per se, but its relevance
to different organizations is just beginning to be
recognized. Only recently, for example, have some
motels, hotels, and restaurants began utilizing market-
ing concepts. Just what is marketing and why has it
just recently become in vogue. "Marketing is a social
process by which individuals and groups obtain what they
need and want through creating and exchanging products
and value with others (Kotler, 1984)." Before marketing
began to crystalize in the mid-1950's, other company
philosophies were evident. The first philosophy was one

of a production concept which: "... holds that consumers
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will favor those products that are widely available and
low in cost. Management in production-oriented organi-
zations concentrates on achieving high production effi-
ciency and widely distribution coverage (Kotler, 1984)."

The next major concept to evolve was the selling
concept. Kotler (1984) states: "The selling concept
holds that consumers, if left alone, will ordinarily not
buy enough of the organization's products. The organi-
zation must therefore undertake an aggressive selling
and promotion effort." Next, the marketing concept
arose to challenge there two previous concepts. Kotler
(1984) states: "The marketing concept holds that the key
to achieving organizational goals consists in determin-
ing the needs and wants of target markets and delivering
the desired satisfactions more effectively and effi-
ciently than competitors." In the following chapters
of this thesis, this author will attempt to show the
importance of marketing today for Michigan State Parks.
Management needs to keep abreast of its customer base to
include customer needs, wants, and desires in order to
provide a quality experience that is to their liking.
If state park users are satisfied, they will return and
hopefully bring others as well.

In conclusion, the emphasis in Michigan State Parks
is on large-scale use for picnicking, swimming, and camp-

ing in moderately developed environments. Presently,
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there are 94 Michigan State Park areas containing a
total of 250,000 acres. Michigan has contributed to the
development of use patterns that involve longer stays by
providing 14,000 developed campsites. This is more than

any other state park in the U.S.
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CHAPTER III

METHODS

Introduction:

This project involved three surveys. The main sur-
vey was undertaken during the months of May-October
1985. A pretest of the survey instrument was performed
during August-September 1984 and a survey of Park Divi-
sion field personnel was implemented in November-
December 1984. For the basis of this paper, only the
main survey methods will be discussed at length here

since it is the central focus of this paper.

Systemwide User Survey:

The bulk of the effort and financing awarded for
this project went into the systemwide user survey. This
was a very large undertaking and was complicated to
administer because of the scope and breadth of the pro-
ject. Due to MSU's limited staff and time, it was
decided that park personnel would disseminate the ques-
tionnaire in the field. Information was gathered from
two groups of Michigan State Park users: campers and day
users. Questionnaires were designed for both campers
and day users. Both questionnaire's were quite similar,
but there were some differences. Both instruments were

26
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developed from the blending of Parks Division data
requirements and Michigan State University's Department
of Parks and Recreation Resource's surveying expertise.
Where possible, information was collected in a form com-
parable to the 1984 MAPCO camper study (Stynes and Maho-
ney, 1984) and the State Forest study (Nelson, Holecek,
Beatty, 1984). The combined results of these three sys-
temwide studies should provide a fairly comprehensive
first look at Michigan's camper population.

A total of seventy-two parks were included in this
study:; day users were sampled in sixty parks and campers
in sixty-four. The parks included were chosen by Parks
Division and were considered representative of those
that were not included. Parks were evenly distributed
geographically across the state.

Sampling took place on ten days in each park. Park
personnel in eleven parks sampled campers only, seven
parks sampled just day users, and fifty-three parks
sampled both types of users. When sampling campers,
eleven questionnaires were distributed on each of the
ten dates for a total of 110 questionnaires for the sea-
son. Those sampling day users were to deliver fourteen
on each of the ten dates for a total of 140 question-

naires.
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Questionnaire Development:

The camper questionnaire contained questions relat-

ing to: 1) date and length of stay/trip, 2) size and
composition of the camping party, 3) camping shelters
used on the trip, 4) information sources used to select
and to learn about the campground after arrival, 5)
spending at home, en route to the campground, and within
20 miles (but not at the campground) by six expense
categories, 6) camping behavior on the trip, 7) individ-
ual State Park camping history, 8) frequency and distri-
bution of 1984 camping activity by provider, 9) camp-
ground selection and reservation behavior, 10) personal
importance ratings of campground attributes, 11) impor-
tance ratings and participation levels in certain acti-
vities, 12) winter recreation activity participation at
State Parks, 13) annual and daily motor vehicle permit
(MVP) use behavior, 14) satisfaction with the camp-
ground, 15) demographics-age, sex, marital status, race,
education, and income, and 16) selected specialized man-
agement concerns. (A copy of the camper survey is in
Appendix A.)

The day user questionnaire contained many of the
same questions. Data were collected on: 1) length and
purpose of the trip, 2) size and composition of the
vehicle party, 3) information sources used to select the

park and to learn about the park after arrival, 4)spend-
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ing on six major expense categories at home, en route to
the park, and within 20 miles of (but not in) the park,
5) trip behavior, 6) personal State Park day use his-
tory, 7) the importance of recreation activities and
level of participation in these activities at State
Parks, 9) 1984 annual and daily motor vehicle permit
(MVP) use, 10) day user satisfaction, 11) demographics-
age, sex, marital status, race, education, and income,
and 12) specialized management-related questions.

(A copy of the day user survey is in Appendix B.)

Sampling Design

Parks: Two separate sampling plans were developed
one for campers and one for day users. Parks used in
the study as well as a listing of the type of user
sampled in each park, can be seen in Figure 1 of Appen-
dix C.

Sample size: The state park contract specified that
4,000 day user and 4,000 camper surveys be obtained and
available for analysis. The sampling design chosen
assumed a 60% return rate for camper respondents and a
50% response rate for day user respondents. Using these
assumptions, the sample size for each park was 110
camper questionnaires and 140 day user questionnaires
delivered across the summer of 1985. Thus, there were

7,040 camper questionnaires and 8,400 day user question-
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naires delivered across the parks involved in the study.

Sampling schedule: Parks were randomly divided into
three equal size groups. Each group of parks was
assigned ten randomly chosen sampling days from May 1,
1985 to September 30, 1985 and subject to two condi-
tions. (See Figures 2-4 of Appendix C.) First, only one
sampling day was selected for the months of May and Sep-
tember. Secondly, half of the sampling days were to be
weekend days. For purposes of this study, weekends were
defined to include Friday and Saturday nights.

The time of the day selected for sampling park
users was also predetermined. For day users, the day
was divided into two hour intervals beginning at 9 a.m.
and ending at 7 p.m. On the preselected sampling day a
randomly assigned sampling time was also predetermined
for distributing the day user questionnaire. However,
all sampling of campers was to occur on the predeter-
mined sample day between 4 p.m. and 7 p.m. In some
cases, managers misplaced the survey, didn't have ade-
quate staff, or gave another reason for failing to com-
ply with the predetermined survey schedule. In those
cases, the park managers were randomly assigned a
make-up day and told to repeat the same procedures

described on the following pages.
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Campe ods:

Survey Instructions: each park received a sampling
schedule which indicated on what days the park personnel
would sample and at what times. As previously men-
tioned, camper sampling occurred from 4-7 p.m. on those
days listed. On the sample date, the occupied sites
were counted and listed. To choose which individual
campsite received a survey, the ranger divided the total
number of occupied sites in the park by the total number
of surveys to be delivered on that day. The resulting
number was the sampling interval (every nth site
received a questionnaire). The beginning campsite was
randomly selected by flipping a coin and was always
either the first or second occupied campsite (by camp-
site number). Once the starting point was known, a sur-
vey was delivered to every nth campsite thereafter.

The questionnaire was delivered to the registered
camper. If that person was not present, the survey was
left with another person at the campsite with instruc-
tions to give it to the registered camper. If no one
was present at the site, the survey was left with a let-
ter of introduction and instructions for completing the
questionnaire. Every effort was made to call back at
least once to each site receiving the survey after a
reasonable amount of time had elapsed. (See Appendix

A for a more extensive outline of the procedures).
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Finally, at the end of the sampling interval the ranger
was instructed to provide the following information for
use in assessing the quality of the data which was col-
lected: survey date, time, number of surveys delivered,

and number not delivered.

Day user Methods:

Day user procedures: Throughout the summer, four-
teen day use surveys were handed out on the ten pre-
selected days (5 weekend days and 5 weekdays). On a
selected sampling day, a specific two hour time block
was also specified for distributing questionnaires.

This time block was anywhere between 9:00 a.m. and 7:00
p.m.

During the sampling time, fourteen surveys were to
be distributed. If all fourteen were not distributed
during the prescribed time (because not enough vehicles
entered the park), the number distributed and the number
not distributed were recorded on the day user report
form; however, no attempt was made to distribute the
remaining questionnaires at an alternative time. Day
use surveys were passed out at the entrance booths. The
attendant selected one adult occupant from each vehicle
that entered the park. The visitor selected was either
the driver or any passenger in the vehicle who was at

least sixteen years old. In every other vehicle
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sampled, the driver was selected to receive the ques-
tionnaire; a passenger was selected in the other
vehicles sampled. The person selected was personally
handed the survey or specifically identified and asked
to complete the questionnaire. Every attempt was made
to avoid giving the survey to the same type of passen-
ger, such as the front seat passenger. (See Appendix B

for more detailed information.)

Return Rate:

Overall, the camper return rate was 63% and the day
use return rate was 43%. By looking at Figures 5 and 6,
in Appendix C, it is evident that there are some differ-
ences in response rates by district. The reason for
this variation may be due to differences between campers
and day users, the particular population mix at a park,
the particular park's staff performance, weather, and
time of the year. For example, during both May and Sep-
tember, the response rates are lower due to lower num-
bers of day users and campers in the park. Overall,
4,004 camper and 2,749 day user usable questionnaires

were obtained.
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Weighting Procedures:

Since proportional sampling of park users was not
used in this study, "statistical" weights were used in
order to adjust the sample for frequency of visit and
park popularity bias. These adjustments were made
because there was an attendance by park bias (on visits)
and a frequency of visit bias (on visitors). Both were
due to the sampling scheme used. For most analysis, it
is correct to use this double weight (correcting for
attendance by popularity of park bias and a frequency of
visit bias). This is especially true when referring to
the user.

When referring to a profile of campers present on a
"typical" night, it is incorrect. When referring to the
"typical" night, one should use only the park weighted
data which corrects for the popularity of park bias.
Frequency of visit bias results because persons who make
more trips and longer trips to state parks were more
likely to be sampled. For example, a person who made
two state park camping trips each lasting seven nights
(total of fourteen nights) was fourteen times more
likely to be sampled than a person who camped one night
in a state park. If the frequency of visit was not
adjusted, it would result in over representation of more

frequent users.
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Popularity of park bias, on the other hand, results
because an equal number of questionnaires were distrib-
uted at low visitation and high visitation parks. For
example, the sampling plan called for an equal number of
questionnaires to be distributed to all parks regardless
of the annual visitation rate. Hence, visitors to low
visitation parks are over represented in the results.
Weights to adjust for this form of bias were also devel-
oped. The same attendance weight was assigned to all
respondents/cases from the same park. A more in depth
discussion of the weighting procedures can be found in
the methods chapter of the Michigan State Park Survey of

Campers and Day users (Fridgen et al.,1986).

Data Analysis

Both data sets, the camper and day user, were ana-
lyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences.(SPSS). These two data sets were first
"cleaned" correcting for key punch errors, misplaced
numbers, and other obvious errors within the data base.
Also, included in the "cleaning" process was the review
of the variables, some were recoded to remove out of
range, unreasonable and extreme scores. In the case of
the expenditure variables, the upper level scores were

"trimmed" providing for a more realistic mean.



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

STATE PARK CAMPER PROFILE

Introduction

A "picture" of the average sampled state park
camper can be generated using several socio-demographic
variables. The average age of the registered camper
chosen to complete the survey was forty-one years old.
Also, the registered camper was: married (87%), white
(98.5%), and male (64%). One reason for surveying more
males than females is because the methods dictated that
the registered camper be surveyed. Since males are more
apt to register, they were more apt to be surveyed.
Almost all of the users had at least a high school edu-
cation (93.5%). As indicated in Table 1, fifty-eight
percent of the campers reported incomes of $30,000 or
above. Only 4% reported gross family incomes below
$10,000 which about equals the 6% of users who had

incomes of $60,000 or above.

36
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TABLE 1

INCOME DISTRIBUTION OF MICHIGAN STATE PARK CAMPERS

Income Category Percent
Less than $10,000 4.0
$10,000-$19,999 13.3
$20,000-$29,999 24.5
$30,000-$39,999 28.1
$40,000-$49,999 15.1
$50,000-$59,999 8.7
$60,000 and above 6.2
Total 100.0

Camper parties were mainly family groups (80%). As
presented in Table 2, ten percent were friends and fam-
ily, 7% were all friends, and only 3% camped alone.
Thus, most of the camping groups are well educated fami-
lies with higher incomes then the population at large.

Chapter V discusses this in detail.
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TABLE 2

PARTY RELATIONSHIP OF MICHIGAN STATE PARK CAMPERS

Relationship Percent
All family members 80.0
Friends and family 10.0
All friends 7.0
Camping alone 3.0
Total 100.0

After a careful review of the age distribution by
gender, it is apparent that children/teens are a part of
the Michigan State Park camper population. Table 3
shows children and teens between the ages of 0-17 are
present in 35% of the camper parties. Interestingly
enough, MAPCO camper parties (Stynes and Mahoney, 1986)
also have the same percentage of 0-17 year olds with
similar breakdowns for all categories. 1In the Michigan
State Parks Study, older campers were present in the
population as well. Four percent of the campers were
over sixty-five. The age distribution for males and

females is a mirror image across age classifications.
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TABLE 3
AGE DISTRIBUTION BY SEX OF MICHIGAN STATE PARK

CAMPER PARTIES

Age % of Percent of
Category Females Total Campers
Less than 5 50% 9%
5-12 year old 50% 17%
13-17 year old 50% 9%
18-24 year old 50% 8%
25-29 year old 50% 10%
30-39 year old 50% 20%
40-49 years old 50% 10%
50-59 years old 50% 9%
60-64 years old 50% 4%

65 and older 50% 4%
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As presented in Table 4, the vast majority of
campers were from Michigan (83%):; 17% were from out-of-
state. The nonresidents were from a variety of states.
However, the majority (11.8% of the total) were from the
midwestern states of: Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, and Wis-
consin. In contrast, only 3.7% of the total were from
other US states. One and a half percent were from
ontario and other Canadian provinces. The 17% of out-
of-state residents is higher than the 9.7% reported for
state forest campers (Nelson, Holecek, and Beatty, 1985)
and much lower than the 43% reported for private camp-
ground users (Stynes and Mahoney, 1986). About a quar-
ter (26.9%) of all state park campers came from the
southeastern Michigan five county region which includes
Wayne, Livingston, Macomb, Oakland and Washtenaw

counties.
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TABLE 4
STATE OF PERMANENT RESIDENCE OF MICHIGAN STATE PARK

CAMPER PARTIES

State Percent
Michigan 82.7
Ohio 3.1
Indiana 3.4
Illinois 3.4
Wisconsin 1.9
Other US State 3.7
Oontario 1.4
Other Canadian Province .1
Other -4

Total 100.0
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As indicated in Table 5, the average party size was
3.5, yet the most frequent party size was two people
(35%). Twenty-six percent reported party sizes of four,
while only 10% reported party sizes of six or more.
Seventy-seven percent of the camper parties consisted of
four people or less. These findings are quite similar
to those from MAPCO (Stynes and Mahoney, 1986) and the
state forest study (Nelson, Holecek, and Chen, 1983).
This could be due to the fact that most camping parties
are family groups with either a husband and wife or a

small family with two children.
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TABLE 5

SIZE OF MICHIGAN STATE PARK CAMPING PARTIES

Party Size Percent
1 3

2 35

3 13

4 26

5 13

6 6

7+ 4
TOTAL 100%
Mean 3.51
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Michigan residents traveled an average of 151 miles
from their permanent residence to get to the park. 1In
contrast, out-of-state residents traveled an average of
376 miles. When considering both out-of-state and in-
state campers together, the mean distance traveled was
189.3 miles and the median was 149.8 miles with a very
high standard deviation of 2.911. Also, there was a
considerable range of distance traveled from one mile to
over 1,000 miles. State forest campers traveled on
average a little farther to their destination (226
miles). State forest campers probably traveled more
because state forest campgrounds are in the northern
lower peninsula or the upper peninsula, considerable
distance from major population concentrations. On the
other hand, state parks are located throughout the whole
state of Michigan, including the state's southern most
densely populated counties.

In-state state park campers spent, on the average,
two and a half hours travelinglto reach their destina-
tion. Since the majority of the popular parks are on
the West Michigan side or in the Upper Peninsula and the
population centers are in the southeastern corners of
the state, it would take a camper party at least two and
a half hours to reach their destination. Obviously,
out-of-state residents would travel further to reach a
park, especially those traveling from outside the Mid-

west area.
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Participation Patterns

Campers at Michigan State Parks stayed for an aver-
age of 4.7 nights at the campground where they were sur-
veyed, yet they were on an average trip length of 7.28
nights as Table 6 shows. Despite the average trip being
about one week long, it was more common for campers to
be on a two night trip (weekend). The median trip was
5.4 nights long. The bimodal nature of the trip length
statistic indicates that most campers are on weekend
trips. The number of nights in the campground for
Michigan State Park campers is more than the 3.3 nights
found for state forest campers (Nelson, Holecek, and
Beatty, 1985) and the 3.7 nights reported for MAPCO cam-
pers (Stynes, and Mahoney, 1986). Most (43%) state park
campers arrived at their campsite on Friday or Saturday.
Forty-four percent arrived between 12-4 p.m. and only
35% arrived after 4 p.m. Seventy-six percent planned to

use the day use facilities.
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TABLE 6

DISTRIBUTION OF MICHIGAN STATE PARK CAMPER NIGHTS

# Of In Campground Total Trip Nights
Nights Percent Percent
1 10 5

2 24 18

3 15 11

4 12 9

5 8 9

6 6 7

7 6 9
8-14 15 25
15-21 2 4
22+ 2 3
TOTAL 100 100
Mean 4.72 7.28
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Sixty-eight percent had previously visited the par-
ticular park where they were surveyed; 91% had visited a
state park as a camper and 82% as a day user. Thus,
there were few new users to the park system. But con-
sidering the sampling scheme, with only those campers
who registered for the campsite being sampled, it was
impossible to determine how many children were new
users. This compares with 57% of the state forest cam-
pers who had camped in a campground before. On the
average, state park campers camp eighteen nights per
year and in 1984 camped fifteen nights. This compares
with 12.3 nights in 1983 for state forest campers (Nel-
son, Holecek, and Beatty, 1985) and ten nights in 1983
for resident MAPCO campers (Stynes, and Mahoney, 1986).
Therefore, state park campers are more active than are
either the state forest or MAPCO campers.

The percent of total nights of camping for the cam-
ping season for Michigan State Park campers is presented
in Table 7. Twenty-six percent of Michigan State Park
camper's nights were in the Michigan State Park where
they were surveyed, 27% were spent in all other Michigan
State Parks, 16% were allocated to private commercial
campgrounds, and 31% in a variety of other places. It
seems as if state park campers are quite loyal as over
half (53%) of their camping nights were spent in Michi-

gan State Park campgrounds.
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TABLE 7
HOW STATE PARK CAMPERS DISTRIBUTE THEIR ANNUAL
CAMPING ACTIVITY BY LOCATION/PROVIDER

Percent of total Trip

Location/Provider Nights for the Camping
Season

This Michigan State Park 26%

All other Michigan State Parks 27%

Michigan State Forest Campgrounds 5%

National Forest Campgrounds in Michigan 4%

National Park Campgrounds in Michigan 1%
Public undeveloped land 3%
Other local public campground 7%
Private commercial campgrounds 16%
Privately owned land in Michigan 6%
Undesignated developed areas 2%
Others 3%

TOTAL 100%
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Information Sources Used and Reservation Behavior
Campers were asked to choose three from a list of
twenty information sources which they might have used
before their first visit to gain information about the
park where they were surveyed. They were also asked to
do the same from a list of ten information sources which
they found useful after their arrival. As Table 8
shows, the three top sources used before their arrival
were: 1) recommendation from other campers (54.6%), 2)
Michigan State Parks Brochure/Map (38.2%), and 3) state
highway map (25.7%). These three top choices are very
significant sources of information for Michigan State
Park campers. State park management needs to seriously
assess these sources and what, if anything, they can do
to make sure these information sources are as accurate
as possible. This line of discussion will be pursued in

considerable depth in subsequent chapters.
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TABLE 8
INFORMATION SOURCES USED BY CAMPERS BEFORE
THEIR FIRST VISIT TO THE

MICHIGAN STATE PARK WHERE THEY WERE INTERVIEWED

Rank Source Percent
1) Recommendation from other campers 54.6
2) Michigan State Parks Brochure/Map 38.2
3) State highway map 25.7
4) State Park highway signs 11.4
5) AAA 8.8
6) This campground's brochure/map 6.3
7) Recommendation from noncamper 6.0
8) Local sources 5.5
9) Michigan Travel Bureau 4.1
10) Woodall's Camping Directory 3.8
11) Announcement of Special Event 3.7
12) Highway information centers 3.2
13) Trailer Life 2.3
14) Newspaper 1.6
15) Local chamber of commerce 1.2
16) Magazine 1.0
17) MAPCO directory .8
18) Television .6
19) Radio .5

*Does not sum to 100% because multiple responses
were requested.
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As suggested from the data in Table 9, the top
three sources used after arrival at the park were: 1)
previous visit to this park (54.1%), 2) Michigan State
Park employees (48.7%), and 3)signs posted inside park
(41.7%). MAPCO campers (Stynes and Mahoney, 1986)
reported using slightly different information sources
before arrival and their top three sources were: 1l)rec-
ommendation from other campers (31%), 2)State Park high-
way signs (12%), and 3)Woodall's camping directory and

this campground brochure/map (10% each).
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TABLE 9
SOURCES OF INFORMATION USED IN THIS STATE PARK

BY MICHIGAN STATE PARK CAMPERS

Source Percent
1) Previous visit to the park 54.1
2) Michigan State Park employees 48.7
3) Signs posted inside park 41.7
4) This State Park's brochure/map 32.9
5) Other park users 31.8
6) Michigan State Park's brochure 20.9
7) Signs posted outside park 12.2
8) Local residents 8.3
9) Local business people 4.6
10)Other 4.2

*Does not sum to 100% because multiple responses

were requested.
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As shown in Table 10, when campers were asked about
their reservation behavior, they reported that they usu-
ally select a campground before leaving home (57.2%),
but only 22.7% have both a campground selected and made
a reservation prior to leaving home. 1In contrast, 63%
of MAPCO visitors (Stynes and Mahoney, 1986) had a res-
ervation for their trip and 68% had a campground
selected before leaving home. (Note, MAPCO campers were
allowed to check more than one answer where as Michigan
State Park campers were only allowed to check one.) The
reason for the difference between MAPCO and state park
campers may be external since all MAPCO campgrounds
allow you to reserve in advance with no restrictions
while Michigan State Park campgrounds have restrictions

on the number of advance reservations they will accept.
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TABLE 10

RESERVATION BEHAVIOR OF MICHIGAN STATE PARK CAMPERS

Have a specific campground (s) SELECTED 57.2
BEFORE LEAVING HOME

Have a specific campground (s) SELECTED/ 22.7
RESERVATION PRIOR TO LEAVING

SELECT A CAMPGROUND(S) WHILE ON ROUTE 11.6
to a major destination or stopover

SELECT CAMPGROUND(S)/And Make a RESERVATION .4
while on route to a destination

SELECT A CAMPGROUND ONCE YOU HAVE ARRIVED at 8.1
destination or stopover

Total 100.0
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E ent

Table 11 shows the types of camping shelters camp-
ers brought with them to the campground where they were
interviewed. The most popular shelter type was tents
either alone, or in combination with, another shelter
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