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ABSTRACT 

This study investigates characteristics and attitudes of users of Cave Creek 

Canyon (CCC), a U.S. Forest Service (USFS) recreation site in southeast Arizona, 

and compares those who contacted the USFS with those who did not. 

User attitudes and opinions were assessed in 1992 through roadside interviews 

and a mail survey (278 respondents). Twenty percent of respondents had contacted 

the USFS regarding CCC management. 

Contacters and non-contacters do not differ with regard to gender, age, 

education, or income. A significantly higher proportion of contacters are local 

residents. Both groups identified a biota-based activity as most important. 

Contacters visit CCC more frequently and are more likely to pursue nature study or 

scientific research. 

For 26 of the 31 attitudes and opinions questions, the majority of contacters 

agreed with the majority of non-contacters. These results suggest that opinions 

expressed by the vocal minority may reflect the opinions of the majority of users. 
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INTRODUCTION 

How do the attitudes of people who contact the U.S. Forest Service differ 

from the "silent majority"? The Forest Service regularly requests public comment on 

its activities and projects ~ and gets it. Even so, when U.S. Forest Service managers 

were asked to predict how strongly the general public felt about amenity values such 

as nature, beauty, wildlife, and roadlessness, the managers underestimated the 

importance of those qualities to the general public (Vining and Ebreo, 1991). 

Public involvement is legally required as part of the decision-making process 

for federal land management agencies. However, a common criticism of public 

involvement is that it does not accurately represent the general public or the users of 

the resource. This criticism has two components. One is that citizens who 

participate in public involvement are not demographically representative of the 

general public or resource users. The other component is the charge that the 

opinions of citizen participants differ from those of the general public or resource 

users. Several studies suggest that citizen participants are indeed different from the 

general public: citizen participants are more likely to be a socioeconomic elite and 

may not be typical of the general public in terms of their policy views 

(Milbrath,1983; Verba and Nie, 1972; Force and Williams, 1989; Greenbaum, 

1995; Mohai, 1985; Wellman and Fahmy, 1985). 

If public involvement does not accurately represent the public's policy views 

or those of the resource users, natural resource managers must make decisions with 



faulty information about the attitudes and opinions of the citizens. Few studies 

examine whether the opinions expressed to agencies through public involvement 

processes differ from those of the users. Are the people who contact the 

management agency representative of the larger group of users? 

To answer that question, I conducted a survey of the recreational and 

scientific users of Cave Creek Canyon (CCC), a U.S. Forest Service recreation area. 

The survey included a question asking whether the respondent had ever contacted the 

U.S. Forest Service regarding management of that specific area. Answers to that 

question allowed me to compare the responses of those users who had contacted the 

U.S. Forest Service to those users who had not. 

This study's goal is to compare the attitudes and characteristics of recreational 

and scientific users of CCC who contacted the U.S. Forest Service ("contacters") to 

those who did not ("non-contacters"). If the two groups differ, the difference might 

occur in one or more ways. My analyses were designed to answer the following 

questions: 

1. Do contacters differ from non-contacters demographically? 

2. Do contacters and non-contacters have different patterns of use? 

3. Do contacters and non-contacters hold different opinions and attitudes? 
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Cave Creek Canyon is located in Arizona on the eastern side of the 

Chiricahua Mountains (Fig. I.). The canyon is within the Coronado National Forest 

and is managed by the U.S. Forest Service. The town of Portal is just outside the 

U.S. Forest Service boundary. A 1979 survey indicated that a sizable number of 

people come to CCC to engage in wildlife-related recreation, but most people come 

primarily for general outdoor recreation (hiking, camping, picnicking, driving for 

pleasure) (Shaw et al., 1979). 

Cave Creek Canyon is a scenic, steep-walled canyon with perermial water. 

The road through the canyon bottom is paved and the U.S. Forest Service maintains 

several small campgrounds of Civilian Conservation Corps vintage within the 

canyon. Hiking trails from several parts of the canyon lead to higher elevations 

within the Chiricahua Mountains. These characteristics make the canyon attractive to 

recreationists. 

Cave Creek Canyon also has properties which make it attractive to people 

interested in biological research and more informal nature study. The mix of Rocky 

Moimtain species and Mexican species which occur in the Chiricahuas is unusual 

(Warshall, 1995). Some of the local plants and animals are present in the United 

States only in southeastern Arizona The canyon is the site of the American Museum 

of Natural ffistory's Southwestern Research Station. As a result, the Cave Creek 
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Canyon area and the Chiricahuas serve as a laboratory for many biological 

researchers. 

Because of the unusual mix of biota in the Chiricahuas, some of the bird 

species found there can be seen in the United States only in a few mountain ranges 

in southeastern Arizona (National Geographic Society, 1983). Therefore, Cave Creek 

Canyon is a well-known birding site that attracts birdwatchers from all over the U.S. 

and the world. 

Cave Creek Canyon has also been the site of some controversies over U.S. 

Forest Service management, several of which were ongoing during the time of the 

survey. These controversies often appear to revolve, at least in part, around issues 

about CCC's unique biota. The bases of the controversies include: 

- the U.S. Forest Service granted Newmont Mining Company an exploration 

mining permit for a site just outside of the canyon in the fall of 1990; 

- during the fall of 1990, the U.S. Forest Service was considering altering 

some of the recreation facilities in Cave Creek Canyon; 

- in 1991, the U.S. Forest Service proposed that portions of the Coronado 

National Forest be designated a National Recreation Area; 

- in the spring of 1992, the one-lane road through the canyon was repaved 

and widened slightly. 



Data collectioa 

The sample. The population for this study was recreational and scientific 

users of Cave Creek Canyon. 

An earlier study of Cave Creek Canyon recreationists (Shaw et al., 1979) did 

not include scientific users of the canyon or local residents. (John Schelhas, who 

worked on the previous survey as an interviewer, provided me with a copy of the 

"instructions to interviewers" used for the 1979 study). I chose to include these 

groups because their proximity to and/or intimate knowledge of CCC's resources may 

stimulate these groups to contact the U.S. Forest Service about management issues. 

To contact appropriate respondents, I set up two roadside survey stations in 

Cave Creek Canyon. The locations were chosen to be as close as possible to those 

used in the 1978-1979 survey (Shaw et al., 1979). One station was located east of 

the U.S. Forest Service Visitor Information Center and just inside die forest 

boundary. The other station was between mileposts 17 and 18 on the graded road to 

Onion Saddle. Each station was positioned to intercept visitors as they left the CCC 

area-

Each roadside survey station was staffed by two trained interviewers and 

operated from 7 a.m. until 6:30 p.m. for six days in 1992: May 16 and 17 (Saturday 

and Sunday) and June 6 through 9 (Saturday through Tuesday). Interviewers asked 

visitors several questions about their visit to the canyon and requested their 
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participation in a more lengthy mail survey (see Appendix A for copy of roadside 

survey form). 

To insure that respondents for the mail survey were members of the target 

population, the roadside survey form included a question about what the respondent 

was doing in Cave Creek Canyon that dav. This was particularly important to screen 

out residents who were traveling on the road because it was the only route from 

Point A to Point B. So, for example, a resident traveling to or from work as a cook 

at the American Museum of Natural History's Southwestern Research Station 

(SWRS) would be excluded, whereas a resident traveling to or from work as a 

scientific research assistant would be included. U.S. Forest Service personnel 

traveling through CCC were excluded. 

Limited resources and logistical considerations constrained the operation of 

the roadside survey stations to six days, allocated to two different time units. Four 

of the six days were weekends to maximize the number of users contacted. To 

capture users who might avoid weekends, the June survey included two weekdays ~ 

Monday and Tuesday. 

The logistics of coordinating the four-person survey team, the hours of 

operation of the survey stations, and the distance from Tucson precluded the option 

of choosing survey days randomly. It was necessary to group survey days. Shaw et 

al. (1979) found that 50% of the total visits for the calendar year took place in just 

four warm-weather months: May, June, July, and August. Shaw et al. (1979) found 
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that May had the highest visitation rate; they estimated that 1371 parties had visited 

in May 1979, more than twice the average visitation rate of 594 parties per month. 

In contrast, June had, for the warm-weather months, a low visitation rate. During 

1979, there were 643 visits in June versus 1,371 in May, 806 in July and 806 in 

August. I chose to conduct the roadside survey during May and June because, of 

those four warm-weather months, they were the high and low visitation months, 

respectively. 

A total of 352 roadside interviews were conducted over the six days. If the 

visitors agreed to participate in the mail survey, one person in each party completed 

an address card (see Appendix A). 

The instrument. Users' responses to the roadside survey (survey reproduced 

in Appendix A) were used to help design the mail survey. Answers to roadside 

survey questions 6 and 7 (what the users considered most appealing about the area 

and what their primary recreation activities were in CCC) helped me get a sense of 

how the canyon was utilized. In addition, I learned of uses of which I was unaware, 

for example, caving. 

Roadside interviewers also asked whether the user had any comments or 

concerns about the management of Cave Creek Canyon. This information about 

users' concerns was also utilized in designing the mail survey. 
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Survey administration 

The questionnaire design and mailing followed a modified Total Design 

Method (Dillman, 1978). The questionnaire was produced in booklet form and 

accompanied by a cover letter and return mail envelope (see Appendices A and B). I 

mailed 339 questionnaires on December 3, 1992. A thank you/reminder postcard 

was mailed December 10, 1992 (copy in Appendix B). The second follow-up 

mailing was sent January 5, 1993 (see Appendix B). Because 229 (68%) of the 

original 339 surveys had been returned by January 5, 1993,1 did not send a third 

follow-up mailing. Additional returns resulted in a total of 278 usable surveys. 

Data analysis 

Mail survey response rate was calculated as follows. Of the 339 

questiormaires mailed, 331 were deliverable. (Six were returned "addressee 

unknown" and one was retumed by the respondent as a duplicate. One was not used 

due to inaccurate/inconsistent responses). Therefore, the response rate is 84% (278 

useable out of 331 deliverable). 

A high response rate minimizes non-response bias. The 84% response rate 

for the mail survey is high for mail surveys (Dillman, 1978; Dolsen and Machlis, 

1991). In addition, research by Dolsen and Machlis (1991) on national park visitors 

suggests that, for recreation populations screened in advance, sampling error can be 

assumed to be random for response rates of 65% or more. Therefore, I assume that 

my sampling error due to non-response is random. 
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Descriptive and inferential statistical tests were performed using SPSS 

(Norusis, 1990). For ordinal data (age, educational level, household income) the 

Kolmogorov-Smimov two-tailed test was used to compare contacters to non-

contacters. For all other variables, the chi-square test for independence was used to 

compare the contacters to the non-contacters. In the cases where a 2 x 2 table had 

one or more cells with the expected frequency less than 5, Fisher's Exact Test was 

used instead of chi-square. 

To prepare the survey data for analysis, I used Questionnaire Programming 

Language (QPL), a public domain software developed by the U.S. General 

Accounting Office (Dooley, 1988). QPL was then used to convert the data to a form 

that could be analyzed using SPSS. 

The mail survey respondents' answers on both surveys (roadside and mail) 

were combined into one record per respondent. This allowed me to capture 

information from both surveys to get a more complete picture of the respondent's 

visit. The data taken from the roadside survey were: party type and size, arrival and 

departure dates, and location of overnight stay. The rest of the data was taken from 

the mail surveys. 
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RESULTS 

Usable mail surveys were received from 278 respondents. Fifty-six 

respondents (20%) report having contacted the U.S. Forest Service about Cave Creek 

Canyon management issues. 

Demographic comparisons of contacters and non-contacters 

Gender, age, educational level, or income. With regard to most commonly 

measured sociodemographic factors ~ gender, age, education, or household income — 

contacters are not significantly different from non-contacters (Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4). 

Table 1. Respondents categorized by gender and by whether respondent contacted 
the U.S. Forest Service about canyon management. 

Male Female 

Contacted Forest Service 60.0% 40.0% 
(n = 55) 

Did not contact Forest 68.8% 31.2% 
Service 

(n = 218) 

= 1.542, 1 d.f, p = 0.214. Five respondents did not answer one or both 
questions and are therefore not included. 
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Table 2. Respondents categorized by age and by whether respondent contacted the 
U.S. Forest Service about canyon management. 

Age classes in 
years 

Contacters 
(%) 

(n = 55) 

Non-contacters 
(%) 

(n = 220) 

15 - 25 5.5 7.7 

26 - 35 9.1 19.5 

36 - 45 32.7 28.2 

46 - 55 21.8 21.8 

56 - 65 9.1 11.4 

66 and over 21.8 11.4 
Two-tailed Kolmogorov-Smimov (KS) Z = 0.844, p = 0.474. Three respondents did 
not answer one or both questions and are therefore not included. 

Table 3. Respondents categorized by educational level and by whether respondent 
contacted the U.S. Forest Service about canyon management. 

Respondent's 
educational level 

Contacters 
(%) 

(n = 54) 

Non-contacters 
(%) 

(n = 219) 

High school or less 9.3 10.5 

Some college 18.5 21.9 

4 years of college 14.8 20.1 

1-3 years graduate/ 
professional 

33.3 27.4 

4+ years graduate/ 
professional 

24.1 20.1 

KS Z = 0.653, p = 0.788. Five 
and are therefore not included. 

respondents did not answer one or both questions 
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Table 4. Respondents categorized by household income and by whether respondent 
contacted the U.S. Forest Service about canyon management. 

Respondent's Contacters Non-contacters 
household income (%) (%) 

(n =53) (n = 208) 

<$14,999 7.5 11.5 

$15,000~$24,999 18.9 13.5 

$25,000~$34,999 13.2 15.9 

$35,000~$49,999 34.0 19.7 

$50,000-$74.999 13.2 20.2 

$75,000-$99,999 9.4 9.1 

$100,000 or more 3.8 10.1 
KS Z = 0.845, p = 0.472. Seventeen respondents did not answer one or both 
questions and are therefore not included. 

Place of residence. The difference between contacters and non-contacters is 

highly significant (p < 0.001) with regard to place of residence (Table 5). The 

mailing address for 38% of the contacters is Portal, Arizona, the small community 

located just outside the U.S. Forest Service entrance to Cave Creek Canyon. Only 

3% of the non-contacters report Portal, Arizona as their mailing address. 
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Table 5. Respondents categorized by residence and by whether respondent contacted 
the U.S. Forest Service about canyon management. 

Mailing address Contacters Non-contacters 
(%) (%) 

(n = 56) (n = 220) 

Portal, AZ 37.5 2.7 

Other 62.5 97.3 

X' = 61.155, 1 d.f., p < 0.001. Two respondents did not answer one or both 
questions and are therefore not included. 

Patterns of use 

Visitation rates. I analyzed self-reported visitation rates to Cave Creek 

Canyon to determine whether contacters and non-contacters differed. I looked at 

three different measures of visitation rates: whether respondents had ever visited 

Cave Creek Canyon prior to the roadside survey, how frequently respondents visited, 

and whether respondents had visited the Canyon after the roadside survey. 

Contacters are repeat visitors. All the contacters but one reported having 

been there before the visit at which they stopped at our roadside survey station. In 

contrast, only 57% of non-contacters had been there before. Contacters are also 

frequent visitors. More than three-quarters of contacters report having visited CCC at 

least five times in the past two years, whereas less than one-third of the non-

contacters reported visiting that frequently. In addition, 71% of contacters report 

visiting Cave Creek Canyon again between the time of the roadside survey and 

completing the mail survey. Only 25% of non-contacters had visited CCC since the 



25 

roadside survey. These differences between the groups are highly significant (p < 

0.001) (Tables 6, 7, and 8). 

Table 6. Whether respondents were first-time visitors to Cave Creek Canyon and 
whether respondents contacted the U.S. Forest Service about canyon management. 

First trip? Contacters Non-contacters 
(%) (%) 

(n = 56) (n = 220) 

Yes 1.8 43.2 

No 

r.T TO 1 - 1 J b  ̂ r. 

98.2 

T~ !i—7— -r̂ :— 

56.8 

- r xC - • X'' = 33.721, 1 d.f., p < 0.001. Two respondents did not answer one or both 
questions and are therefore not included. 

Table 7. Respondents' frequency of visitation and whether respondents contacted the 
U.S. Forest Service about canyon management. 

Visited 5 or more Contacters Non-contacters 
times in 2 years? (%) (%) 00 11 (n = 121) 

Yes 77.1 22.9 

No 

•2 • - 1 J f 

29.8 70.2 

= 33.783, 1 d.f., p < 0.001. One hundred nine respondents did not answer one 
or both questions and are therefore not included; many of these respondents may be 
the 96 first-time visitors (see Table 6). 
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Table 8. Whether respondent visited Cave Creek Canyon after the roadside survey 
and whether respondent contacted the U.S. Forest Service about canyon management. 

Visited since Contacters Non-contacters 
roadside surv^? (%) (%) 

(n = 55) (n = 218) 

Yes 70.9 24.8 

No 

) —T-r-z . /> 

29.1 75.2 

X - 41.625, 1 d.f., p < 0.001. Five respondents did not answer one or both 
questions and are therefore not included. 

Activities pursued during visit. To find out what people did in Cave Creek 

Canyon, I asked them to indicate (from a list) all the activities they participated in 

during their visit. 

Because this area is known for its unique biota and because some of the 

management controversies involve the biota, I was curious how many people 

participated in a non-consumptive biota-based activity. I defined a non-consumptive 

biota-based activity as birding, nature study, nature photography, or scientific 

research. As a group, biota-based activities were those most commonly pursued; 

overall, 73% of respondents participated in one or more biota-based activities during 

their visit (Table 9). Hiking, walking, and driving/sightseeing for pleasure, were, 

respectively, the second, third, and fourth most popular activities (Tables 10, 11, 12). 
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Table 9. Respondents' participation in biota-based activities during visit and N^diether 
respondent contacted the U.S. Forest Service about canyon management.* 

Participated in a Contacters Non-contacters 
biota-based (%) (%) 

activity? (n = 56) (n = 220) 

Yes 85.7 70.0 

No 14.3 30.0 

'Birding, nature study, nature photography, or scientific research. 
= 5.617, 1 d.f., p = 0.018. Two respondents did not answer one or both questions 

and are therefore not included. 

Contacters participated in biota-based activities significantly more than did 

non-contacters. However, for both groups, participation in these activities was high -

- 70% of non-contacters fall into this category, as do 86% of contacters (Table 9). 

More non-contacters participated in driving/sightseeing for pleasure than did 

contacters; the difference is highly significant (p = 0.001) (Table 12). 

Table 10. Respondents' participation in hiking during visit and whether respondents 
contacted the U.S. Forest Service about canyon management. 

Went hiking Contacters Non-contacters 
during visit? (%) (%) 

(n = 56) (n = 220) 

Yes 75.0 65.6 

No 

1  OCl  1  J  ̂  

25.0 34.5 

X =1.851, 1 d.f., p = 0.174. Two respondents did not answer one or both 
questions and are therefore not included. 
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Table 11. Respondents' participation in walking during visit and whether respondents 
contacted the U.S. Forest Service about canyon management. 

Went walking Contacters Non-contacters 
during visit? (%) (%) 

(n = 56) (n = 220) 

Yes 57.1 63.6 

No 

..J. n 1 -J C • • - n • 

42.9 36.4 

X"' = 0.802, 1 d.f., p = 0.371. Two respondents did not answer one or both 
questions and are therefore not included. 

Table 12. Respondents' participation in sightseeing/driving during visit and whether 
respondents contacted the U.S. Forest Service about canyon management. 

Went Contacters Non-contacters 
sightseeing/driving (%) (%) 

during visit? (n = 56) (n = 220) 

Yes 41.4 64.5 

No 58.9 35.5 

X"' = 10.230, 1 d.f., p = 0.001. Two respondents did not answer one or both 
questions and are therefore not included. 

People were also asked to refer to the activity list and indicate which one was 

most important to them. As a group, biota-based activities (birding, nature study, 

nature photography, and scientific research) were named by 47% of respondents as 

the most important activity. Individual activities that were important to at least 5% 

of respondents are, in rank order, birdwatching, camping, hiking, driving/sightseeing, 

nature study, and scientific research (Table 13). 
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When contacters and non-contacters were compared to see if they differed in 

"most important activity," the two groups were not significantly different in the 

importance of biota-based activities, birdwatching, camping, or hiking (Tables 14, 15, 

16 and 17) . Non-contacters named sightseeing significantly more often than did 

contacters (Table 18). Contacters named nature study or scientific research more 

often than did non-contacters, and the differences were highly significant (Tables 19 

and 20). 

Table 13. Activities identified by respondents as the most important activity during 
their visit to Cave Creek Canyon. Activities are listed by rank. 

Activity named as most important Percent of respondents® 
(n= 264) 

birdwatching 25.0 

camping 15.5 

hiking 11.0 

driving/sightseeing 10.6 

nature study 8.7 

scientific research 8.3 

other'' 20.8 
"Due to rounding, does not total 100%. 
''Each individual activity included is less than 5% of the total. 
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Table 14. Whether respondents named a biota-based activity (birding, nature study, 
nature photography, or scientific research) as most important and whether 
respondents contacted the U.S. Forest Service about canyon management. 

Biota-based activity most Contacters Non-contacters 
important during visit? (%) (%) 

(n = 52) (n = 212) 

Yes 57.7 43.9 

No 42.3 56.1 

X" = 3.207, 1 d.f., p = 0.073. Fourteen respondents did not answer one or both 
questions and are therefore not included. 

Table IS. Whether respondents named birdwatching as the most important activity 
and whether respondents contacted the U.S. Forest Service about canyon 
management. 

Birdwatching most Contacters Non-contacters 
important activity during (%) (%) 

visit? (n = 52) (n = 212) 

Yes 17.3 26.9 

No 

~l- A ^ Jie- -n t rt 

82.7 73.1 

= 2.044, 1 d.f., p = 0.153. Fourteen respondents did not answer one or both 
questions and are therefore not included. 
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Table 16. Whether respondents identified camping as the most important activity 
and whether respondents contacted the U.S. Forest Service about canyon 
management. 

Camping most important Contacters Non-contacters 
activity during visit? (%) (%) 

(n = 52) (n = 212) 

Yes 13.5 16.0 

No 

/\ r\ ^ 

86.5 84.0 

= 0.211, 1 d.f., p = 0.646. Fourteen respondents did not answer one or both 
questions and are therefore not included. 

Table 17. Whether respondents identified hiking as the most important activity and 
whether respondents contacted the U.S. Forest Service about canyon management. 

Hiking most important Contacters Non-contacters 
activity during visit? (%) (%) 

(n = 52) (n = 212) 

Yes 7.7 11.8 

No 92.3 88.2 

X - 0.718, 1 d.f., p = 0.397. Fourteen respondents did not answer one or both 
questions and are therefore not included. 
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Table 18. Whether respondents identified sightseeing as the most important activity 
and whether respondents contacted the U.S. Forest Service about canyon 
management. 

Driving/sightseeing Contacters Non-contacters 
most important (%) (%) 
activity during (n = 52) (n = 212) 

visit? 

Yes 1.9 12.7 

No 98.1 87.3 

X' = 5.150, 1 d.f., p = 0.023. Fourteen respondents did not answer one or both 
questions and are therefore not included. 

Table 19. Whether respondents identii^ed nature study as the most important activity 
and whether respondents contacted the U.S. Forest Service about canyon 
management. 

Nature study most Contacters Non-contacters 
important activity (%) (%) 

during visit? (n = 52) (n = 212) 

Yes 19.2 6.1 

No 80.8 93.9 

P = 0.006, Fisher's Exact Test. (Chi-square statistic was not used because the 
minimum expected frequency was < 5 for at least one cell.) Fourteen respondents 
did not answer one or both questions and are therefore not included. 
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Table 20. Whether respondents identified research as the most important activity and 
whether respondents contacted the U.S. Forest Service about canyon man^ement. 

Scientific research Contacters Non-contacters 
most important (%) (%) 
activity during (n = 52) (n = 212) 

visit? 

Yes 19.2 5.7 

No 80.8 94.3 

P = 0.004, Fisher's Exact Test. (Chi-square statistic was not used because the 
minimum expected frequency was < 5 for at least one cell.) Fourteen respondents 
did not answer one or both questions and are therefore not included. 

Opinions and attitudes 

The mail survey contained questions about how the respondents felt about 

their experiences in Cave Creek Canyon, the recreational facilities in the Canyon, and 

the appropriate management objectives for the Canyon. For those questions, the 

contacters and non-contacters could differ in several ways: the proportion of 

respondents who had an opinion, the strength of opinion, or in the substance of their 

opinion. 

There were four types of attitude and opinion questions. In the first type, 

respondents were asked to agree or disagree with ten different statements about their 

visit to Cave Creek Canyon (question 7 on mail survey; see Appendix A). A 

Likert-type scale was used; possible responses were: strongly agree, agree, no 

opinion/undecided, disagree, or strongly disagree. The second type of question listed 

11 types of facilities Cave Creek Canyon did not have. Respondents were asked to 
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indicate, for each type of facility, whether it was desirable. Possible responses 

were: yes, no, or no opinion. The third type of question asked about three types of 

facilities Cave Creek Canyon does have and asked whether the quantities should be 

changed (question 10 on mail survey; see Appendix A). Possible responses were: 

more, less, the same, or no opinion. The final type of attitude and opinion questions 

provided seven questions about possible management priorities for Cave Creek 

Canyon and asked respondents how well those statement described their opinions 

(question 13 on mail survey; see Appendix A). 

Differences in having an opinion. To test whether contacters and non-

contacters differed in having an opinion, questions were scored "No opinion" or 

"Opinion" for each respondent. That is, for the questions using a Likert-type scale, 

the responses of "Strongly Agree," "Agree," "Disagree," and "Strongly Disagree" 

were all categorized as "Opinion" and tested against the "No opinion/undecided" 

responses. For the first type of facilities question, the responses of "Yes"and "No" 

were categorized as "Opinion" and tested against the "No opinion" responses. For 

the other facilities questions, the responses of "More", "Less", and "The Same" were 

all categorized as "Opinion" and tested against the "No opinion" responses. 

For 8 of the 31 attitudes and opinions questions, contacters and non-contacters 

are significantly different as to whether they have an opinion. For an additional ten 

of the questions, the difference between contacters and non-contacters is highly 
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significant. In all those cases, it is the contacters who are more likely to have an 

opinion (Tables 21, 22, 23, and 24.). 
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Table 21. Whether contacters and non-contacters differ in having an opinion on mail 
survey question 8. 

Characteristics of Cave Creek Contacters who Non-contacters 
Canyon or of recreational had an opinion' who had an 
experience. opinion' 

I like the rustic nature of the 98.1% 87.7% X" = 5.116 

campgrounds in Cave Creek. (n = 54) (n = 212) P = 0.024 

I think repaving the road has 75.5% 66.7% 
t 

X" = 1.523 
made it safer. (n = 53) (n = 213) p = 0.217 

I thought Cave Creek Canyon 82.7% 81.9% X* = 0.020 

was crowded. (n = 52) (n = 215) p = 0.880 

I got a sense of solitude from 96.1% 89.8% 
my visit to Cave Creek (n = 52) (n = 215) p = = 0.149'' 

Canyon. 

1 think the old road was more 90.4% 43.8% 
'y X" = = 36.326 

scenic. II (n = 208) P < 0.001 

1 wish the facilities in the 92.5% 77.1% x' = 6.291 
Cave Creek campgrounds (n = 53) (n = 214) p = 0.012 
were more modem. 

I think having a Visitor 90.6% 86.0% X* = 0.765 

Center is a good idea. (n = 53) (n = 215) p = 0.382 

I think that repaving the road 90.7% 78.7% X" = 4.085 

encourages people to drive (n = 54) (n = 216) p = 0.043 

faster. 

1 think that birdwatchers 90.4% 78.3% 
•> 

X' = 3.902 
created traffic problems. (n = 52) (n = 217) p = 0.048 

I got a sense of peacefulness 96.2% 97.2% 
from my visit to Cave Creek (n = 53) (n = 217) p = = 0.488'' 
Canyon. 

"As is shown in each cell, total number of contacters and non-contacters vary from 
statement to statement. 
""Minimum expected frequency < 5 in at least one cell. P value calculated using 
Fisher's Exact Test. 
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Table 22. Whether contacters and non-contacters differ in having an opinion on mail 
survey question 9." 

Facilities not present in Cave 
Creek Canyon. 

Contacters who 
had an opinion" 

Non-contacters 
who had an 

opinion" 

RV hookups in campgrounds 94.5% 86.4% 0 
X" = 2.737 

(n = 55) (n = 214) P = 0.098 

tent-only campgrounds 92.7% 82.3% = 3.607 
(n = 55) (n = 215) p = 0.058 

RV-only campgrounds 92.7% 82.5% 
•> 

X" = 3.524 
(n = 55) (n = 211) p = 0.060 

campsites for large groups 96.3% 76.7% X' = = 10.620 
(n = 54) (n = 210) p = 0.001 

separate campground for 94.5% 83.2% 
•> 

X' = 4.561 
large groups (n = 55) (n = 214) p = 0.033 

sewage disposal stations 96.4% 80.0% X* = 8.428 
(n = 55) (n = 210) p = 0.004 

showers in campgrounds 100% 82.8% x^ = = 10.968 
(n = 55) (n = 215) p < 0.001 

flush toilets in campgrounds 91.0% 83.1% 
"> 

X = 2.058 
(n = 55) (n = 213) p = 0.151 

self-guided nature trail 94.5% 92.5% t = 0.281 
(n = 55) (n = 213) p = 0.596 

natural history 96.4% 86.9% x^ = 3.942 
interpretive signs (n = 55) (n = 214) p = 0.047 

bike trails 92.7% 87.6% x^ = 1.161 
(n = 55) (n = 217) p = 0.281 

"As is shown in each cell, total number of contacters and non-contacters vary from 
statement to statement. 



38 

Table 23. Whether contacters and non-contacters difTer in having an opinion on mail 
survey question 10." 

Facilities Cave Creek Canyon Contacters who Non-contacters 
does have. had an opinion" who had an 

opinion* 

Campsites 98.1% 85.4% 
•> 

X" = 6.633 
(n = 54) (n = 212) P = 0.010 

Campgrounds 98.1% 84.8% = 6.991 
(n = 54) (n = 211) p = 0.008 

Picnic areas 98.1% 83.3% X" = 7.825 
(n = 53) (n = 210) p = 0.005 

'As is shown in each cell, total number of contacters and non-contacters vary from 
statement to statement. 
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Table 24. Whether contacters and non-contacters differ in having an opinion on mail 
survey question 13." 

Statements about how Cave Contacters who Non-contacters 
Creek Canyon should be had an opinion* who had an 
managed. opinion' 

Some parts of Cave Creek 
Canyon should be managed 
primarily for scientific research 
even if it means reducing 
recreational opportunities. 

I don't want to see any changes 
in Cave Creek Canyon ~ I like 
it just the way it is. 

Scientific research activities in 
Cave Creek Canyon are 
generally compatible with the 
recreational activities in this 
area. 

The primary management 
objective for Cave Creek 
Canyon should be to provide 
opportunities for outdoor 
recreation. 

Preserving the plants and 
animals of Cave Creek Canyon 
is more important than providing 
additional recreational 
opportunities. 

Preserving scientific research 
opportunities in Cave Creek 
Canyon is more important than 
providing additional recreational 
opportunities. 

83.0% 
(n = 53) 

92.6% 
(n = 54) 

92.9% 
(n = 56) 

94.5% 
(n = 55) 

96.4% 
(n = 56) 

96.4% 
(n = 56) 

81.2% 
(n = 218) 

72.0% 
(n = 214) 

75.2% 
(n = 218) 

95.0% 
(218) 

74.5% 
(n = 220) 

r = 0.095 
p = 0.759 

r = 10.096 
p = 0.001 

r = 8.297 
p = 0.004 

81.2% = 5.792 
(n = 218) p = 0.016 

r = 0.214 
p = 0.643 

= 12.878 
p < 0.001 

' = 3.846 
p = 0.050 

I favor the development of more 83.3% 70.0% 
nature history interpretation (n = 54) (n =217) 
programs in Cave Creek 
Canyon. 

"As is shown in each cell, total number of contacters and non-contacters vary from 
statement to statement. 
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Differences in strength of opinion. Seventeen of the attitude and opinion 

questions used a Likert-type scale. To test whether contacters and non-contacters 

differed in the strength of their opinions, the responses of "Strongly Agree" and 

"Strongly Disagree" were scored as "Strong opinion" and responses of "Agree" and 

"Disagree" were scored as "Weak opinion." Responses of "No opinion/undecided" 

and nonresponses were not included in the analyses. 

For 11 of the 17 questions, of those respondents who had an opinion, 

contacters had a stronger opinion ~ meaning that they were more likely to answer 

"Strongly Agree" or "Strongly Disagree" ~ than the non-contacters. For ten of the 

questions, the difference between the groups was highly significant (Tables 25 and 

26). The difference between the groups was highly significant for all seven questions 

about appropriate management objectives for Cave Creek Canyon (Table 26). 
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Table 25. Whether contacters and non-contacters differ in strength of opinion on 
mail survey question 8." 

Characteristics of Cave Creek Contacters with Non-contacters 
Canyon or of recreational 
experience . 

strongly held 
opinion" 

with strongly 
held opinion" 

I like the rustic nature of the 67.9% 67.2% -» 

X" = 0.010 
campgrounds in Cave Creek. II (n = 186) P = 0.921 

I think repaving the road has 45.0% 38.0% X = 0.634 
made it safer. (n = 40) (n = 142) p = 0.426 

I thought Cave Creek Canyon 25.6% 17.6% T = 1.415 
was crowded. (n = 43) (n = 176) P = 0.234 

I got a sense of solitude from 42.0% 33.2% X" = 1.364 
my visit to Cave Creek (n = 50) (n = 193) P = 0.243 
Canyon. 

I think the old road was more 55.3% 27.5% X' = = 10.315 
scenic. (n = 47) (n = 91) p = 0.001 

I wish the facilities in the 79.6% 51.5% x^ = = 12.221 
Cave Creek campgrounds (n = 49) (n = 165) p < 0.001 
were more modem. 

I think having a Visitor 47.9% 32.4% X" = 3.985 
Center is a good idea. (n = 48) (n = 185) p = 0.046 

I think that repaving the road 67.3% 34.1% X" = = 17.293 
encourages people to drive (n = 49) (n = 170) p < 0.001 
faster. 

I think that birdwatchers 36.2% 40.0% X = 0.227 
created traffic problems. (n = 47) (n = 170) p = 0.634 

I got a sense of peacefulness 54.9% 39.8% x^ = 3.822 
from my visit to Cave Creek (n = 51) (n = 211) p = 0.051 

*As is shown in each cell, total number of contacters and non-contacters vary from 
statement to statement. 
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Table 26. Whether contacters and non-contacters differ in strength of opinion on 
mail survQT question 13." 

Statements about how Cave Contacters with Non-contacters 
Creek Canyon should be strongly held with strongly 
managed. opinion* held opinion* 

Some parts of Cave Creek 
Canyon should be managed 
primarily for scientific research 
even if it means reducing 
recreational opportunities. 

I don't want to see any changes 
in Cave Creek Canyon ~ I like 
it just the way it is. 

Scientific research activities in 
Cave Creek Canyon are 
generally compatible with the 
recreational activities in this 
area. 

The primary management 
objective for Cave Creek 
Canyon should be to provide 
opportunities for outdoor 
recreation. 

Preserving the plants and 
animals of Cave Creek Canyon 
is more important than providing 
additional recreational 
opportunities. 

Preserving scientific research 
opportunities in Cave Creek 
Canyon is more important than 
providing additional recreational 
opportunities. 

65.9% 32.8% t = 16-215 
(n = 44) (n = 177) p < 0.001 

60.0% 34.4% X = 10.238 
(n = 50) (n = 154) p = 0.001 

51.9% 
(n = 52) 

85.2% 
(n = 54) 

64.8% 
(n = 54) 

23.2% x*= 15.515 
(n = 164) p < 0.001 

51.9% 29.4% = 9.040 
(n = 52) (n = 177) p = 0.003 

49.3% 
(n = 207) 

32.3% 
(n = 164) 

X = 22.495 
p < 0.001 

X' = 17.823 
p < 0.001 

'= 11.192 I favor the development of more 44.4% 19.7% 
nature history interpretation (n = 45) (n = 152) p < 0.001 
programs in Cave Creek 
Canyon. 

*As is shown in each cell, total number of contacters and non-contacters vary from 
statement to statement. 



Differences in substance of opinion. To test whether contacters and non-

contacters differed in the substance of their opinions, I eliminated respondents who 

did not respond or were undecided. For questions using a Likert-type scale, the 

responses of "Strongly Agree" and "Agree" were combined and called "Agree," 

while the responses of "Disagree" and "Strongly Disagree" were combined and 

called "Disagree." For the first type of facilities question, responses were already 

listed as "Yes" or "No." For the other facilities questions, the two respondent groups 

were compared for their relative proportions of the three possible responses of 

"More", "Less", and "The Same." 

There are four possible outcomes for each question (Table 27). One possible 

outcome is that there is no difference between contacters and non-contacters. That is 

the case for 18 of the 31 questions. There is a significant or highly significant 

difference between the groups for the remaining 13 questions (Tables 28, 29, 30, 31). 

Significant differences can be generated in severed ways. One possibility is 

that the groups are different, but the trend of opinion is the same for both groups. 

That is, the majority opinion for the contacters and non-contacters is the same, but 

die relative strength of the majority differs between the groups. This was true for 

eight of the questions (Tables 27, 28, 29, 30, 31). 

Another way to generate a difference would be for one group to have a clear 

majority while the other group does not. This is true for three of the questions 
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(Tables 27, 28, 29, 30, 31). I define "No clear majority" as more than 40%, but less 

than 60% of the group agreeing with the statement on the survey. 

The final way to generate a difference would be for the majority opinion of 

one group to disagree with the majority opinion of the other group. This is true for 

only two of the questions (Tables 27, 28, 29, 30, 31). 

Table 27. Summary of how the opinions of contacters and non-contacters differ in 
substance. 

Whether and how the contacters and non-contacters differ in Number 
substance of opinion of 

questions 

No significant difference between contacters and non-contacters 18 

Significant difference between contacters and non-contacters 

Trend of opinion is the same for both groups 8 

One group has a clear majority, the other group is split 3 
in opinion 

The two groups hold opposite opinions 2 

Total number of attitude and opinion questions 31 
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Table 28. Whether contacters and non-contacters differ in substance of opinion on 
mail survey question 8." 

Characteristics of Cave Creek Contacters who Non-contacters 
Canyon or of recreational agreed with who agreed 
experience . statement* with statement* 

I like the rustic nature of the 98.1% 97.8% 
•7 

X' = 0.014 
campgrounds in Cave Creek. (n = 53) (n = 186) P = 0.906 

I think repaving the road has 37.5% 79.6% t-= 26.480 
made it safer. (n = 40) (n = 142) P < 0.001 

I thought Cave Creek Canyon 44.2% 21.6% X' = 9.164 
was crowded. (n = 43) (n = 176) p = 0.002 

I got a sense of solitude from 78.0% 85.5% X = 1.654 
my visit to Cave Creek (n = 50) (n = 193) p = 0.198 
Canyon. 

I think the old road was more 72.3% 51.6% X' = 5.474 
scenic. (n = 47) (n = 91) p = 0.019 

I wish the facilities in the 8.2% 12.1% x^ = 0.594 
Cave Creek campgrounds (n = 49) (n = 165) p = 0.441 
were more modem. 

I think having a Visitor 77.1% 77.3% X" = 0.001 
Center is a good idea. (n = 48) (n = 185) p = 0.975 

I think that repaving the road 83.7% 74.1% = 1.918 
encourages people to drive (n = 49) (n = 170) p = 0.166 
faster. 

I think that birdwatchers 31.9% 16.5% X' = 5.527 
created traffic problems. (n = 47) (n = 170) p = 0.019 

I got a sense of peacefulness 96.1% 98.6% 
from my visit to Cave Creek (n = 51) (n = 211) p = = 0.251" 
Canyon. 

'As is shown in each cell, total number of contacters and non-contacters vary from 
statement to statement. 
"Minimum expected frequency < 5 in at least one cell. P value calculated using 
Fisher's Exact Test. 
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Table 29. Whether contacters and non-contacters differ in substance of opinion on 
mail survey question 9.* 

Respondents were asked 
whether these facilities were 
desirable in Cave Creek 
Canyon. 

Contacters who 
answered yes® 

Non-contacters 
who answered 

yes* 

RV hookups in campgrounds 3.8% 10.8% 
(n = 52) (n = 185) p > 0.098'' 

tent-only campgrounds 80.4% 77.4% 
•> 

T = 0.207 
(n = 51) (n = 177) P = 0.649 

RV-only campgrounds 9.8% 24.1% 
T 

T = 4.904 
(n = 51) (n = 174) P = 0.027 

campsites for large groups 26.9% 34.2% x' = 0.940 
(n = 52) (n = 161) P = 0.332 

separate campground for 38.5% 67.4% 
-i V = = 14.165 

large groups (n = 52) (n = 178) P < 0.001 

sewage disposal stations 22.6% 39.3% = 4.887 
(n = 53) (n = 168) p = 0.027 

showers in campgrounds 12.7% 38.8% x^ = = 12.960 
(n = 55) (n = 178) p < 0.001 

flush toilets in campgrounds 14.0% 37.9% 
•> X' = = 10.096 

(n = 50) (n = 177) p = 0.001 

self-guided nature trail 78.8% 88.8% X" = 3.569 
(n = 52) (n = 197) p = 0.059 

natiiral history interpretive 77.4% 86.6% X" = 1.980 
signs (n = 53) (n = 186) p = 0.168 

bike trails 25.5% 35.8% x' = 1.911 
(n = 51) (n = 190) p = 0.167 

'As is shown in each cell, total number of contacters and non-contacters vary from 
statement to statement. 
''Minimum expected frequency < 5 in at least one cell. P value calculated using 
Fisher's Exact Test. 
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Table 30. Whether contacters and non-contacters differ in substance of opinion on 
mail survey question 10.* 

Respondents were 
asked whether amount 
of facilities should be 
changed. 

Responses of 
contacters" 

Responses of 
non-contacters* 

Campsites More 
Less 
Same 

9.4% 
11.3% 
79.3% 

(n = 53) 

More 
Less 
Same 

28.2% 
5.0% 

66.8% 
(n = 181) 

= 9.499 
p = 0.009 

Campgrounds More 
Less 
Same 

11.3% 
15.1% 
73.6% 

(n = 53) 

More 
Less 
Same 

24.6% 
9.5% 

65.9% 
(n = 179) 

X = 4.880 
p = 0.087 

Picnic areas More 
Less 
Same 

21% 
15.4% 
63.5% 

(n = 52) 

More 
Less 
Same 

29.1% 
5.7% 

65.1% 
(n = 175) 

r = 5.682 
p = 0.058 

"As is shown in each cell, total number of contacters and non-contacters vary from 
statement to statement. 
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Table 31. Whether contacters and non-contacters differ in the substance of their 
opinion on mail survey question 13.' 

Statements about how Cave Creek 
Canyon should be managed . 

Contacters 
who agreed 

with 
statement* 

Non-
contacters 

who agreed 
with 

statement^ 

Some parts of Cave Creek Canyon 
should be managed primarily for 
scientific research even if it means 
reducing recreational opportunities. 

84.1% 
(n = 44) 

63.8% 
(n = 177) 

1 V 
P 

= 6.626 
= 0.010 

I don't want to see any changes in Cave 
Creek Canyon ~ I like it just the way it 
is. 

78.0% 
(n = 50) 

76.6% 
(n = 154) 

T 
P 

= 0.040 
= 0.841 

Scientific research activities in Cave 
Creek Canyon are generally compatible 
with the recreational activities in this 
area. 

88.5% 
(n = 52) 

92.1% 
(n = 164) 

t 
P 

= 0.642 
= 0.423 

The primary management objective for 
Cave Creek Canyon should be to 
provide opportunities for outdoor 
recreation. 

22% 
(n = 52) 

49.7% 
(n = 177) 

V = 

P 

= 13.362 
< 0.001 

Preserving the plants and animals of 
Cave Creek Canyon is more important 
than providing additional recreational 
opportunities. 

92.6% 
(n = 54) 

91.8% 
(n= 207) P = = 0.553" 

Preserving scientific research 
opportunities in Cave Creek Canyon is 
more important than providing 
additional recreational opportunities. 

85.2% 
(n = 54) 

68.9% 
(n = 164) 

X" = 
p = 

= 5.456 
= 0.020 

I favor the development of more nature 
history interpretation programs in Cave 
Creek Canyon. 

80.0% 
(n = 45) 

78.9% 
(n =152) 

t 
p 

= 0.023 
= 0.879 

'As is shown in each cell, total number of contacters and non-contacters vary from 
statement to statement. 
"Minimum expected frequency < 5 in at least one cell. P value calculated using 
Fisher's Exact Test. 
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DISCUSSION 

This chapter interprets the survey results and discusses them in light of the 

findings of other researchers. The final section of this chapter discusses the 

management implications of my findings. 

Proportion of contacters 

Of the respondents, 20% had contacted the U.S. Forest Service regarding the 

management of Cave Creek Canyon. Although the majority of the public have, in 

recent years, indicated support of the environmental movement, those who are 

actively involved are a minority. The proportion that claim to be actively involved is 

10-15% (Dunlap, 1992). 

However, Twight and Lyden (1989) analyzed data from Mohai (1985) and 

found about 21% of the U.S. population to be politically active on environmental 

issues and an additional 19% to be politically active on non-environmental issues. 

Mohai (1985) had analyzed data from a national poll and categorized people as 

"environmentally active" from their response to a question asking whether they had 

ever done something "such as write a letter, go to a public meeting, go to a 

demonstration, or talk to an official to try to influence any government policy or 

program having to do with the conservation of land, water, forests, or places for fish 

and wildlife to live." 

The respondents' self-definition may explain the discrepancy between Dunlap's 

figures on the one hand, and Twight and Lyden's and mine on the other. The 
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respondents in my study may not define themselves as actively involved in "the 

environmental movement" (Dunlap's definition) but have indeed written or called or 

attended a meeting ~ which is how Mohai and I defined active (mail survey question 

14; see Appendix A). 

Demographics 

Contacters and non-contacters do not significantly differ with regard to 

gender, age, educational level, or income (Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4). The gender ratio 

for respondents is 2:1 male to female. The median age for respondents is 44 years. 

Most respondents have at least four years of college, and half have at least one year 

of postbaccalaureate education. Thirty-seven percent of survey respondents have an 

aimual household income of at least $50,000. 

The survey respondents are predominantly male with above-average education 

and above-average household income (U.S. Dept. of Interior, 1993). Half of the 

respondents are middle-aged to elderly. This group is one which participates heavily 

in nonconsumptive wildlife-oriented recreation. For individuals with some college, 

70% participate in nonconsumptive use of wildlife, and 77% of those with five or 

more years of college participate (Shaw and Mangun, 1984). Eligh income is also 

associated with high participation rates (Shaw and Mangun, 1984; Shaw et al., 1985; 

U.S. Department of Interior, 1993). 

Because Cave Creek Canyon is not close to any major population centers or 

next to an interstate, it does not lend itself to casual visitation. For this reason, I 
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assume that visitors to CCC intended to go there. Since southeastern Arizona in 

general and CCC in specific are nationally known birding destinations, CCC is a 

destination for many birdwatchers. CCC is also known for its scenic beauty and its 

general biotic diversity. When compared with most other U.S. Forest Service sites in 

the Southwest, Cave Creek Canyon may attract a higher proportion of people 

interested in nonconsumptive wildlife-oriented recreation. 

The same sociodemographic characteristics (high levels of education and 

income) are also associated with above-average rates of political participation, 

including above-average environmental activism (Verba and Nie, 1972; Mohai, 

1985; Force and Williams, 1989; Marten, 1992). This suggests that many CCC 

survey respondents might be politically active. One literature review suggests that 

environmental concern peaks in the cohort of people bom from 1942 to 1964 

(Greenbaum, 1995). About half of the survey respondents fall into this age cohort 

(38 to 50 years old at the time of the mail survey). 

Several researchers have suggested that people with higher socioeconomic 

status are politically or environmentally active, not due to a greater level of concern, 

but because of a greater sense of personal effectiveness (Mohai, 1985; Potter and 

Norville, 1983). In other words, higher status people feel that their participation is 

likely to make a difference. In addition, residence is strongly associated with 

environmental concern when the issue at hand is a local one (Tremblay and Dunlap, 

1978). 
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Among people of high socioeconomic status, what determines who becomes 

politically active? What motivated some respondents but not others to contact the 

U.S. Forest Service about Cave Creek management? 

In this case, the impetus appears to be living in close proximity to Cave 

Creek Canyon. Only one demographic variable — residence — distinguishes the 

contacters from the non-contacters. More than one-third of the contacters come from 

Portal, Arizona, whereas only 3% of the non-contacters do (Table 5). 

An explanation for local activism may be the recent controversies about Cave 

Creek Canyon management. These issues mobilized local people to contact the U.S. 

Forest Service. In September 1990, area residents learned that the U.S. Forest 

Service might grant Newmont Mining Company's request to begin drilling on U.S. 

Forest Service land just southeast of Portal, AZ. Some residents considered this a 

threat to Cave Creek Canyon and formed the Portal Mining Action Coalition 

(PMAC) (Snyder et al., 1995). The group solicited local and national support. By 

December, the issue was widely publicized in the local and national media (Anon., 

1990; Arizona Daily Star, 1990; Bagwell, 1990; Beal, 1990; Ducote, 1990a; 

Ducote, 1990b; Leary, 1990; Smith, 1990). According to the PMAC, Newmont 

withdrew its request due to massive citizen protest (Snyder et al., 1995; all three 

authors are PMAC members). 

The U.S. Forest Service's Douglas Ranger District also began to develop a 

"Master Plan" for Cave Creek Canyon in the fall of 1990. The U.S. Forest Service 
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solicited public comment via questionnaires. Over 80% of respondents indicated that 

additional recreational development was undesirable (Jensen, 1992a). 

At the same time, the Coronado National Forest was considering designating 

parts of the Forest, including part or all of the Chiricahua Mountains, as a National 

Recreation Area (NRA). Public workshops on the issue were held in March of 1992. 

Many workshop attendees expressed negative sentiments about such a designation. 

The Douglas Ranger District workshop (the district which manages Cave Creek 

Canyon) had the highest proportion of negative comments about the NRA 

designation (Jensen, 1992b; Coronado National Forest, 1992.) 

Both the contacters and non-contacters in my study have, on average, high 

levels of education and income. This is a group that, more than other socioeconomic 

groups in U.S. society, is predisposed to political activism because its members have 

a high sense of personal efficacy. Therefore, it is not surprising that when changes 

in Cave Creek Canyon were proposed, some local residents acted politically to 

counteract changes they considered threatening. 

Visitor use patterns 

A large proportion of the respondents visited Cave Creek Canyon for 

activities which are specifically based on the biological resources of the canyon --

birdwatching, nature study, nature photography, and/or scientific research (Table 9). 

Almost half of the respondents identified one of those biota-based activities as the 

most important activity during their visit (Table 13). 



The groups do differ in patterns of use — contacters visit more frequently and 

are more likely to pursue nature study or scientific research. Non-contacters are 

more likely to pursue driving for pleasure/sightseeing. However, the majority of both 

groups pursued one or more biota-based activities during their visit. Both contacters 

and non-contacters named a biota-based activity as the most important activity during 

their visit. 

There has been one previous study of recreational and scientific users of Cave 

Creek Canyon (Shaw et al., 1979). The methodology of this study was based on that 

of the previous study ~ both sets of researchers contacted visitors by setting up 

roadside survey stations. However, the previous study was not designed to 

distinguish between the activities and attitudes of contacters and those of non-

contacters. 

While there are some differences between the 1979 study and this one, most 

of the results for the two studies are similar. Shaw et al. (1979) found that most 

visitors were repeat visitors, as did my study (Table 6). Shaw et al. (1979) found 

that users were attracted by three general characteristics of the canyon: the beauty 

and general environment of the canyon, the unique and diverse biota, and the lack of 

modem facilities and lack of crowding. My study found birds, beauty, species 

diversity, and lack of people/solitude were important in people's decision to visit 

Cave Creek Canyon (Appendix C). 



Shaw et al. (1979) characterized the users as two main types: those who 

came for the Canyon's general characteristics and those who visited specifically for 

the biota. This is an accurate characterization of visitors contacted during my study. 

However, the respondents in the two studies differed as to which activities were 

named as most important. According to Shaw et al. (1979), primary recreational 

activities were picnicking and relaxing (22%), hiking/backpacking (22%), biota-based 

activities (defined as wildlife observation, birding, nature study, nature photography, 

etc.) (18%), and driving for pleasure/sightseeing (18%). My study found that the 

four activities identified as most important were biota-based activities (47%), 

camping (16%), hiking (11%) and driving/sightseeing (11%) (Table 13). 

The disparity between the two studies is probably due to the seasonal 

differences in recreational activities: Shaw et al. (1979) conducted their study for 12 

consecutive months, whereas my study only contacted visitors who were present in 

the warm-weather months of May or June. In my study, 46% of the respondents 

visited during May — the peak birdwatching month (Appendix C). That probably 

accounts for my having a larger proportion of respondents who identified a biota-

based activity as most important. 

In addition, during the time of my May roadside survey, there were two rare 

or unusual birds (the Beryliine Hummingbird and the Lucifer Hummingbird) present 

in Cave Creek Canyon. That information was disseminated on national rare bird 

alert hotlines (Spofford, 1992). It is almost certain that additional birdwatchers were 
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attracted to Cave Creek Canyon solely by the presence of those birds. In fact, the 

demographic characteristics of my respondents is a close fit to the profile of the 

"committed" birdwatcher. Kellert (1985) described committed birdwatchers as 

predominantly male (73%), highly educated, with a high household income and an 

average age of 42 years. 

It is not possible from my data to determine exactly how much the presence 

of rare birds increased the number of respondents who named birdwatching as the 

most important activity during their visit. If birdwatching is entirely excluded from 

the list of non-consumptive biota-based activities, 22% of respondents named a biota-

based activity as most important ~ a percentage closer to Shaw et al.'s (1979) 

findings (Table 13). 

However, 22% is clearly an underestimate of the importance of biota-based 

activities to respondents. Birdwatching is an important activity to CCC visitors 

precisely because unusual birds are routinely present. Survey respondents often 

named specific bird species as an important reason for visiting, but the two rare 

hummingbird species were not the only species so identified. 

Overall, the biological resources of the canyon are important to both 

contacters and non-contacters. Although there are statistically significant differences 

between the groups as to the proportion who engage in a particular activity, the 

trends are the same for both groups. 
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Attitudes and opinions 

As might be expected, contacters are more likely to express opinions in my 

survey. Of those respondents who express opinions, contacters are likely to represent 

their attitudes and opinions more strongly. 

However the trend in opinion is similar for the two groups. For 26 of 31 

questions, the majority of contacters agreed with the majority of non-contacters about 

their experiences in Cave Creek Canyon, the recreational facilities in the Canyon, and 

the appropriate management objectives for the Canyon. These results suggest that, 

for this sample, the attitudes and opinions of the people who contact the management 

agency are similar to those held by the larger group of users. 

Although the two groups generally agreed with one another, that was not true 

for five of the 31 questions. For three questions, one group had a clear majority, but 

the other group was divided. There was definite disagreement between contacters 

and non-contacters for only two of the 31 questions (see Tables 21 - 31). 

The three statements for which one group had a clear majority opinion and 

the other was divided were: 

-1 thought Cave Creek Canyon was crowded. 

44% of contacters agreed, but only 22% of non-contacters did. 

-1 think the old road was more scenic. 

72% of contacters agreed, but only 52% of non-contacters did. 
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- The primary management objective for Cave Creek Canyon should 

be to provide opportunities for outdoor recreation. 

Only 21% of contacters agreed, but 50% of non-contacters did. 

The two items for which contacters and non-contacters disagreed were: 

-1 think repaving the road has made it safer. 

Only 38% of contacters agreed, but 80% of non-contacters did. 

- Whether a separate campground for large groups is desirable in 

Cave Creek. 

Only 39% of contacters agreed, but 67% of non-contacters did. 

These answers probably reflect several differences between the groups. The 

first is the fact that contacters are frequent visitors. The second is the fact that 

contacters are more likely to live in the area. Together, these two characteristics of 

contacters mean that contacters are making more comparisons than non-contacters; 

contacters are more familiar with the way the canyon used to be (an older road, 

maybe fewer visitors) and also have visited during less crowded times. In addition, 

the rare bird alert may have attracted additional visitors in May. The Spofford home, 

with its birdfeeder-filled yard, is a well-known destination for birders. The SpofFords 

report an 63% increase in visitation for May 1992 (Spofford, 1992). 
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A third difference between the groups is in preferred activities. Contacters 

were much more likely to identify scientific research or nature study as the most 

important activity they pursued during their visit. People who pursue scientific 

research or nature study may require relative solitude for their favored pursuits; such 

individuals may feel that emphasizing "outdoor recreation" will attract more and 

possibly noisier people to the canyon. 

Emphasizing outdoor recreation may also imply more development to some 

respondents, an idea to which respondents generally, and contacters especially, are 

opposed (see Tables 28, 29, 30, and Jensen, 1992a). This perception may have been 

exacerbated by Forest Service personnel and the Forest Service's recreation planning 

for both CCC and the Coronado National Forest as a whole. For example, one Portal 

resident reported to me that the Douglas Ranger District's recreation planner spoke at 

a meeting about outdoor recreation in Cave Creek Canyon, but never mentioned 

birdwatching or nature study as part of outdoor recreation in that area. Many 

attendees at the Douglas Ranger District workshop on the proposed National 

Recreation Area (NRA) were opposed to the idea (Jensen, 1992b; Coronado 

National Forest, 1992.) Some Coronado National Forest personnel believed that 

Portal residents attended all the NRA workshops in order to defeat the idea. For 

example, the Coronado Forest Supervisor told me in an interview that, "The group 

from Cave Creek was well-organized and at all meetings ~ and their agenda is 'no 

change'" (James Abbott, June 23, 1992.). A Portal resident wrote an Op-Ed article 



for the Arizona Daily Star titled, "Everybody but the Forest Service thinks Cave 

Creek is perfect the way it is." The article supports the Forest Supervisor's assertion 

about the no-change agenda of "the group from Cave Creek" and also supports the 

idea that some members of the public think that recreation planning is synonymous 

with additional development (Hayes, 1992). 

These anecdotes highlight the fact that natural resource managers may not 

have an accurate picture of what the public wants or does for recreation in a specific 

area. In addition, some managers assume that the opinions and attitudes of the most 

vocal members of the public are not representative of the larger whole. 

Unfortimately, few studies have examined differences between users who 

contacted the management agencies and those who did not. Most other studies are 

comparisons of interest group members to the general public (Vining, 1992; Vining 

and Ebreo, 1991), users to managers (Twight and Lyden, 1989; Leuschner at al., 

1989; Twight and Catton, 1975; Hendee and Harris, 1970), a regional sample to a 

national sample (Shindler et al., 1993; Steel et al., 1994), surveys of citizen 

participants (Potter and Norville, 1983; Twight and Lyden, 1989; Force and 

Williams, 1989), or a survey of local residents about a local environmental problem 

(see Cortner et. al., 1984; Bultena and Rogers, 1974). Although these studies have 

yielded much useful information, their results carmot be directly compared to mine, 

because the sample populations are different. 
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One study that did compare user-contacters to user-non-contacters focused on 

mule deer hunters in Oregon (Johnson et al., 1993). A random sample of hunters 

was surveyed using a mail questioimaire; the same questionnaire was distributed to 

hunters at public meetings. The researchers found that those who attended the public 

meetings had hunted more, were more successful, and were wealthier than the 

random sample. The meeting attendees were also more likely to express an opinion 

rather than give a neutral or "I don't know" answer. Meeting attendees were more 

likely to express strong preferences. However, for the management options presented 

on the survey, the groups had the same order of preference except in one case. 

These results are analogous to those in my Cave Creek study. The Cave 

Creek visitors who contacted the U.S. Forest Service were more likely to be repeat 

visitors (Table 6), more likely to have an opinion on the survey questions (Tables 21, 

22, 23, 24) and more likely to express their opinions strongly (Tables 25 and 26). 

However, like the respondents in Johnson et al. (1993), the Cave Creek Canyon 

contacter and the non-contacter groups did not differ in the direction of opinion for 

the majority of the survey's attitude and opinion questions (Table 27). 

Interestingly, Johnson et al. (1993:224) conclude that "people who attended 

mule deer management meetings in Oregon had opinions that differed from the mule 

deer hunting population in general," and state that the differences are important 

"because opinions expressed at meetings are often incorporated into management 
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decisions." I interpret their resiilts differently and note that most of the differences 

they found were in strength of opinion, not direction. 

Johnson et al. (1993) suggest that the extremity of the opinions expressed at 

the public meetings may bias managers' assessment of public opinion. That may 

well be so — managers are only human. However, because of the difference in 

methodology used to gather the opinions of the contacters and the non-contacters, 

Johnson et al.'s (1993) two samples are not exactly comparable. Since the public 

meeting attendees who chose to return the questionnaires were a self-selected group, 

the methodology used may have biased the results in favor of the contacters who 

hold their opinions most vehemently. Even so, for each management option 

presented, the majority of meeting attendees agreed with the majority of survey 

respondents. Johnson et al.'s (1993) conclusion that the two groups generally differ 

in opinion is not supported by their results. 

The other study which attempted to compare contacters to non-contacter users 

was conducted by Wellman and Fahmy (1985) and focused on off-road vehicle 

(ORV) management at Cape Hatteras National Seashore. Visitor attitudes were 

assessed by mail questionnaires in 1978; written public comment received by the 

Park Service was analyzed using content analysis. For eight statements, Wellman 

and Fahmy reported the percentage of affirmative responses. For four statements, the 

visitor and the contacter groups expressed opposite opinions. For two statements, 

one group had a strong majority, but the other group was split in opinion. For two 
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other statements, the majority of contacters agreed with the majority of the users. 

The researchers reported that "written input tends to depict public opinion as more 

polarized than does survey research" (Wellman and Fahmy, 1985:369). Demographic 

information and visitation patterns were not reported. 

My study also found that contacters had more extreme opinions, as measured 

by answering "strongly agree" or "strongly disagree," than did non-contacters. 

However, the contacter and non-contacter groups were more closely in agreement 

than those in the Cape Hatteras study; for 26 of 31 questions, both groups of Cave 

Creek visitors agreed. Additional comparison with the Cape Hatteras study is 

difficult because the Cape Hatteras study used different instruments to evaluate the 

attitudes and opinions of contacters and non-contacters. In addition, the Cape 

Hatteras study surveyed area residents separately, and it is not clear from the paper 

whether user-residents were included in the "visitor" category. 

Several researchers have found that outdoor recreationists' attitudinal 

differences correlate with the type of recreation preferred. Recreationists who prefer 

a self-propelled activity such as hiking or cross-country skiing prefer less recreational 

development and hold more preservationist attitudes than recreationists who prefer 

motorized recreation such as snowmobiling or trailbiking (Jackson, 1987). 

Recreationists who use different levels of technology may resent each other (Devall 

and Harry, 1981). The majority of visitors in the Cape Hatteras were ORV users 

(61%), whereas the bulk of the opinions expressed to the Park Service were of an 



anti-ORV, preservationist nature. In contrast, 73% of Cave Creek Canyon visitors 

participated in a biota-based activity, and 47% of respondents named that activity as 

most important (Tables 9 and 13). An additional 26% of Cave Creek Canyon 

visitors named camping or hiking as the most important activity during their visit 

(Table 13). The differences between respondents in my Cave Creek study and those 

of the Cape Hatteras study may reflect the homogeneity of recreational interests of 

the Cave Creek visitors. 

Overall, the respondents in my study were in general agreement for most of 

the attitudes and opinions questions on the survey. At least in this particular case, 

the vocal minority who contacted the U.S. Forest Service does appear to reflect the 

opinions of the majority of users. 

Management implications 

A common criticism of public involvement is that it does not accurately 

represent the general public or the users of the resource. Several studies indicate that 

there are clear differences between "activists" and the general public in 

demographics, activities pursued, and opinions expressed (Verba and Nie, 1972; 

Dennis and Zube, 1988; Lovrich and Pierce, 1986). In addition, there is an ongoing 

discussion in the literature as to which portion of the public has a legitimate voice in 

natural resource decision-making. Some researchers advocate the use of public 

surveys in order to accurately gather the views of the public as a whole, not just 

those who attend meetings or write letters (Milbrath, 1993; Cormer et al., 1984). 



Others, like Behan (1988), argue that not everyone should have a say in the 

management of a particular location, but that the appropriate group is "people who 

knowr about and care about a particular national forest... a sharply distinct minority." 

Behan suggests that it is tlie desires of these people, and not the citizenry as a whole, 

which should be incorporated into the management of a particular forest. 

But what is a manager to do? Public involvement is legally required as part 

of the decision-making process for federal land management agencies. The manager 

is required to solicit citizen input on pending decisions. Not surprisingly, the 

minority of citizens who do take the time to provide input expect that expressing 

their opinion will make a difference ~ or that, at the very least, their expressed 

opinion will be given serious consideration. 

At the same time, the manager is charged with making decisions on behalf of 

the populace as a whole. However, natural resource managers generally receive 

input from a only small fraction of the users and an even smaller segment of the 

whole populace. Therefore, the manager is called upon to make decisions with 

limited information about the attitudes and opinions of the citizens. 

This presents managers with a dilemma: they must attempt to be responsive 

to the concerns of large group of people they have never met and never hear from. 

Research suggests that managers are not good at predicting the preferences of the 

public. For example, Vining and Ebreo (1991) asked U.S. Forest Service managers, 

members of an environmental group, and a sample of the general public to predict 



66 

each others' responses on a values inventory. Managers did a poor job of predicting 

the public's responses; the public's goals were more similar to the environmental 

group's goals than the managers predicted. The public valued amenities (wildlife, 

beauty, nature, roadlessness, and water) more than predicted and valued economic 

issues (employment and timber) less than predicted. 

Therefore, managers need to know whether the opinions of the people who 

contact them are representative of the larger group of users. It is common sense to 

assimie that people who are unrepresentative in one way are also unrepresentative in 

other ways. Therefore, managers may assume that people who exhibit an uncommon 

behavior ~ contacting the management agency ~ also hold uncommon opinions. 

Unfortunately, differences in opinions and attitudes between the general natural 

resource user and the "activist" user are not well-studied. 

My results suggest that the opinions that get expressed to the managers may 

be representative of the larger group of CCC users. For the recreational and 

scientific users of Cave Creek in my study, there are few differences in the substance 

of opinion between "activist" users, the group I call contacters, and non-activist users, 

the group I call non-contacters. For the respondents in my survey, attitudes and 

opinions held by those who report contacting the U.S. Forest Service are similar to 

those held by the larger group of users. 

However, my study demonstrates clear differences between the contacters and 

non-contacters in the strength of the opinion. Several researchers point out that. 
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especially in situations where the managers and decision-makers are primarily trained 

to deal with technical infonnation, managers tend to discount the public's emotion in 

evaluating public comments. These researchers emphasize that feelings and emotions 

are important data about the public's values (Creighton, 1983; Vining and Schroeder, 

1987). 

This study compares Cave Creek Canyon visitors who contacted the U.S. 

Forest Service with those who did not. My results demonstrate that differences 

between the groups are more apparent for strength of opinion than for substance of 

opinion. It may be that the very intensity with which contacters hold their opinions 

provides the impetus to contact the U.S. Forest Service. I suspect that it is only the 

people who feel most strongly who contact the agency. Therefore, managers need to 

understand that an opinion may be mainstream in substance, even if it is expressed 

zealously. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This study investigated the attitudes and characteristics of recreational and 

scientific users of a U.S. Forest Service recreation site and compared users who 

contacted the U.S. Forest Service with those who did not. I used a combination of 

roadside interviews and a subsequent mail survey to assess the attitudes and opinions 

of 278 people who visited Cave Creek Canyon in May or June of 1992. The mail 

survey asked the visitors what they valued about the canyon, whether wildlife was 

important to their visit, what types of recreational facilities they desired, and what 

the management priorities should be for the area. The survey also asked for 

demographic information and whether the respondent had ever contacted the U.S. 

Forest Service about the management of Cave Creek Canyon. The response rate on 

the mail survey was 84% (278 usable surveys returned out of 331 mailed). 

A large proportion of the respondents visited Cave Creek Canyon for 

activities which are specifically based on the biological resources of the canyon — 

73% participated in either birdwatching, nature study, nature photography, and/or 

scientific research. Almost half (47%) of the respondents identified one of those 

biota-based activities as the most important activity during their visit. 

Of the respondents, 20% had contacted the U.S. Forest Service regarding the 

management of Cave Creek Canyon. I wanted to know whether the respondents who 

had contacted the U.S. Forest Service differed firom those who did not. I analyzed 

the survey data to determine whether contacters and non-contacters differ 
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demographically, have different patterns of use, or hold different opinions and 

attitudes. For each question, I found that the groups have important differences, but 

also important similarities. Tables 32 and 33 summarize the differences and 

similarities between the groups. 

In terms of demographics, the two groups differ in place of residence — a 

much higher proportion of contacters come from Portal, Arizona, the small 

community just outside Cave Creek Canyon. However, contacters and non-contacters 

do not differ with regard to gender, age, education, or income. 

The groups do differ in patterns of use ~ contacters visit more frequently and 

are more likely to pursue nature study or scientific research. Non-contacters are 

more likely to pursue driving for pleasure/sightseeing. However, the biological 

resources of the canyon are important to both groups ~ each group identified one or 

more biota-based activities as the most important activity they participated in during 

their visit to CCC. 

My third question was, "Do contacters and non-contacters hold different 

opinions and attitudes?" As might be expected, contacters are more likely to have 

opinions. Of those respondents who have opinions, contacters are likely to express 

their attitudes and opinions more strongly. 

However, of the respondents who had an opinion, for 26 of the 31 attitudes 

and opinion questions, the majority of contacters agree with the majority of non-

contacters. In general, the contacter and non-contacter groups hold similar attitudes 
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and opinions about their experiences in Cave Creek Canyon, the recreational facilities 

in the Canyon, and the appropriate management objectives for the Canyon. There 

were only five questions for which the two groups differed in substance of opinion. 

For three questions, one group had a clear majority, but the other group was divided. 

The contacters and non-contacters disagreed for only two of the 31 questions. 

These results suggest that, for this sample, the attitudes and opinions of the 

people who contact the management agency are similar to those held by the larger 

group of users. Although there are differences between contacters and non-

contacters, the distinction between the groups is more in strength of opinion than 

substance of opinion. Managers need to understand that an opinion that is 

vehemently expressed may still be mainstream in substance, even if the manner of 

expression is extreme. 



Table 32. Summary of differences between contacters and non-contacters. 

Comparison made Substance of difference 

Demographics 

place of 38% of contacters lived in Portal, Az. Only 3% of non-
residence contacters had a Portal address. 

Patterns of use 

visitation 98% of contacters had been to Cave Creek Canyon 
frequency before. Only 57% of the non-contacters had been there 

before. 77% of contacters reported visiting Cave Creek 
Canyon at least five times in the past two years. Only 
30% of non-contacters did so. 

activities More contacters (86%) pursued a biota-based activity 
pursued during their visit than did non-contacters (70%). More 

during visit non-contacters (65%) pursued driving/sightseeing than 
did contacters (41%). More contacters named nature 
study or scientific research as their most important 
activity than did non-contacters. More non-contacters 
named driving/sightseeing as most important activity 
than did contacters. 

Opinions and 
attitudes 

having an More contacters than non-contacters had opinions for the 
opinion attitude and opinions questions (true for 18 of 31 

questions). 

strength of More contacters than non-contacters held strong opinions 
opinion for the attitude and opinion questions (true for 11 of 17 

questions). 

substance of For five of 31 attitudes and opinion questions, the 
opinion groups differ in the trend of opinion. For three of those 

cases, one group has a clear majority, whereas the 
opinions of the other group are evenly split. For two of 
those questions, the majority of one group disagrees with 
the majority of the other group. 



72 

Table 33. Summary of similarities between contacters and non-contacters. 

Comparison made Substance of similarity 

Demogr^hics 

gender 

age 

education 

mcome 

Gender ratio for respondents is 2:1 male to female. No 
difference was found between the groups. 

Median age for respondents is 44 years. No difference 
in age distribution was found between the groups. 

68% of respondents have at least four years of college. 
50% of respondents have at least one year of education 
at the graduate or professional school level. No 
difference was found between the groups. 

The median income class for respondents is $35,000 -
$49,999. No difference was found between the groups. 

Patterns of use 

activities 47% of respondents named a biota-based activity as 
most important No difference was found between the 
groups. 25% of respondents named birdwatching as 
most important, 16% named camping, and 11% named 
hiking. No difference was found between the groups for 
birdwatching, camping, or hiking. 67% of respondents 
hiked during their visit. 62% of respondents walked 
during their visit. No difference was found between the 
groups for hiking or walking. 

Opinions and 
attitudes 

substance of For 26 of the 31 attitude and opinion questions, the 
opinion majority of contacters agree with the majority of non-

contacters. (But for eight of those 26 questions, the 
strength of the majority differs between the two groups.) 
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APPENDIX A: ROADSIDE AND MAIL SURVEY FORMS 

COPY OF ROADSIDE SURVEY FORM 

COPY OF ROADSIDE SURVEY MAIL SURVEY CARD 

COPY OF MAIL SURVEY 
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CAVE CREEK CANYON 
RECREATIONAL SURVEY MAY/JUNE 1992 

University of Arizona 
School of Renewable Natural Resources 

Interviewer 
Location 

Party size 

Date 
Party type 

(single/ couple/ family/ multiple family, 
friendship, other —(specify!) 

Hello. We are with the University of Arizona and we are conducting a recreation use 
survey in Cave Creek Canyon this year. May we ask you a few brief questions? 
It will only take a few minutes. 

1. Have we already interviewed you? (in this 4 day period) 

Yes - THANKS. WE WONT BOTHER YOU AGAIN. 

No (Continue) 

Note CO incerviewers — screen out non-recreacional visitors — we don't want to 
interview Forest Service personnel, etc. 

2. Do you live in this area? (meaning on the east side of the Chiricahuas — for example 
Portal, Paradise, Rodeo) 

No (Continue to Question 3) 

Yes Where? 

2a. Have you been participating in recreational or scientific activity in Cave 
Creek today? 

No - THANKS - WE'RE INTERESTED IN INTERVIEWING PEOPLE WHEN 
RECREATION OR SCIENCE WAS THE PURPOSE OF THEIR VISIT IN CAVE 
CREEK. 

Yes (continue to Question 5) 
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3. What dates have you or will you stay in the Cave Creek Canyon area? 
(Interviewer — skip if resident) 

Arrival Date Departure Date 

4. If overnight, where did you or will you stay? 
(Interviewer ~ skip if resident. Ask for specific site info — campground 
name, motel name, etc) 

5. Have you been to Cave Creek Canyon before? 

No (Continue to Quescion 6) 

Yes Have you noticed any changes in Cave Creek Canyon or its uses 
over time? If yes, what are they? 

6. What do you consider MOST appealing about this area? 

Most appealing (one characteristic) 

others (Use up to 3 ) 

7. What is the primary recreational activity you engaged in or will engage in while here? 

primary activity 

others 
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8. Did you visit the Visitor Center? 

No (Continue to Question 9) 

Yes Do you have any comments about that visit? 

9. Did you have any notable experiences involving wildlife during your visit? 

No (Continue to Question 10) 

Yes Please explain 

10. Are you working here as a professional scientist or student? 

No (Continue to Question 11) 

Yes What are you studying? 

Are you staying at the Southwest Research Station? 

Yes No 

11. Do you have any comments or concerns about the management of Cave Creek? 

INTERVIEWER - THERE IS ONE MORE PAGE 
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*•««*«*««*«*« 

For our survey, we'd like to know more about your experiences in Cave Creek Canyon and 
what you value about the area. May we send you a detailed questionnaire dealing with 
Cave Creek Canyon? 

All the information you give us will be anonymous and confidential. It will be impossible 
CO identify your responses in any published reports because your answers will be combined 
with those of other persons participating in the survey. Results of this survey will be 
made available to the Forest Service and other groups interested in Cave Creek Canyon. 

WE WOULD LIKE ONE NAME FROM EACH HOUSEHOLD REPRESENTED IN THIS 
PARTY 

Refusal? 

This card has an ID number so that we may check your name off our mailing list when you 
return your questionnaire. 

Number of cards completed 

THANK YOU AND HAVE A NICE TRIP 



ROADSroE SURVEY MAIL SURVEY CARD 

Date § 

CAVE CREEK CANYON RECREATION SURVEY 

University of Arizona 
School of Renewable Natural Resources 

NAME 

ADDRESS 



COPY OF MAIL SURVEY 
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CAVE CREEK CANYON VISITOR SURVEY 

The purpose of ttiis survey is to learn more about people's experiences in Cave Creek 
Canyon and what they value about the area. Please answer ail the questions. If you 
wish to comment on any of the questions, please feel free to use the space in the 
margins or the back of this survey. Your comments will be read and taken into account 

This questionnaira has an identificafi'on number so that we may check your name off our 
mailing Rst when you return your questionnaire. Your name will never be directly 
assodated with your responses. 

Thank you for your help. 

TTw University of Arizona 

College of Agriculture 
School of Renewable Natural Resources 

325 Biological Sdences East Building 
Tucson, Arizona 85721 



INSTHUCTIONS 

Whan answering the following questions, please think about the spedfic 
visit to Cave Creek Canyon ttiat you were on when our roadside survey 
team comaaed you. That trip is referred to as 'this visit' or "your trip' 
in the survey. 

1 Was this visit your first visit to Cave Creek Canyon? (Please drde your 
response.) 

YES NO fif YES. go an to question 2) 

What year was your first visit to Cave Creek Canyon? 

!9 

How many times have you visited Cave Creek Canyon during the last 2 years? 

During what month(s) did you make these trips? Please circle all that apply. 

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUNE 

JULY AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC 

2. How did you first find out about Cave Creek Canyon? 

3. We wouU like to know something about the activities in which you aaually 
participated during your trip to Cave Creek Canyon. Please cfieck each activity in 
which you partidpated during this visit. 

picnicking 
hiking 
walking 
playing in the water 
driving/ sightseeing 
biking 
camping 
badqaacking 
caving 

horseback riding 
fishing 
hunting 
nature study 
birdwatching 
nature photography 
sdentific research 
other 



4. From the list in question 3. whrcti one activity was the most important to you? 

5. if you indicated that you participated in 'nature study.* 'nature photography.' or 
'acientHie researdi' in question 3, we would liite to know more details about Uî e 
activities. Otherms*. please go on to Question 6. 

What kinds of things did you study or photograph at Cave Creak? 
Please check all that apply. 

birds 
mammals 
reptiles and amphibians 
insects and other invertebrates 
plants 
geology 
other (please explain) 

How would you descn'be your interest in nature study, photography, or 
scientific research? Please check only one category. 

a hobby (primarily for personal enjoyment) 
part of my job 
both a hobby and a job 

In addition to knowing what people do in Cave Creek Canyon, we are 
interested in knowing what qualities of Cave Creek Canyon are most 
appealing to people. 

6. What three things about Cave Creek Canyon were most important in your 
dedston to come to the Canyon for tttis visit? 

Most important 

2nd in importance 

3rd in importance 



We are also interested in finding out how people feel about vahous 
aspects of their visit in Cave Creek Canyon. The following statements 
are opinions which we have heard expressed. We would like to know 
how well these statements descnbe your experience in Cave Creek 
Canyon on this visit 

7. Please consider each statement individually. Circle the letters which correspond 
most closely with how you feel about the statement 

SA you Strongly Aarea with the statement 
A you Agree with the statemem 

UN you have ̂  Opinion or are Undecided 
0 you Disagree with the statement 

SO you Stronolv Disagree with the statement 

I like the rustic nature of the campgrounds in Cave Creek. 

SA A UN D SO 

I think repaving the road has made it safer. 

SA A UN 0 SO 

I thought Cave Creek Canyon was crowded. 

SA A UN 0 SO 

I got a sense of solitude from my visit to Cave Creek Canyon. 

SA A UN 0 SO 

I think the old road was more scenia 

SA A UN 0 SO 

1 wish the facilities in the Cave Creek campgrounds were more modem. 

SA A UN 0 SO 

I think having a Visitor Cerrter is a good Idea. 

SA A UN 0 SO 

I think that repaving the road encourages people to drive faster. 

SA A UN 0 SO 



I think that birdwatchers created traffic problems. 

SA A UN 0 SO 

I got a sense of peacefuiness from my visit to Cave Creek Canyon. 

SA A UN 0 SO 

8. If you camped or had planned to camp in Cave Creek on this visit, please answer 
the following senes of questions. If not, please go on to question 9. 

Please drcle YES if you agree with the statement and circle NO if you 
disagree with the statement. 

I had trouble finding a satisfactory campsite. 

YES NO 

I had planned to camp at South Fork. 

YES NO 

I had trouble finding a campsite which coukJ accommodate my vehicle. 

YES NO 

I wanted to stay at a campground which suoplied water but couldn't find a 
campsite there. 

YES NO 

There were empty campsites at the campground I stayed in. 

YES NO 

I couldn't find a campsite in Cave Creek Canyon. 

YES NO 
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9. This question asKs about facilities Cave Creek Canyon does not have. We are 
interested in knowing whether you think the following recreational facilities are 
desirable in Cave Creek Canyon. (Circle the appropnata response.) 

RV hookups in rampgrounds YES NO NO OPINION 

tent-only campgrounds YES NO NO OPINION 

RV-only campgrounds YES NO NO OPINION 

campsites for large groups YES NO NO OPINION 

separate campground for 
large groups 

YES NO NO OPINION 

sewage disposal stations YES NO NO OPINION 

showers In campgrounds YES NO NO OPINION 

(lush toilets in campgrounds YES NO NO OPINION 

self-guided nature trail YES NO NO OPINION 

natural history 
interpretive signs 

YES NO NO OPINION 

bike trails YES NO NO OPINION 



10. The next question deals with how people feel atsout the facilities in Cave Creek 
Canyon. We would like to know how you feel at)out the numbers of campsites, 
campgrounds, and picnic areas which are in Cave Creek Canyon now. Please 
indicate whether you would like to see more. less, or the same number of these 
laolities. (Circle the appropnate response.) 

Campsites MORE LESS 

Campgrounds MORE LESS 

Picnic areas MORE LESS 

THE SAME NO OPINION 

THE SAME NO OPINION 

THE SAME NO OPINION 

11. During this visit, did you have any conflicts with other users of the Canyon? 
Please arcle your response. 

YES NO 

If yes. please describe. 

12. Have you visited Cave Creek Canyon since the visit during which you stopped at 
our roadside survey station last May or June? 

YES NO 



13. We are also interested in finding out what you ttiink the management priorities 
should be for Cave Creek Canyon. The following statements are opinions we have 
heard expressed. We wouM like to know how well these statements describe your 
opinions about how Cave Creek Canyon should be managed. 

Please consider each statement individually. Cirde the letters wtrich 
correspond most closely with how you feel about the statement. 

SA you Strongly Agree with the statement 
A you Agree with the statement 

UN you have ̂  Opinion or are Undecided 
D you Disagree with the statement 

SD you Stronolv Disagree with the statement 

Some parts of Cave Creek Canyon should be managed primanly for saentific 
research even if it means redudng recreational opportunities. 

SA A UN 0 SD 

I don't want to see any ctianges in Cave Creek Canyon - I like it just the way it is. 

SA A UN D SD 

Scientiftc research activities in Cave Creek Canyon are generally compatible with the 
recreational activities in this area. 

SA A UN D SD 

The primary management objective for Cave Creek Canyon shouM be to provide 
opportunities for outdoor recreation. 

SA A UN 0 SD 

Preserving the plants and animals of Cave Creek Canyon s more important than 
providing additional recreational opportunities. 

SA A UN 0 SD 

Presenting sdentific research opportunities in Cave Creek Canyon is more importam 
than providing additional recreational opportunities. 

SA A UN D SD 

I favor the development of more nature history interpretation programs in Cave Creek 
Canyon. 

SA A UN D SD 



14. Have you ever contacted the Forest Service atx)ut management issues 
concerning Cave Creek Canyon? 

YES NO 

If you answered yes In the question above, please let us know how you 
contacted the Forest Service. (If you answered no, please go to question IS.J 
Below is a list of methods frequently used by people to express their opinions 
to the Forest Senn'ce. Please check all that apply. 

Spoke at a public meeting 
or testified at a public 
hearing 

Attended a public meeting, 
formal public hearing, 
open house, or 
presentation 

Participated in a workshop 

Served on an advisory 
committee 

Met privately with Forest 
Service employee(s) 

RIed out a Forest Sennce 
response form or survey 

Sent a form letter 

Prepared comments for an 
organization 

Signed a petition 

Commented by telephone 

Paniapated In a group 
demonstration 

Called my congresspeison 

Wrote my congressperson 

Other (please specify) 

Sent a personal letter 

What Cave Creek Canyon issue(5) did you contact the Forest Service about? 



1S. Please check all the natural resource organizations of whicti you have Ixen a 
member in the last 2 years; 

Arizona Cattle Growers'Assoc. 
Arizona Outdoor Coalition 
Arizona State Assoc. of 4W0 
Clubs 

Arizona Wildlife Federation 
Arizonars for Wildlife & 
Outdoor Recreation Other 

Nature Conservancy 
National Audutxsn Soaety 
People for the West 
Portal Mining Action Coalition 
Sierra Club 
Sky Island AlliarKe 

Chiricahua Regional Council 
Friends of Cave Creek 

in this section of the survey, there are some questions about your 
background so we can compare your answers with those of other 
people. Your answers to these questi'ors are confidential. You will not 
be identified in any analysis or in the presentation of survey results. 

16. How old are you? 

17. Are you: male female (Circle one) 

18. What is the highest year of fonnai schooling you have completed? (Circle highest 
grade completed.) 

20. Which of the following best describes your employment status? (Please check 
only one answer.) 

elementary and high school: 123456789 10 11 12 
college: 12 3 4 
graduate or professional school; i 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19. Including yourself, how many individuals are in your househokl? 

adults children under 18 

employed full-time 
employed part-time 
self-employed 
unemployed 

retired 
full-time student 
full-time homemaker 



21. Which of the following best describes the kind of area in which you permanently 
reside? (Check one.) 

LARGE METROPOLITAN: contains aty of 500.000 or mora, many subcirt)s. 
very little open country 

MEDIUM METROPOLITAN: contains aty of 150,000 to 499.000. 
several subuitis. some open country 

SMALL METROPOLITAN: contains dty of 50.000 to 149,000, 
lew suburte. considerable open country 

SEMI-URBAN: contains city of 10,000 to 49.000. a few smaller towns and 
contains much open country 

SEMI-RURAL: contains ctty of 2,500 to 9.999. one or two smaller towns. 
mostly open country 

RURAL: contains town of less than 2,500. surrounded entirely by open country 

22. How many years have you lived in the area described above? Please check one 
category. 

less than 1 year 1-5 years 6-10 years 
11-20 years 21-30 years over 30 years 

23. What was your household income 
category.) 

less than $10,000 

$10,000 - $14,999 

$15,000 - $24,999 

$25,000 - $34,999 

$35,000 - $49,999 

taxes) last year? (Please circle one 

$50,000 - $74,999 

$75,000 - $99,999 

$100,000 - $149,999 

$150,000 or more 
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Pleass use the following space (or any additional comments you may have. 

Your contribution to this effort is greatly appreciated. Please put this survey in the 
enclosed postage paid envelope and return it to us as soon as possble. 

If you would like a summary of the results, please write 'Copy of results requested* on 
the t>ack of the return envelope and prim your name and address below (NOT on this 
questionnaire). We will see that you get it 



APPENDIX B: CORRESPONDENCE SENT TO SURVEY PARTICIPANTS 

LETTER TO PARTICIPANTS THAT WENT OUT WTTH SURVEY 

COPY OF RESPONSE CARDS 

COPY OF LETTER #2 



TEXT OF LETTER TO PARTICIPANTS THAT WENT OUT WITH SURVEY 

December 1, 1992 

<Respondent> 
<street address> 
<City, state, zipcodO 

Dear <Respondent>, 

The School of Renewable Natural Resources at the University of Arizona is studying 
recreational and scientific use of Cave Creek Canyon in the Chiricahua Mountains. Our 
roadside survey team interviewed you in May or June of this year. At that time, you 
indicated that you were willing to complete a detailed questionnaire so that we could leam 
more about your experiences in Cave Creek Canyon and what you value about the area. 

Your household is one of a small number of Cave Creek Canyon visitors who will 
participate in this survey. In order that the results truly represent the range of users of Cave 
Creek Canyon, it is important that each questionnaire be completed and returned. 

All informatioa provided by you as an individual is confidential. The questionnaire has an 
identification number for mailing purposes only. It will be impossible to identify your 
responses in any published reports because your answers will be combined with those of 
other persons participating in the survey. 

Results of this survey will be made available to the Forest Service and other groups 
interested in Cave Creek Canyon. You may receive a summary of the results by writing 
"copy of results" on the back of the return envelope, and printing your name and address 
below it. Please do not put this information on the questionnaire itself. 

We appreciate your taking the time to complete this survey. We are looking forward to 
learning more about what users of Cave Creek Canyon value about the area. 

Sincerely yours. 

William W. Shaw 
Professor, Renewable Natural Resources 



COPY OF RESPONSE CARDS 
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Approximately a week ago, a survey about your experiences in Cave 
Creek Canyon was mailed to you. As of today, we have not received your 
completed questionnaire. 

If you've recently completed and retumed the form, please accept our 
sincere thanks. If you've not completed it, we'd simply like to remind you 
that your participation is vital to the success of our research. Please 
complete and return the form very soon. Your assistance is greatly 
appredated. 

Sincerely, 

William W. Shaw 
Professor, Renewable Natural Resources 
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COPY OF LETTER #2 

January 5, 1993 

1~ 
2~ 

Dear 1-, 

About a month ago, I wrote to you seeking information about your experiences in Cave 
Creek Canyon and what you value about the area. As of today we have not yet received 
your completed questionnaire. 

We have undertaken tliis study to better understand the visitors and their interests at Cave 
Creek Canyon. Results of this survey will be made available to the Forest Service (which 
manages Cave Creek Canyon) and to groups interested in this area and its natural resources. 

I am writing to you again because of the significance that each questionnaire has to the 
usefulness of the study. Our roadside survey team was able to contact only a small 
proportion of the people who visit Cave Creek Canyon each year. Therefore, in order for 
the results of this study to truly represent the range of Cave Creek Canyon visitors, it is 
essential that each person in the sample return his or her questionnaire. 

In the event that your questioimaire has been misplaced, a replacement is enclosed. 

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely yours. 

William W. Shaw 
Professor, Renewable Natural Resources 
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APPENDIX C: ADDITIONAL DATA ABOUT RESPONDENTS 

State to which questionnaire was mailed 

state numbers of 
respondents 

percentage of total 
(n = 278) 

Arizona 143 51.4 

New Mexico 47 16.9 

California 20 7.2 

Texas 18 6.5 

New York 8 2.9 

Colorado 5 1.8 

Other (3 or fewer 
respondents per state) 

37 13.3 

Arizona respondents (from mailing address) 

Arizona metro area number of respondents percentage of total 
number of survey 

respondents 
(n = 278) 

Tucson 54 19.4 

Phoenix, Tempe, Glendale, 
Scottsdale, Mesa 

29 10.4 

Portal 27 9.7 

Other 31 11.2 



Date respondent went through roadside survey station 

day and date number of respondents percentage of total 
(n = 278) 

Saturday May 16 50 18.0 

Sunday May 17 77 27.7 

Saturday June 6 58 20.9 

Sunday June 7 51 18.3 

Monday June 8 23 8.3 

Tuesday June 9 19 6.8 

Type of visitor party (from roadside survey) 

type of group number of respondents percentage of total 
(n = 278) 

single 47 16.9 

couple 89 32.0 

family 52 18.7 

multiple family 7 2.5 

friendship 60 21.6 

other 13 4.7 

no response 10 3.6 



Size of visitor party (group) (from roadside survey) 

size of group number of respondents percentage of total 
(n = 278) 

1 47 16.9 

2 132 47.5 

3 32 11.5 

4 25 9.0 

5 15 5.4 

6 6 2.2 

7 2 0.7 

unknown 19 6.8 
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Where respondents stayed overnight (from roadside survey question 4) 

Location of overnight stay n percentage of 
total 

(n = 278) 

Cave Creek Ranch 6 2.2 

Portal Bed and Breakfast 13 4.7 

Southwest Research Station 16 5.8 

Road Forks 0 0 

Sierra Vista 0 0 

Idlewild Campground 14 5.0 

Suimy Flat Campground 28 10.1 

John Hands Campground 11 4.0 

Stewart Campground 16 5.8 

Herb Martyr Campground 8 2.9 

Rustler Park Campground 13 4.7 

informal camp in the National Forest 15 5.4 

Chiricahua Natl. Monument Campground 1 0.4 

Rucker Campground I 0.4 

camping but not yet chosen site 4 1.4 

private property w/in National Forest 8 2.9 

with friends in local area 3 I.l 

other 6 2.2 

No response or day visitors only' 115 41.3 
'For day visitors, arrival date = departure date on roadside survey. Portal residents 
are probably included in this number. 
Average length of stay in number of nights (calculated from roadside survey question 
3) is 2.6 (standard deviation = 7.99, n = 278). 



What month(s) in the last two years did respondent visit? 
(mail survey question 1) 

month of visitation number of respondents 
indicating visitation that 

month 

January 41 

February 40 

March 58 

April 78 

May 123 

June 134 

July 87 

August 83 

September 68 

October 64 

November 50 

December 34 



How respondents first heard of Cave Creek Canyon (mail question 2) 

source of information number of 
respondents 

percentage of total 
(n = 278) 

friends 102 36.7 

birding magazine or book 26 9.4 

other type of book or guide 15 5.4 

state tourist information 2 0.7 

via the SW Research Station 12 4.3 

class field trip 2 0.7 

just stumbled upon it 27 9.7 

saw it on a map 12 4.3 

Arizona Highways 7 2.5 

other 57 20.5 

no response 16 5.8 
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Activities in which respondents participated during visit to Cave Creek Canyon (from 
mail survey question 3) 

activity number of 
respondents 

participating 

percentage 
(participants/ 

n = 278) 

picnicking 115 41.4 

hiking 188 67.6 

walking 173 62.2 

playing in the water 69 24.8 

driving/sightseeing 166 59.7 

biking 21 7.6 

camping 132 47.5 

backpacking 18 6.1 

caving 23 8.3 

horseback riding 2 0.7 

fishing 4 1.4 

hunting 5 1.8 

nature study 114 41.0 

birdwatching 151 54.3 

nature photography 102 36.7 

scientific research 33 11.9 

other 27 9.7 

no response 0 0 



Activity most important to respondent (from mail survey question 4) 

activity number of 
respondents 

participating 

percentage 
(participants/ 

n = 278) 

picnicking 8 2.9 

hiking 29 10.4 

walking 9 3.2 

playing in the water I 0.4 

driving/sightseeing 28 10.1 

biking 1 0.4 

camping 41 14.7 

backpacking 1 0.4 

caving 5 1.8 

horseback riding 0 0 

fishing 0 0 

hunting 2 0.7 

natiu-e study 23 8.3 

birdwatching 68 24.5 

nature photography 12 4.3 

scientific research 22 7.9 

other 16 5.8 

no response 12 4.3 
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What did nature studiers, nature photographers, or scientists study or photograph at 
Cave Creek (mail survey question 5) 

Subjects photographed or studied number of respondents 
who indicate the subject 

birds 116 

mammals 67 

reptiles and amphibians 50 

insects & other invertebrates 35 

plants 80 

geology 64 

other 19 

How would you describe your interest in nature study, photography, or scientific 
research? (answered only by those who considered one of these as most important) 

possible response number of respondents 

a hobby (primarily for personal enjoyment) 108 

part of my job 5 

both a hobby and a job 45 

no response 14 

question. 
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What about Cave Creek Canyon was more important in your decision to come to the 
canyon for this visit? (mail siurvey question 6) (Table continues onto next page) 

characteristic of Cave Creek Canyon number of 
respondents 

percentage of total 

(n = 278) 

beauty 37 13.3 

forest 0 0 

mountains 4 1.4 

scenery 15 5.4 

relaxation 1 0.4 

birds/birdwatching 56 20.1 

walking I 0.4 

camping 3 1.1 

sightseeing 4 1.4 

photography 3 l.l 

nature study 1 0.4 

research opportunities 9 3.2 

species diversity 16 5.8 

pleasant environment 0 0 

proximity to home 4 1.4 

peace and quiet 10 3.6 

wildlife 1 0.4 

Southwest Research Station 6 2.2 

remote location/isolation 7 2.5 
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What about Cave Creek Canyon was more important in your decision to come to 
the canyon for this visit? (mail survey question 6) (table continued) 

characteristic of Cave Creek Canyon number of 
respondents 

percentage of total 

(n = 278) 

lack of people/solitude 10 3.6 

lack of facilitiesAt's undeveloped 7 2.5 

existence of facilities 5 1.8 

pristine nature 6 2.2 

never been here before 3 1.1 

climate 3 1.2 

can camp outside of campgrounds 0 0 

creek 2 0.7 

accessibility/accessibility by car 3 1.1 

caves 3 1.1 

group event held there 2 0.7 

hiking/trails 5 1.8 

other 43 15.5 

No response 8 2.9 
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What about Cave Creek Canyon was second in importance in your decision to come 
to the Canyon for this visit? (mail surv^ question 6) (Table continues onto next 
page) 

characteristic of Cave Creek Canyon number of 
respondents 

percentage of total 
(n = 278) 

beauty 25 9.0 

forest 0 0 

mountains 5 1.8 

scenery 18 6.5 

relaxation I 0.4 

birds/birdwatching 20 7.2 

walking 0 0 

camping 7 2.5 

sightseeing 7 2.5 

photography 2 0.7 

nature study 3 1.1 

research opportimities 2 0.7 

species diversity 10 3.6 

pleasant environment 0 0 

proximity to home 7 2.5 

peace and quiet 12 4.3 

wildlife 11 4.0 

Southwest Research Station 3 l.l 

remote location/isolation 10 3.6 
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What about Cave Creek Canyon was second in importance in your decision to 
come to the Canyon for this visit? (mail survey question 6) (Table continued) 

characteristic of Cave Creek Canyon number of 
respondents 

percentage of total 
(n = 278) 

lack of people/solitude 26 9.4 

lack of facilities/it's undeveloped 3 1.1 

existence of facilities 6 2.2 

pristine nature 10 3.6 

never been here before 2 0.7 

climate 4 1.4 

can camp outside of campgrounds 0 0 

creek 3 1.1 

accessibility/accessibility by car 3 1.1 

caves 4 1.3 

group event held there 0 0 

hiking/trails 7 2.5 

other 40 14.4 

No response 27 9.7 
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What about Cave Creek Canyon was 3rd in importance in your decision to come to 
the Canyon for this visit? (mail survey question 6) (Table continues on next page) 

characteristic of Cave Creek Canyon number of 
respondents 

percentage of total 
(n = 278) 

beauty 18 6.5 

forest 4 1.4 

mountains I 0.4 

scenery 10 3.6 

relaxation 1 0.4 

birds/birdwatching 14 5.0 

walking 2 0.7 

camping 9 3.2 

sightseeing 2 0.7 

photography 3 1.1 

nature study 3 1.1 

research opportunities 2 0.7 

species diversity 5 1.8 

pleasant environment 3 l . l  

proximity to home 4 1.4 

peace and quiet 6 2.2 

wildlife 13 4.7 

Southwest Research Station 5 1.8 

remote location/isolation 8 2.9 
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What about Cave Creek Canyon was 3rd in importance in your decision to come 
to the Canyon for this visit? (mail survey question 6) (Table continued) 

characteristic of Cave Creek Canyon number of 
respondents 

percentage of total 
(n = 278) 

lack of people/solitude 14 5.0 

lack of facilities/it's undeveloped 5 1.8 

existence of facilities 4 1.4 

pristine nature 6 2.2 

never been here before 4 1.4 

climate 8 2.9 

can camp outside of campgrounds I 0.4 

creek 4 1.4 

accessibility/accessibility by car 4 1.4 

caves 0 0 

group event held there 0 0 

hiking/trails 17 6.1 

other 46 16.5 

No response 52 18.7 
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Opinion questions (mail survey question 7) 

Statement given on questionnaire Possible answers; Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), No 
Opinion or Undecided (UD), Disagree (D), or Strongly 
Disagree (SD). No response = no answer. 

SA A UN D SD no 
ans. 

% % % % % % 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 

I like the rustic nature of the 58.3 26.6 9.7 1.4 0.4 3.6 
campgrounds in Cave Creek (162) (74) (27) (4) (1) (10) 

I think repaving the road has 18.7 27.7 30.2 12.6 7.2 3.6 
made it safer (52) (77) (84) (35) (20) (10) 

I thought Cave Creek Canyon was 5.8 14.7 17.3 49.6 9.4 3.2 
crowded (16) (41) (48) (138) (26) (9) 

I got a sense of solitude from my 28.4 45.3 9.0 11.5 2.5 3.2 
visit in Cave Creek Canyon (79) (126) (25) (32) (7) (9) 

I think the old road was more 13.7 15.5 44.6 15.8 4.7 5.8 
scenic (38) (43) (124) (44) (6) (16) 

I wish the facilities in the Cave 4.4 4.3 19.4 28.1 40.6 3.2 
Creek campgrounds were more (12) (12) (54) (78) (113) (9) 
modem 

I think having a Visitor Center is 19.1 46.0 12.6 8.3 11.2 2.9 
a good idea (53) (128) (35) (23) (31) (8) 

I think that repaving the road 30.2 30.6 18.3 15.5 3.2 2.2 
encourages people to drive faster (84) (85) (51) (43) (9) (6) 

I think that birdwatchers created 5.0 10.4 19.1 37.1 25.9 2.5 
traffic problems (14) (29) (53) (103) (72) (7) 

I got a sense of peacefulness from 40.6 52.5 2.9 1.8 0 2.2 
my visit to Cave Creek Canyon (113) (146) (8) (5) (0) (6) 



Questions for campers (mail survey question 9). 

Statement given on 
questionnaire 

Possible answers: YES or NO 

number of 
YES answers 

number of NO 
answers 

no response 

I had trouble finding a 
satisfactory campsite 

23 115 20 

I had planned to camp at 
South Fork 

32 100 26 

I had trouble finding a 
campsite which could 
accommodate my vehicle 

11 127 20 

I wanted to stay at a 
campground which supplied 
water but couldn't find a 
campsite there 

9 128 21 

There were empty campsites 
at the campground I stayed 
in 

98 32 28 

I couldn't find a campground 
in Cave Creek Canyon 

6 128 24 
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Questions about desirability of facilities Cave Creek Canyon did not have (mail 
survey question 9). Respondents were asked to indicate whether the listed facilities 
were desirable. 

Facility suggested Possible answers: Yes, No, or No Opinion 

YES 
answers 

NO answers No Opinion 
answers 

no response 

% n % n % n % n 

RV hookups for campgrounds 7.9 22 78.1 217 11.5 32 2.5 7 

tent-only campgrounds 64.4 179 18.3 51 15.1 42 2.2 6 

RV-oniy campgrounds 16.9 47 64.7 180 14.7 41 3.6 10 

campsites for large groups 24.8 69 52.2 145 18.3 51 4.7 13 

separate campground for large 
groups 

50.7 141 32.7 91 14.0 39 2.5 7 

sewage disposal stations 28.1 78 52.2 145 15.8 44 4.0 11 

showers in campgrounds 27.3 76 57.2 159 13.3 37 2.2 6 

flush toilets in campgrounds 26.6 74 55.8 155 14.7 41 2.9 8 

self-guided nature trail 78.1 217 12.2 34 6.8 19 2.9 8 

natural history interpretive signs 73.4 204 13.3 37 10.8 30 2.5 7 

bike trails 29.1 81 58.3 162 11.2 31 1.4 4 
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Question about the current facilities in Cave Creek Canyon. Respondents were 
asked to indicate whether they wanted to see more, less, or the cunent number of the 
named facilities (mail survey question 10). 

Possible answers: More, Less, The Same or No Opinion 

Facility 
suggested 

MORE 
answers 

LESS 
answers 

THE 
SAME 

answers 

No 
Opinion 
answers 

no 
response 

% n % n % n % n % n 

Campsites 20. 
1 

56 5.4 15 59.4 165 11.5 32 3.6 10 

Campgrounds 18. 
0 

50 9.0 25 57.2 159 11.9 33 4.0 11 

Picnic areas 22. 
3 

62 6.5 18 53.6 149 12.9 36 4.7 13 

Respondents reporting problems with other visitors. (Mail survey question 11.) 

Problems with other visitors? 

yes 30 

no 244 

no response 4 
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Opinion questions about management priorities for Cave Creek Canyon (mail survey 
# 13) 

Statement given on questionnaire Possible answers: Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), No 
Opinion or Undecided (UD), Disagree (D), or Strongly 
Disagree (SD). No response = no answer. 

SA A UN D SD no 
ans. 

% 
(n) 

% 
(n) 

% 
(n) 

% 
(n) 

% 
(n) 

% 
(n) 

no 
ans. 

% 
(n) 

Some parts of Cave Creek Canyon 
should be managed primarily for 
scientific research even if it means 
reducing recreational opportunities 

23.0 
(64) 

31.3 
(87) 

18.3 
(51) 

16.9 
(47) 

8.6 
(24) 

1.8 
(5) 

I don't want to see any changes in 
Cave Creek Canyon — I like it 
just the way it is 

28.1 
(78) 

29.1 
(81) 

23.0 
(54) 

14.7 
(41) 

2.2 
(6) 

2.9 
(8) 

Scientific research activities are 
generally compatible with the 
recreational activities in this area 

20.1 
(56) 

51.1 
( 142) 

22 
(59) 

3.2 
(9) 

3.6 
(10) 

0.7 
(2) 

The primary management 
objective for Cave Creek Canyon 
should be to provide opportunities 
for outdoor recreation 

10.4 
(29) 

25.2 
(70) 

15.8 
(44) 

28.8 
(80) 

18.7 
(52) 

1.1 
(3) 

Preserving the plants and animals 
of Cave Creek Canyon is more 
important than providing 
additional recreational 
opportimities 

52.5 
(146) 

34.5 
(96) 

4.7 
(13) 

6.1 
(17) 

1.4 
(4) 

0.7 
(2) 

Preserving scientific research 
opportunities in Cave Creek 
Canyon is more important than 
providing additional recreational 
opportunities 

28.8 
(80) 

29.1 
(81) 

20.9 
(58) 

17.5 
(49) 

3.6 
(10) 

0 
(0) 

I favor the development of more 
natural history interpretation 
programs in Cave Creek Canyon 

12.9 
(36) 

43.2 
(120) 

27.0 
(75) 

10.1 
(28) 

5.0 
(14) 

1.8 
(5) 
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Method(s) contacters used to contact the U.S. Forest Service about Cave Creek 
Canyon mangement. (Mail survey question 14) 

Method used to contact the Forest Sendee nimiber of 
respondents 

who used this 
method 

% of 
respondents 

who used this 
method 
(n = 56) 

Spoke at a public meeting or testified at a 
public hearing 

16 28.6 

Attended a public meeting, formal public 
hearing, open house, or presentation 

25 44.6 

Participated in a workshop 7 12.5 

Served on an advisory committee 6 10.7 

Met privately with Forest Service 
employee(s) 

26 46.4 

Filled out a Forest Service response form or 
survey 

24 42.9 

Sent a personal letter 38 67.9 

Sent a form letter 6 10.7 

Prepared comments for an organization 14 2.5 

Signed a petition 22 39.3 

Commented by telephone 13 23.2 

Participated in a group demonstration 1 1-8 

Called my congressperson 10 17.9 

Wrote my congressperson 32 57.1 

Other 11 19.6 

No response 0 0 
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Topic(s) about which contacters contacted the U.S. Forest Service (open-ended part 
of mail survey question 14). 

Topic about which respondent contacted the 
Forest Service (list compiled from written 
answers) 

number of 
respondents 
concerned 

%of  
respondents 
concerned 

(n = 56) 

Mining 30 53.6 

Too much emphasis on recreation 10 17.9 

Cave Creek-Pinery Canyon corridor proposal 1 1.9 

Grazing allotment issues 8 14.3 

Paving the road 15 26.9 

Designating South Fork as a 
Zoological/Botanical Area (ZBA) 

4 7.1 

Recreation issues 18 32.1 

Campground service for large groups 2 3.6 

Caving issues 2 3.6 

Other 21 37.5 

No response 0 0 
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Natural resource organizations to which respondents have been a member within the 
last two years (Mail survey question 15). 

Organization name number of 
respondents 

%of  
respondents 

(n = 278) 

Arizona Cattle Growers Association 0 0 

Arizona Outdoor Coalition 0 0 

Arizona State Association of 4WD Clubs I 0.4 

Arizona Wildlife Federation 7 2.5 

Arizonans for Wildlife & Outdoor Recreation 1 0.4 

Chiricahua Regional Council 14 5.0 

Friends of Cave Creek 15 5.4 

Nature Conservancy 108 38.8 

National Audubon Society 68 24.5 

People for the West 1 0.4 

Portal Mining Action Coalition 21 7.6 

Sierra Club 47 16.9 

Sky Island Alliance 7 2.5 

Defenders of Wildlife 5 1.8 

The Wilderness Society 8 2.9 

The Environmental Defense Fund 3 1.1 

Other 44 15.8 

No response 1 0.4 
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