
It is obvious that use is increasing at a more rapid rate than population growth, creating problems related to the maintenance and protection of these areas for their established purposes, and affecting such things as wildlife, vegetation, watersheds, and appropriate human activities.


Note: Visits are not exactly equivalent to persons, since the same person may make more than one visit.  One visitor day equals 12 hours of use. (Figures given above are from the Statistical Abstract of the United States 1985 and Bureau of Census population figures.)


People seeking to spend some time in natural areas and to enjoy nature and the spectacular scenery of many parts of our country, as well as those trying to escape from the crowds and pressures of cities, are finding the same urban problems in the form of traffic jams, polluted lakes, litter, garbage, and overcrowding in their recreation areas as in the cities.

1. Under what circumstances, if any, might citizens appropriately be prevented from entering and using a public recreation area?

2. What circumstances may have caused the tremendous increase in outdoor recreation activities?

3. Should our existing public recreation areas, such as national parks and forests, be managed to accommodate more visitors?

4. Is recreation the only purpose of the various public recreation areas (national and state parks and forests, wilderness areas, wildlife refuges, estuaries)?  Is it the primary purpose?  What was the original intent of establishing each of these areas?  Has the intent changed?  How and why?  Does it appear that any other changes are necessary or appropriate? Describe your reasoning.

5. Does it appear that more public recreation areas should be established?  If so, what kind, how many, and where?  What impact might the increase have on the use of resources for other purposes?  What possible trade-offs are involved?  Would you be willing to accept these trade-offs? State your reasons.  (This issue might warrant a debate if there is sufficient student interests.)

6. It has been advocated that parks be sold and the “park experience” be priced as its “true economic value.”  The reasoning is that this would eliminate the need for quotas, as the cost would make park use self-regulating.  What do you think about this proposal?  (See Variation I for expansion on this theme.)

7. If you sleep in a state or national park, do you pay all the costs?  If you sleep in a hotel in the city, do you pay all the costs?  If there is a difference, why?

8. Other proposed solutions are to increase facilities and to open up the wilderness areas.  To these ideas Bob Marshall replied, “Only a small minority enjoy art galleries, libraries and universities.  Yet no one would suggest making these facilities into bowling alleys, circuses or hot dog stands, just because more people would use them.”  Do you agree with this rebuttal?

9. If our population and our cities continue to expand, would you anticipate a still greater demand on these recreation areas?  What other factors might affect trends in recreation?

10. If it were possible to create more parks in urban areas, how might this affect the demand on national parks?

11. What other possible means are there for attempting to most effectively maintain and use our national recreation areas.

