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The concept of substltutability has received considerable attention
in the recreation literature during the two past decades. Researchers
have generally defined the concept as the interchangeability of
recreational activities which provide similar satisfactions to partici
pants (Hendee and Burdge 1974). A primary goal of the substltutability
research is the identification of similar alternative experiences fcr
individuals who are constrained from participating In a desired
activity. For some, this may mean doing another activity which provides
similar satisfactions. For others, the experience obtained from the
original activity may not be substitutable. These individuals are
likely to seek out alternative resources where they can do the original
activity.

Most previous studies of substltutability have focused on the
activities recreationists may be willing to substitute for each other,
disregarding other possible types of substitutions. In addition, most
existing research has examined substltutability in hypothetical
situations. This paper seeks to build upon previous research In three
ways. First, the paper begins to explore substltutability in
recreational boating, an activity which has received little previous
research with respect to substltutability. Second, a comparison of both
hypothetical and actual substitutions reported by boaters will be made.
Lastly, potential resource and equipment substitutions will be examined,
along with the traditional activity substitutions emphasized in existing
work.

Related Literature

Most of the substltutability research has concentrated on
predicting the types of activities recreationists are likely to select
as alternatives (Hendee and Burdge 1974). The typical methodology
constructs clusters of activities which share general characteristics.
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It is assumed that activities with common characteristics may be substi-
tutable for each other with little loss in satisfaction (Hendee and
Burdge 1974). Six distinct units of measurement have been used for
grouping activities: participation rates (Bishop 1970), preference
patterns (Chase and Cheek 1979), perceived similarity of activities
(Becker 1976; Vaske, et al. in press), the social group context within
which activities occur (Field and O'Leary 1973), the satisfactions
derived from different activities (Phillips 1977), and the meaning of
the experience to the individual (Vaske 1980; Baumgartner and Heberlein
1981).

Although relatively few empirical studies have examined the notion
of resource substltutability, studies by Ditton, et al. (197S) and
O'Leary and Dotcavio (1981) suggest that the type of environmental
setting selected for recreation influences the individual's choice of
activity. Research by Vaske and Donnelly (1981) extends these findings
by examining the type of individual who is more likely to substitute an
alternative resource when situational constraints (e.g., rising costs)
prevent participation in a given activity. Findings indicate Chat
individuals who are more behaviorally and psychologically committed to
their sport and who are aware of alternative resource areas are more
likely to substitute another resource when prevented from participating
in their activity ac their original location.

In addition to concentrating on activity substitutes, most of the
previous research has focused on hypothetical rather than actual
substitutions (Vaske 1980). Investigations which have examined
hypothetical choices typically pose the question: "What would you do if
you could not engage in a given activity?" The few studies which have
used the actual choice approach (Baumgartner 1978; Vaske 1980) have
looked at individuals who have decreased or stopped participation in a
particular activity and then considered the activities they have used to
replace the original leisure pursuit. These studies suggest that there
may be differences in what people say they will do and what they
actually do in a given situation.

Methodology

Data for this paper were obtained through a survey of boaters on
the Chesapeake Bay. Five, marinas were Identified by key informants as
being fairly representative of Chesapeake Bay marinas in terns of
location and size. One of the marinas was located in the norChern
section of the Chesapeake Bay, two along the western shore, one on the
eastern shore of the bay and one in the south. The marinas ranged in
size from 46 slips to over 200 slips.

Based on a listing of the names and addresses provided by the
marina operators, a random sample of 244 boaters was selected. Two
separate mailings were used with a reminder postcard after the first
mailing. A total of 168 useable questionnaires were returned, resulting
in a 69 percent response rate.

Boaters were asked a series of questions about the substitutions
they had made or would make under certain circumstances. In the
hypothetical context, boaters were asked how they would respond to cost
increases of 25% and 50% above present boating costs. A list of
response alternatives was provided which included activity, resource,
and equipment substitutions. Boaters were also asked what activities
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they would use as replacements if they did stop boating, and whether
they would consider the replacement activity a good substituCe for
boating. Actual substitutions were examined from three perspectives.
First, boaters, were asked if they had changed their frequency of
participation In boating over the past 5 years. If they reported a
decrease in participation, they were asked what activities, if any, they
had substituted for boating and where the replacement activities took
place. Secondly, several questions probed changes boaters had made in
the locations or boating resources they used. Boaters reported the
extent to which they had moved from one marina to another, and whether
or not their moves crossed county or state lines. Finally, to address
equipment substltutability, the survey instrument obtained a record of
previous boat ownership.

Results

Table 1 compares boaters' responses to hypothetical increases in
the cost of boating of either 25 percent or 50 percent. As shown, If
boating costs increased by 25 percent, over half of the boaters would
continue their present level of boating. Nearly a third would move
their boat to a less expensive location. While 17 percent would go
boating less often, only 14 percent would quit boating altogether. If
costs increased by 50 percent, the number of individuals who would quit
boating increases substantially to 36 percent. A third would move their
boat to a less expensive location and only 23 percent would continue
their present level of boating.

Table 1. Boaters' Responses to Hypothetical Increases in Boating Costs

Amount of Hypothetical Cost Increase
25Z Increase 50Z Increase

Boater Response in Costs in Costs

Continue present level of boating 55Z

Move boat to less expensive
location 30 33

Go boating less often 17 17

Sell boat and quit boating 14 36

Sell boat and buy less expensive
boat 6 10

Spend more time docked 6 6

Trailer present boat to avoid
dockage 2 1

23Z

This table suggests that there is a threshold beyond which, if
costs increase, the number of individuals who may give up the activity
of boating increases. It also shows, however, that most individuals
will look for alternatives rather than quitting boating altogether.
This table verifies that we can think of substltutability in boating In
a number of ways. If a person can't go boating on the Chesapeake,
several alternative choices are possible. One choice is to replace
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ability).

The follou-up question asking what activities boaters would
substitute if they could not go boating revealed a wide variety of
responses, as indicated in Table 2. Nearly half of the responses
referred to outdoor activities or home activities. It is noteworthy
that only 2% of the boaters reported boating-related activities (e.g.
working on their boat, planning a boat trip) and only 1% mentioned
work-related activities.

Table 2 also summarizes boaters' evaluations of whether or not the
hypothetical replacement activity was a good substitute for boating. As
might be expected, over 80% felt that boating-related activities were
good substitutes. Thus, although few boaters indicated they would
choose boating-related activities, those that would felt the replacement
activities would be good substitutes.

The percentage of boaters who consider their replacement activities
good substitutes for boating drops off considerably for the other types
of activities mentioned. Among the other activities, sports, travel,
and outdoor activities were considered the best substitutes for boating.
No one indicated that work-related activities were good substitutes.

Table 2. Boaters' Selection and Evaluation of Hypothetical Replacement
Activities for Boating

Replacement Activity Percentage of Percentage Who Consider
Boaters Replacement Activity a Good

Substitute for Boating

Outdoor activities 27Z 44%

Home activities 23 11

Sports 19 49

Social activities 15 18

Travel 10 46

Hobbies and crafts 3 29

Boating-related 2 83

Work-related 1 0

Total 100%
(263)

Up to this point, the tables have examined only hypothetical
choices. The next section begins to explore actual boating behavior.
Actual substitutions were reported in terms of replacement activities,
substitute resources or locations, and changes in the type of boat used.
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Replacement activities were examined for those boaters who reported that
the amount of time they spend boating had decreased over the past 5
year8. Twenty-six percent of the sample indicated that their boating
had decreased during this period. Fifty-eight percent of these
individuals reported participating In another activity in the place of
boating.

Table 3 compares these actual replacement activities against the
hypothetical choices reported earlier by the same respondents. The
actual replacement activities were significantly different from the
hypothetical choices, with activities around the home and work-related
activities mentioned most frequently as actual substitutes. The actual
substitutes were also more likely to be activities which respondents had
previously evaluated as poor substitutes for boating. For example, all
of the respondents felt that work-related activities were poor
substitutes and 89Z felt home activities were poor substitutes for
boating.

Table 3. A Comparison of Boaters' Hypothetical and Actual Activities

Percentage of Boaters
Hypothi

Replacement Activity

Outdoor activities

Home activities

Sports

Social activities

Travel

Hobbles and crafts

Boating-related

Work-related

Total 100Z 100Z

(50) (33)

x'df-7 "22-35 P*-01
The boaters who had replaced boating with another activity were

also asked where they were engaging in the replacement activity. The
majority of the activities (89%) occurred at an area located away from
the Chesapeake Bay, while only 11 percent of the activities were
bay-related.

With respect to actual resource substitutions, 48% of the
respondents had moved their boats from one marina to another. Boaters
reported many reasons for changing marinas, with the most frequently
mentioned reasons being costs or slip taxes (24%), better facilities
(23%), accessibility (19%), and moved residence (14%). It is note
worthy that 33% of those who had changed locations had crossed state
lines and 54% had crossed county lines.

Hypothetical
Activity

Actual

Activity

38% 15%

18 31

16 9

16 6

10 9

2 6

0 3

0 21
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Finally, the data on actual boating substitutions suggest Chat
changes in equipment represent an important form of boating substitu
tion. In particular, boat owners appear to substitute one boat for
another with some regularity. Thirty-five percent of the respondents
currently own other boats in addition Co Che one Included In the survey
and 76Z of the boaters have owned other boats previously. Thirty-nine
percent had owned two boats previously, 23% had owned three previous
boats, and 13% had owned four previous boats. Nine percent indicated
they plan to buy a new boat within the next year.

Discussion and Conclusions

This paper demonstrates that it is Important to extend the concept
of recreational substltutability beyond the typical context of replace
ment activities when participation in a chosen activity is blocked.
While some boaters indicated they would stop boating if costs increased,
more boaters were willing to substitute locations or purchase different
boats in order to concinue the activity. Data on past boating behavior
further suggests that resource and equipment substitutions may be
relatively common occurrences among boaters and may be the result of a
variety of factors besides Increasing costs or other constraints.

Boating substltutability carries some important economic and
political Implications. Coastal management authorities and the boating
industry alike are interested in documenting the extent to which boaters
make changes In equipment or marinas used. Substitutions which cross
jurisdictional boundaries or take participants away from the Bay can
have important implications to the extent that economic impacts of
boating are drawn away from bayside communities and counties.

Further research Is needed to document the types of substitutions
boaters make, Che reasons for the substitutions, and the individuals'
evaluations of the substitutes. Future efforts should expand these
considerations to the trallerable boating sector and should continue to
address potential differences between hypothetical and actual
substituting behavior.
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PLANNING PROTECTIVE AND RESCUE SERVICES AT OPEN-WATER
RECREATIONAL BEACHES USING EPIDEMIOLOGICAL DATA

James H. McCloy
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P. 0. Box 1675

Galveston, Texas 77553

Introduction

Drowning is the second leading cause of accidental death in persons
beto/een the ages of 1 and 44 in the United States and Texas (National
Safety Council; Texas Department of Health). Many recreational activities
tnat take place in the coastal environment involve either a direct or in
direct exposure to the hazard of drowning or near-drowning. Coastal
communities often provide protective and rescue services for large numbers
of non-residents who use the local public beaches and facilities and many
-L h e U1*1*?^.!^ unfamiliar with the nearshore environmental processes
and hazards. Additionally, recreational planners and managers often lack
valid information regarding the degree and nature of risks associated with
local recreational sites and/or activities ~ too often this lack of in
formation to logically plan and operate such systems 1s appalling and in
some instances borders on the criminal. Often the situation is compounded
oy a lack of sufficient funding to provide minimum acceptable protective
and rescue services.

Coastal comnunities very often provide sites and facilities for the
recreational activities of a large number of people and these local govern-
i^n an^a5!i?d?^ iWit?,provi5ins serv1ces such as lifeguards, beach cleaning, and additional police and emergency medical personnel to a largely
non-local seasonal population of beach users. Expenditures for these
services cut deeply into the budgets of many smaller communities, if they
can afford to provide them at all. In this period of fiscal conservatism,
some communities are reluctant to spend general fund monies on what they
J™"^ services that do not directly benefit local citizens. However,
providing services such as lifeguard operations may, in the long term, be
E mM:J&#S finf?c2? .advantage If the potential costs of damages awarded
£*?ial" s lu \iabi]1tv «ses arising from recreational injuries or
fatalities on the local beaches are considered. The problem is how to
maintain adequate services without unfairly burdening local taxpayers or
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imposing excessive user fees. The following case study recounts one city's
difficulties in providing fiscal and management resources to operate the
local beach patrol, and how various units of local government, private
individuals and organizations responded in order to save the lifeguards.

Galveston Island

Galveston is a barrier island approximately 30 miles in length and
averaging a bit over a mile in width. It is located approximately 50
miles by freeway from Houston, the 4th largest city in the United States.
During the major tourist season from Memorial Day to Labor Day the water
is warm (80°+), there 1s low to moderate wave and current energy, and both
the beach and nearshore are gently sloping. There 1s a seawall, approxi
mately 10miles in length, fronting the city on the Gulf of Mexico. Access
to the beach via automobiles is partially limited and there is a $2.00
dally charge per car to park on the backshore adjacent to the main recrea
tional beaches. West of the main swimming beaches there 1s a series of
fourteen rock groins, approximately 1500 feet apart, which extend into the
Gulf from the Seawall. These groins provide for small pocket beaches be
tween them and give fishermen access to Gulf waters. Farther to the west
the beaches are rapidly eroding and are not heavily impacted by the
tourist as access to the beach by automobile is limited. Galveston pro
vides the only open-water recreational beach with lifeguards within 200
miles of Houston.

The Problem

In 1979, the citizens of the City of Galveston passed a referendum to
restrict city spending. These amendments to the charter limited the city
to a budget spending cap of seven percent over the previous years expendi
tures. The city manager in drawing up the FY 1980-81 budget deleted sev
eral city services, including the Beach Patrol, to remain under the seven
percent cap. The Beach Patrol would be terminated in September 1980 un
less management, operating monies, and equipment could be generated out
side the city budget. In less than six months there would not be any
lifeguards for the tourist season. The legal implications of not provid
ing protective and rescue services when the public has been solicited to
frequent the island beaches are significant and solving the dilemma took
on some importance as well as urgency (Van der Smissen, 1968, 1975).

Addressing the Problem

The City Manager proposed that the Park Board of Trustees take over
the supervision of the Beach Patrol. This quasi-governmental board
manages and derives Income from several beach properties, parking lots,
concessions, the Civic Center, and collects and disperses the local
hotel/motel tax. The Park Board provided $52,364 of the $105,000 Beach
Patrol budget in 1980. Prior to the Park Board committing to such an
undertaking they contracted with the authors to make an assessment of the
current Beach Patrol management and personnel, to make an analysis of the
day-to-day operation of the service, and to provide them with recommenda
tions for future operation and funding of the Patrol should they decide to
take on the management task.

The authors had been engaged in research on water-related fatalities
in coastal Texas and the epidemiological and etiological data for this
locality was available in our computerized data base. This retrospective
drowning study, funded by the Sea Grant Program and The Moody Foundation,
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had three data sources: the Texas Department of Health death certificate
computer tapes, the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department's Water-Fatality
Report forms; and thirdly, the most important, the detailed county medical
examiner reports. The data were analyzed using the SAS softwear system.
The Beach Patrol itself had few reliable data; their office had been the
glove compartment of a police car.

Three points should be noted: first, the data only represent the
numerator portion of the equation. Rates of drowning per 10,000, or
100,000, of a local population can be skewed significantly as shown by the
data for Galveston County. The majority of the drownings in the county
are actually residents from Houston, which results in a water-related fa
tality rate four times greater than the state and the nation (McCloy and
Dodson, 1980a). Secondly, denominator data, or the populat1on-at-risk on
the beach and In the water, is very difficult to obtain; and thirdly,
there are no formal operating standards for lifeguard services on public
open-water recreational beaches on local, regional, or national levels.
Guidelines for such standards have been addressed, but an orthodoxy has
not yet been developed that 1s embraced on a wide scale (McCloy and Dodson,
1981).

The statistical data provided a foundation for the analysis of the
Beach Patrol and the reconmendatlons for the future operation thereof—in
essence, an applied management and policy problem was approached in part
by using epidemiological data which deals with the incidence, distribution
and control in a population, and etiological data which deals with the cause
or origin. Several data sources and analytical methodologies were utilized
to address a specific local coastal recreation and management problem.

Beach Patrol management and operations were deemed "ineffective";
there was an apparent lack of concern as well as direction of the Beach
Patrol operation at all levels of the city management structure. In short,
it appeared that a sum of money was set aside, a member of the Police De
partment was given the responsibility to run the operation, and a very
brief report was written at the end of the season. There were no goals or
objectives to the operation; there were no operation or training manuals;
there were no guidelines for lifeguard qualifications or conduct. System
atic recruiting of lifeguard personnel was nonexistent. Salaries and wages
were inadequate at all levels and in some instances may have been in vio
lation of the minimum wage laws. The lifeguard work week was excessive
with no additional monies beyond base pay for overtime. The testing of
aquatic skills and rescue techniques was nonexistent and the in-service
training was inadequate. There was no communication system between life
guard towers, the mobile units, or the police dispatcher. The record
keeping system was grossly Inadequate. Existing beach ordinances were not
being enforced and additional ordinances were needed to protect the beach
users. The lifeguards did not have uniforms, swim fins, first aid kits,
or equipment such as rescue boards and inshore rescue boats. Good relation
ships and cooperation did exist between the Patrol and the Emergency Medi
cal Service, the city police, the county sheriff's office, and the U.S.
Coast Guard. The Beach Patrol personnel were aware of the need to provide
some improvements, but there had not been funds to do so (McCloy and Dod
son, 1980b). In sum, the analysis of the Beach Patrol found that the
Galveston beaches were high risk and with a high risk potential. The
previous lifeguard system was woefully deficient and had to be scrapped,
a completely new management structure had to be developed, equipment ob
tained, dedicated funding assured, and competent professional lifeguards
recruited and trained.
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Solving the Problem

After much political manuevering the Park Board decided they did not
have the internal structure to manage the lifeguards and the disparate
parts of the political-management system either could not, or would not,
do those things needed to address the problem on either a cooperative or
singular basis. A catalyst was needed and one came forward in the person
of Mrs. Marilyn Schwartz, the chairman of the Lifeguard Committee of the
Park Board of Trustees.

The solution conmenced with the chairman engaging in informal discus
sions with various Board members and city and county officials. There was
no possibility that either a new governmental management structure could
be developed to manage the Beach Patrol, or a contracted, turnkey private
lifeguard service could be obtained. Therefore, an in situ management
structure was needed. The Lifeguard Committee chairman~developed the idea
that the Sheriff's Department, which already had a marine division manned
by reserve deputies, could be the answer. The chairman met with Galveston
County Judge Ray Hoi brook and sought his acceptance of the idea and for per
mission to approach the Sheriff with the idea. The judge endorsed the con
cept with the proviso that it could not, and would not, cost the county
any money if the Sheriff's Department operated the Beach Patrol. The Life
guard Committee chairman met with the Sheriff-elect, Joe Max Taylor, and
he agreed to look Into the feasibility of accepting the responsibility and
assigned one of his lieutenants to study the ramifications of such an
acquisition. The Park Board funded the Lieutenant during this period of
study.

Exactly one month from the day the Park Board refused to manage the
Beach Patrol it was announced that the county judge and the sheriff had
agreed to take on operation and management of the Beach Patrol if the
necessary equipment could be obtained to comply with the recommendations
of the Texas A&M University at Galveston report, and that all operating
expenses were made available from non-county sources ~ both considerable
obstacles to overcome (Galveston Daily News, October 26, 1980).

The Park Board agreed to pay the salaries of the lifeguards. A pro
posal was developed for equipment and supplies based on the authors recom
mendations and presented to a local philantrhoplc foundation — $221,938
was awared to the Sheriff's Department by the Moody Foundation. The grant
provided for a 28-foot trailer equipped as a mobile headquarters which in
an emergency could act as a county civil defense conmand post; six four-
wheel drive patrol and rescue units; a communications system with portable
radios for each lifeguard operated on the civil defense frequency; three
inflatable inshore rescue boats; first aid equipment, supplies, training
aids; funds for lifeguard tower construction; money to hire an expert to
assist in developing a training and operations manual; and money for two
lifeguard supervisors to tour eight municipal beaches in southeast Florida
(Galveston Daily News, February 24, 1981).

Prior to commencing operation three obstacles had to be overcome and
they demanded Immediate attention. First, It was found that the lifeguards
could not receive coverage for liability and workman's compensation at a
reasonable rate if not full-time 12-month employees of the country; second,
and most Importantly, it was discovered that the Sheriff did not have the
legislative authority to manage and/or operate a Beach Patrol; and thirdly,
the city ordinances regarding beach safety were Inadequate. Legal counsel
determined that because the Park Board is a quasi-city governmental entity,
and they provided the salary monies, the lifeguards were covered under the
city's workman's compensation policy. To solve the second problem amending
legislation to allow the Sheriff to have a Beach Patrol was introduced with
the analysis and recommendation report as the supporting documentation; it
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quickly passed through the Legislature and the Beach Patrol went to work
the day after the governor signed It in April 1981 (Senate Bill 713).
After much heated debate an ordinance was passed by the City Council reg-
gulating recreational activities on the island beaches. This included
boating near swimmers, flotation devices, animal control, and other
recreational activities on city beaches (Galveston City Ordinance 81-23).

Flotation devices such as air mattresses, inner tubes, etc., were
found to be highly hazardous on analyzing the drowning data. In the pre
vious ten years, drownings involving flotation devices was second only to
swimming as the activity being engaged in ~ 75 swimming, 17 inflatable
related deaths, and the next highest activity was 8 deaths while fishing
from rock groins or piers. Three of the inflatable incidents were mul
tiple deaths; and the majority of the Incidents Involved minorities. Ban
ning of all flotation devices (except surfboards), was promoted, but the
City Council bent to the opposition of the merchants and they banned all
except semi-rigid surf mats with a safety rope around the circumference.
At least the cheap plastic easily deflated mattress types were no longer
legal.

The epidemiological and etiological data were utilized to assist the
Beach Patrol in positioning their guard towers, delimiting patrol sectors,
and developing equipment inventories for the patrol units. The data also
assisted in developing a training and operations manual. The data pro
vided a catalyst for developing an in-service training program with the
Emergency Medical Service on how to assist the medical personnel, as well
as developing a first aid course tailored to the needs of the lifeguard
personnel.

Through experience some of the supervisors knew where most of the
problem areas were, but two areas that demanded additional coverage were
exposed during the data analysis and additional towers and patrol units
were assigned. It was found that for the ten-year period studied, about
60 percent of the drowning victims on Galveston Island were either black
or hispanic ~ a much greater ratio than their percentage of the popula
tion at large. Based upon these data, it was decided that a Spanish/Eng
lish beach safety brochure was in order for Texas beaches. The Texas ASM
Sea Grant program made two printings in 1981 and 12,000 brochures were
distributed in Galveston alone. Because there were many Asian immigrants
and other people who could not read English using the beaches, international
symbol warning signs were designed and installed. Predisposing factors of
alcohol and drug abuse, where known, were incorporated into the lifeguard
in-service training.

Future Funding

All of the above takes money, and for future operations a constant
money supply was needed. Representative Douglas McLeod, D-GaIveston, was
successful in amending Senate Bill 1237, which provided that coastal cities
with fewer than 75,000 people in the 1980 census could raise their hotel
occupancy tax three percent, the first percent must go to provide life
guard services as provided for in Senate Bill 713, the second percent to
beach cleaning, and the third percent to maintenance of civic and conven
tion centers. The tax will net the Beach Patrol approximately $190,000
for FY 1982-83. Prior to the City Council approving the raising of the
hotel/motel tax they requested a letter of agreement on the operation of
the Beach Patrol from the Sheriff and the Park Board. The letter of
agreement provides that the Park Board will fund the lifeguard service
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with at least $50,000 for operating expenses. The letter was approved by
Council and was effective April 1, 1982. This letter stipulated that there
be a management committee to oversee the operation of the Beach Patrol ~
one member each from the city, the Park Board, and the Sheriff's Depart
ment. As there was verbal understanding regarding the letter of agreement,
the Council approved the ordinance to raise the hotel/motel tax on August
13, 1981.

Summary

In sum, a rather convoluted but pleasing story. Within a six-month
period the City of Galveston went from a municpality that had deleted the
Beach Patrol from its budget because of fiscal constraints to a well-
equipped and professionally developing lifeguard service operating on a
12-month basis. There was excellent cooperation between the city, a
charitable foundation, the Park Board, the Sheriff and county coimrission-
ers, the Emergency Medical Service, the local state senators and represent
atives, a Sea Grant program, and private citizens with tremendous Interest
and industry.

Bibliography

1) McCloy, James and Dodson, James, 1980a
"Water-Related Fatalities - The Texas Study", A Report of the 21st
National Conference, "Aquatics in the 80's", Council for National
Cooperation in Aquatics, p. 7-18.

2) McCloy, James and Dodson, James, 1980b
"Analysis and Recommendations - Beach Patrol - City of Galveston."
Technical Report, Center for Marine Training and Safety, Texas ASM
University at Galveston. 77 pp.

3) McCloy, James and Dodson, James (editors), 1981
"Guidelines for Establishing Open-water Recreational Beach Standards,
Proceedings of a Conference." Texas ASM University Sea Grant College
Program, TAMU-SG-81-116. 86 pp.

4) National Safety Council, years 1970-1979
"Accident Facts"

5) Texas Department of Health
Death Certificate Data, 1970-1979.

6) Van der Smissen, Betty, 1968
"Legal Liability of Cities and Schools for Injuries in Recreation and
Parks." Anderson Pub. Co., Cincinnati, Ohio. 402 pp. Also, 1975
Supplement. 209 pp.

310



INTERPRETATION AS A MANAGEMENT TOOL

FOR COASTAL RECREATION

Bruce N. Shibles

Research Planning Institute, Inc.
925 Gervals Street

Columbia, South Carolina 29201

ABSTRACT

Interpretation can be a very effective management tool. Marine recrea
tional parks are areas that require special treatment and protection. One
way this can be accomplished is through a strong interpretive program.
The program can aid in visitor understanding and appreciation of the
park's environment and can channel use away from fragile areas such as
sand dunes and marshlands. Interpretation is seen as a necessary tool in
preserving the coastal zone for future users and provides for protection
and management of the resource.

A comparison of coastal management practices in marine recreational parks
through the use of interpretation is undertaken. Specific example are
studied in Maine, Massachusetts, and South Carolina. The setting for
these varies from state park to private park. An attempt is made to ex
amine the different types of interpretive tools that are available to the
coastal recreation manager.

Introduction

The National Park Service has long held that "through interpretation, un
derstanding; through understanding, appreciation; through appreciation,
protection." This view is quite relevant for today's coastal recreational
parks. This paper will present a case for the increased use of interpre
tation in the management of coastal recreational parks. Effective inter
pretation provides not only for protection and management, but also for
increased visitor enjoyment and appreciation of the coastal environment.

A study was undertaken of five (5) coastal parks in Maine, Massachu
setts, and South Carolina. A variety of interpretive practices were ob
served ranging from almost none to many different forms. The paper
starts with the definition, description, objectives, and benefits of
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interpretation, followed by a summary of each park's practices, and
ending with the conclusions of the study. The conclusions reached by
the author are based on his experiences in the interpretive field and
observations at the studied parks.

Interpretation Defined

Interpretation has been defined as "an educational activity which aims to
reveal meaning and relationships through the use of original objects, by
firsthand experience, and by illustrative media, rather than simply to
communicate factual information" (Tilden, 1967) and "the art of explaining
the place of man in his environment, to increase visitor or public aware
ness of the importance of this relationship, and to awaken a desire to
contribute to environmental conservation" (Aldridge, 1972). Interpreta
tion serves as the communication link between the visitor and the natural
resources of the park.

Objectives of interpretation

There are three major objectives that interpretation seeks to achieve:

1) To assist the visitor in developing a keener awareness, ap
preciation, and understanding of the area being visited.

2) To accomplish management goals.

3) To promote public understanding of an agency and its pro
grams. (Sharpc, 1976)

The first objective is achieved in cases where the visitor is in a situation
that requires more information to increase the visitor's understanding of
an area. For example, at a vista overlooking a salt marsh, a guide ex
plaining the wonders of the marsh or simply a well-designed sign showing
the interrelationship of man and the marsh would greatly enhance the vis
itor's perspective.

The second objective is accomplished by allowing the visitor to become
aware of the unique qualities that make a park special and the need for
wise recreational use. Also, Interpretation is an aid to channel use away
from sensitive environmental areas (Sharpe, 1976). This can be accom
plished by guided tours or by signs explaining why a user must keep to
designated trails while traversing a beach sand dune.

The final objective is necessary to allow the public to become aware of
how the managing agency views its role in the park system and the types
of programs offered by the agency in running the parks. This type of
message conveyance should not be overdone because it might then be
viewed as propaganda (Sharpe, 1976).

Types of interpretation

There are two types of interpretation: passive and active. Both types
require a strong background planning program in order to be effective.
Simply putting up signs or telling the park ranger to give a tour is not
enough. An interpretive program must be well managed in order to fully
realize its potential.
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Passive interpretation is the use of signs or self-guided tours to explain
the resource to the visitor. The signs can be either fully descriptive or
simply informational signs such as "no swimming allowed from piers" or
"please put trash in the barrels provided." Passive interpretation seems
to work best when the signs are well designed, when trails are clearly
marked, and when used in conjunction with self-guided tours or active
interpretation.

Active interpretation provides the best avenue for disseminating informa
tion to the visitor. It is direct contact between the resource manager
(interpretive specialist) and the resource user. Active interpretation
provides a forum for the exchange of ideas and views about an area In
question.

Active interpretation can be taken a step further with the use of living
history interpretation. Interpretive programs that are built around living
history, such as Plymouth Plantation or Williamsburg, allow the visitor to
retain the knowledge of life as it was more clearly because they have
actually experienced Indians, coopers, and farmers. Living history is
most effective when the guides stay in character and explain, in their
own words, the changes that development has made on an area.

Benefits of interpretation

There are many benefits derived from using an interpretive program In a
recreational park. Among them are included:

1) Interpretation contributes directly to the enrichment of visi
tor experiences.

2) Interpretation makes visitors aware of their place in the to
tal environment and gives them a better understanding of
the complexities of coexisting with that environment.

3) Interpretation may broaden the visitor's horizons beyond
the park or forest boundary, giving a greater understand
ing of the total natural resources picture.

4) Interpretation informs the public and an informed public
may make wiser decisions on matters related to natural re
sources management.

5) Interpretation may reduce the unnecessary destruction of
park property, resulting in lower maintenance and replace
ment costs.

6) Interpretation provides a means of moving people subtly
from sensitive areas to sites that can better sustain heavy
human impact, thus protecting the environment.

7) Interpretation is a means to improve public image and
establish public support.

8) Interpretation may instill in visitors a sense of pride in
their country or in the region's culture and heritage.
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9) Interpretation may assist in the successful promotion of
parks where tourism is essential to an area's or country's
economy.

10) Interpretation may be effective in preserving a significant
historic site or natural area by arousing citizen concern.

11) Interpretation may motivate the public to take action to pro
tect their environment in a sensible and logical way.
(Sharpe, 1976)

While the benefits are many, there are also costs involved such as wages
for a full-time interpretive manager in the parks department; seasonal or
full-time interpretive guides; materials for signs, costumes, and bro
chures; and the indirect cost of extra usage attributable to a successful
and popular interpretive program. However, it is the author's conten
tion, supported by others in the interpretive field (Edwards, 1965; Wal-
lin, 1965; Tilden. 1967; Aldridge, 1972; Sharpe, 1976), that the benefits
derived in increased appreciation and public support of a recreational
area outweigh the cost involved in putting together a successful interpre
tive program.

Interpretive Practices at Selected Coastal Parks

In the author's observations of interpretive practices at selected coastal
parks in Maine, Massachusetts, and South Carolina, a wide variety of in
terpretation was noted. Table 1 summarizes the major facilities found at
each park, as well as the type(s) of interpretation used. The table is
followed by a brief description of each park's interpretive program.

TABLE 1. Facilities and programs found at each park.

Interpretive

Park Camping Trails Picnicking Program Swimming
Passive Active

Boston Harbor
Islands x x x x x x

State Park

Reid State Park x x x x

Francis Biedler
Forest x x x

Cedar Creek Hunt
Club (Congaree
National Monu- x
ment)

Edisto Beach

State Park
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Boston Harbor Islands State Park

This park has the most varied interpretive program found. Because of
its location and the large urban population nearby, the park sustains
very heavy use during peak summer days. The park management makes
extensive use of both passive interpretation (well-placed informative signs
describing various aspects of the park's environment and history) and
active interpretation (island managers who lead guided walks and conduct
living history tours). The active presence on the islands accounts for
very reduced episodes of vandalism during the summer and serves to
channel use away from fragile marsh or dune areas. However, because of
the heavy use, not all vandalism or bushwhacking can be stopped and
during the winter months, malicious acts of vandalism do occur.

Reid State Park

Reid is located in Georgetown, Maine, at the mouth of the Sheepscot
River. It sustains very heavy use during the peak of the Maine tourist
season, but has no active interpretive program as yet. Rather, park
management relies on maintenance personnel and lifeguards to answer visi
tor inquiries and channel use to selected areas. Extensive use is made of
boardwalks and snow fences to protect the dune system and numerous
forms of passive interpretation are found as well. There is also a nature
trail that in places lacks interpretation where the visitor might have
questions. Partly because of its rural location, vandalism is kept to a
minimum year-round.

Francis Biedler Forest

This National Audubon Society Sanctuary, located outside Harieyviile
(South Carolina) in Four Holes Swamp, presents a beautiful example of
combining passive and active interpretation. The visitor first enters a
spacious interpretive center which houses exhibits of the forest, has a
small conference room for slide presentations, and provides National Au
dubon Naturalists to introduce the visitor to the forest. The visitor then
uses a very informative brochure for a self-guided tour of the forest on a
boardwalk that winds its way through the largest stand of virgin tupelo
and cypress trees in the world. No vandalism is found and only the lack
of information about various plants and animals, not found in the bro
chure but identified on the boardwalk, leaves the visitor with questions.

Cedar Creek Hunt Club (Congaree National Monument)

The hunt club property is in the process of changing from private to
public ownership. It is included in this study as an example of what
might be done with interpretation in the development of the Congaree Na
tional Monument. Activities of the hunt club already have provided
trails, crude boardwalks, a central spot for picnicking, and the National
Park Service now provides once-a-week guided walks. The area has a
varied history and ecology which could be emphasized with either a self-
guided approach similar to the Francis Biedler Forest or with active tours
and even living history demonstrations. The hunt club has been very
successful in maintaining pristine surroundings and the public would
benefit from a well-planned interpretive program.
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Edlsto Beach State Park

Located in Edisto Beach (South Carolina), this park Is in need of a more
visible Interpretive program. With year-round use by both campers and
picnickers, the park is becoming run down both aesthetically and physi
cally. Numerous walkovers and repeated wave action have left the dunes
practically nonexistent. Most signs are of rules and regulations and none
explain why the dunes are in need of care or what role the large salt
marsh plays in the environment. The park does have seasonal naturalists
on duty, but visitor usage dictates a need for a year-round presence.
The park would be better served with more Interpretation, especially
when compared with results at other coastal parks.

Conclusions

From observations at the five parks studied, the author has concluded
that:

- Coastal recreational parks that have some type of organized
interpretive program seem to have less management pressures
than those without.

- Visitors enjoy interpretive programs, especially active ones,
because they are allowed to participate in the resources use
more closely.

- Living history interpretation provides for longer information
retention by the visitor and should be encouraged wherever
feasible.

- Interpretation must be a well-managed program and no inter
pretation is better than an unorganized program.

- Interpretation is a most effective way to disseminate informa
tion to the visitor about the coastal recreational area.

In coastal parks where management searches for ways to better utilize the
resource, a well-organized interpretive program Is exhibited, and in turn
offers a remedy to various management problems in other parks.

References

Aldridge. D.. 1972, Upgrading park Interpretation and communication with
the public: Second World Conference on National Parks, Grand
Teton National Park, Wyoming.

Edwards. R. Y.. 1965, Park interpretation: Park News 1(1),11-16. Na
tional and Provincial Parks Association of Canada, Toronto.

Sharpe. G. W., 1976, Interpreting the environment: John Wiley and
Sons, Inc., New York.

Tilden. F., 1967, Interpreting our heritage: The University of North
Carolina Press, Chapel Hill, North Carolina.

Wallin, H. E., 196S, Interpretation: a manual and survey on establishing
a naturalist program: Management Aids Bull. No. 22, Amer. Inst.
Park Exec.. National Recreational and Park Assoc., Arlington, Vir.

316


