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• This report describes the results of a study of visitors to White Sands National
Monument during May 26 to June 1, 1990. Five hundred nineteen questionnaires
were distributed and 431 returned, an 83% response rate.
• The report profiles White Sands visitors. A separate appendix has their comments
about the park and their visits. A summary of these comments is included in both
this report and the appendix.
• Fifty-nine percent of visitors were in family groups. Forty-five percent of
visitors were 21 to 45 years old. Fifty-four percent of visitors were on their first
visit to White Sands National Monument.
• Visitors from foreign countries comprised 8% of the visitation to White Sands
National Monument. Fifty-seven percent of American visitors came from New
Mexico and Texas.
• Seventy percent of visitors who were visiting for the day stayed four hours or less
in the Alamogordo area, and 78% of visitors who were visiting for more than one
day stayed 3 days or less. Playing in the sand (77%) and photography (72%) were
the most common activities of visitors.
• Sixty-one percent of visitor groups visited the visitor center, 59% drove the Heart
of Sands Loop Drive and 53% visited the picnic area.
• Forty-six percent of visitors obtained information about the park from friends
and/or relatives, 44% from previous visits, and 37% from maps or guide books.
• Solitude/quiet (68%), plant life (66%), and the visitor center (64%) were rated
extremely to very important to the visitors during their visit to White Sands
National Monument.
• Seventy-six percent of the visitors reported that tourism was the primary purpose
of their visit to the Alamagordo area.
•

Forty-two
percent of visitors
visited
the
Sacramento
Mountains
(Cloudcroft/Ruidoso areas), 30% visited the International Space Hall of Fame, and
23% visited White Sands Missile Park.

• During their visit to the Alamogordo area, the average visitor group spent about
$124.00; the average per capita expenditure was about $41.00. Seventy-three
percent of visitors spent from $1-100.00 . Visitors spent the greater proportion
of their money for food (30%) and lodging (27%).
• Visitors made many more general comments about their visit to the monument.
__________

For more information about the Visitor Services Project, please contact Dr. Gary E.
Machlis, Sociology Project Leader, University of Idaho Cooperative Park Studies
Unit, College of Forestry, Wildlife and Range Sciences, Moscow, Idaho 83843 or call
(208)885-7129.
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IN TRO DUC TIO N
This report describes the results of a Visitor Services Project (VSP) study
undertaken at White Sands National Monument (referred to as "White Sands"). The study
was conducted the week of May 26 to June 1, 1990, by the Cooperative Park Studies
Unit of the University of Idaho. A list of VSP publications is on the inside back cover of
this report.
A Methods section discusses the procedures and limitations of the study. The
Results section follows, including a summary of visitor comments. Next, a Menu for
Further Analysis helps managers request additional analyses. The final section has a copy
of the Questionnaire. A separate Appendix includes a comment summary and the visitors'
unedited comments.
Many of this report's graphs resemble the example below. The large numbers
refer to explanations following the graph.
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Fi g u r e 4 : N u m b e r o f v isi t s

1: The figure title is a general description of the information contained in the graph.
2: A note above gives the 'N', or number of cases in the sample, and a specific
description of the information in the chart. Use C AUTION

when interpreting any

data where the sample size is less than 30 as the results may be unreliable.
3: The vertical information describes categories.
4: The horizontal information shows the number of items that fall into each category. In
some graphs, proportions are shown.
5: In most graphs, percentages are included to provide additional explanation.
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ME T HO DS
Ge n e ral s t ra t e g y
Interviews were administered and questionnaires distributed to a sample of
selected visitors entering White Sands during May 26 to June 1, 1990. Visitors
completed the questionnaire during or after their trip and then returned it by mail.
Q u e s t io nnair e d e sig n
The questionnaire design followed the standard format of previous Visitor
Services Project studies. See the end of the report for a copy of the questionnaire.
S a m plin g
Visitors were contacted at the entrance station of the national monument. Visitors
entering the park were sampled by using selected intervals to contact entering vehicles.
Q u e s t io n n air e a d minis t r a t io n
Visitor groups were greeted, briefly introduced to the purpose of the study and
asked to participate. If visitors agreed, the interview took about two minutes. These
interviews included determining group size and the age of the adult who would complete
the questionnaire. This person was then requested to supply their name, address, and
telephone number so that a reminder-thank you postcard could later be mailed.
D a t a a naly sis
Two weeks after the survey, a reminder-thank you postcard was mailed to all
participants. Four weeks after the survey, a special letter and a replacement
questionnaire was mailed to those participants whose questionnaires had not yet been
received. Questionnaires arriving within a ten week period were coded and entered into a
computer. Frequency distributions and cross-tabulations were calculated using a
standard statistical software package. Respondents' comments were summarized.
Sa m ple si z e , missin g d a t a a n d r e p o r t in g e rr o rs
This study collected information on both visitor groups and on individual group
members. Thus, the sample size ('N'), varies from figure to figure. For example, while
information is shown in Figure 1 for 429 groups, Figure 3 has data for 1464
individuals. A note above each figure's graph specifies the information illustrated.
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Occasionally, a respondent may not have answered all of the questions, or may
have answered some incorrectly. Unanswered questions create missing data and cause the
number in the sample to vary from figure to figure. For example, although 431
questionnaires were returned by visitors, Figure 1 shows data for only 429
respondents.
Questions answered incorrectly due to carelessness, misunderstanding
directions, and so forth, turn up in the data as reporting errors. These create small data
inconsistencies.
Lim i t a t i o n s
Like all surveys, this study has limitations which should be taken into account
when interpreting the results.
1. It is not possible to know whether visitor responses reflect actual behavior.
This disadvantage is applicable to all such studies and is reduced by having visitors fill
out the questionnaire as they visit the park.
2. The data reflect visitor use patterns during the study period of May 26 to
June 1, 1990. The results do not necessarily apply to visitors using the national
monument area during other times of the year.
3. Caution is advised when interpreting any data where the sample size is less
than 30, as the results may be unreliable. Whenever data presented for a sample is
smaller than 30, the word " C AUTION " is included in the figure or table.
Sp e cial C o n di t io ns
White Sands National Monument is unique because it is in the middle of an Army
missile range. When the Army is test firing missiles the monument is closed to visitors.
Test firings took place on the last day of the survey, Friday June 1. That day, the
monument was closed from 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m., and 10:45 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.
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RESUL T S
A . Visit ors con t ac t ed
A total of five hundred thirty-six visitor groups were contacted; 519 agreed to
participate. Thus, the acceptance rate was 97%. Four hundred thirty-one visitor groups
completed and returned their questionnaires, an 83% response rate.
Table 1 shows a comparison of information collected from both the total sample of
visitors contacted and the final sample of visitors who returned their questionnaires.
Non-response bias is insignificant.
T a ble 1 : Co m parison o f t o t al sam ple and ac t ual resp ond e n t s
Variable

Age of respondent
Group size

Total
sample
N
Avg.

Actual
respondents
N
Avg.

519

429

519

39.9
4.2

429

40.8
5.6

B . C h a r a c t e ris t ic s
Figure 1 shows group sizes, which varied from one person to 200 people.
Thirty-eight percent of White Sands visitors came in groups of two people, 17% came in
groups of four. Fifty-nine percent of visitors came in family groups, as shown in Figure
2; 31% came in groups of friends, or family and friends.
Figure 3 shows a wide range of age groups; the most common being adults aged
21-45 (45%). Fifty-four percent of visitors were at White Sands for the first time,
30% percent had visited 2-4 times, and 9% had visited 10 or more times as seen in
Figure 4.
Foreign visitors comprised 8% of all visitation. Map 1 and Table 3 show that
most of these foreign visitors came from Germany and Switzerland. Map 2 and Table 4
show that most American visitors came from New Mexico (32%) and Texas (25%).
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Fi g u r e 1 : V isi t o r g r o u p si z e s
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Fig u r e 2 : V isi t o r g r o u p t y p e s
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Fi g u r e 3 : V isi t o r a g e s
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A n al y sis O r d e r F o r m
V isi t o r S e r v ic e s Pr o j e c t
Re p o r t 2 9 ( W hi t e Sa n d s )
Date of request:

/

/

Person requesting analysis:
Phone number (commercial):
The following list specifies all of the variables available for comparison from the visitor
survey conducted in your park. Consult this list for naming the characteristics of
interest when requesting additional two-way and three-way comparisons.
• Group size

• Number of visits

• Lodging expenses

• Group type

• Purpose of visit

• Travel expenses

• Age

• Activity

• Other expenses

• State residence

• Site visited

• Features importance

• Length of stay (days)

• Attractions visited • Service/facility importance

• Length of stay (hours)

• Total expenses

• Source of information

• Food expenses

• Service/facility quality

Two-way comparisons (please write in the appropriate variables from the above list)
by
by
by
Three-way comparisons (please write in the appropriate variables from the above list)
by

by

by

by

by

by

Special instructions

Mail t o :
C o o p e r a t iv e Pa rk S t u die s Uni t
C olle g e o f F o r e s t r y , Wildlif e , a n d Ra n g e Scie n c e s
Univ e rsi t y o f Id a h o
Mosc o w, Id a h o 8 3 8 4 3
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Q u e s t io nnair e
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Pu b lic a t i o n s o f t h e V isi t o r S e r v ic e s Pr o j e c t
A number of publications have been prepared as part of the Visitor Services Project.
Reports 1-4 are available at cost from the University of Idaho Cooperative Park Studies
Unit upon request. All other reports are available from the respective parks in which
the studies were conducted.
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

Mapping interpretive services: A pilot
study at Grand Teton National Park,
1983.
Mapping interpretive services:
Identifying barriers to adoption and
diffusion of the method, 1984.
Mapping interpretive services: A
follow-up study at Yellowstone National
Park and Mt. Rushmore National
Memorial, 1984.
Mapping visitor populations: A pilot
study at Yellowstone National Park,
1984.
North Cascades National Park Service
Complex, 1985.
Crater Lake National Park, 1986.
Gettysburg National Military Park,
1987.
Independence National Historical Park,
1987.
Valley Forge National Historical Park,
1987.
Colonial National Historical Park,
1988.
Grand Teton National Park, 1988.
Harpers Ferry National Historical
Park, 1988.
Mesa Verde National Park, 1988.
Shenandoah National Park, 1988.
Yellowstone National Park, 1988.
Independence National Historical Park:
Four Seasons Study, 1988.
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area,
1989.
Denali National Park and Preserve,
1989.
Bryce Canyon National Park, 1989.

20.

Craters of the Moon National
Monument, 1989.

21.

Everglades National Park, 1989.

22.

Statue of Liberty National Monument,
1990.

23.

The White House Tours, President's
Park, 1990.

24.

27.

Lincoln Home National Historic Site,
1990.
Yellowstone National Park, 1990.
Delaware Water Gap National
Recreation Area, 1990.
Muir Woods National Monument, 1990.

28.

Canyonlands National Park, 1991.
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White Sands National Monument, 1991

25.
26.

_____________
For more information about the Visitor Services Project, please contact Dr. Gary E.
Machlis, University of Idaho Cooperative Park Studies Unit, College of Forestry,
Wildlife and Range Sciences, Moscow, Idaho 83843 or call (208) 885-7129.

