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Currently local government is being challenged to recognize and respond to changes in demand 
of an increasingly diverse constituency. In this environment, it is critical that local government employ 
data-based, rational information systems to assure that policy decisions make effective use of limited 
resources (Lewis 1988). Citizen survey research is commonly used for informed public decision making 
and to achieve both responsiveness and effectiveness through accurate assessments of public demand. 
However, the use of citizen surveys has been questioned on policy and methodological grounds. Criticisms 
commonly center on questions of validity of survey data as the basis for decision making. This study 
provides an example of a model designed to increase confidence in the use of citizen surveys to guide 
public policy. Properly designed and implemented citizen surveys offer a cost-effective tool for assuring 
that the needs and values of the citizenry are understood by local officials. 

Much of the controversy regarding the use of surveys involves the use of subjective measures of 
opinion to guide public policy (Gardner and Florestano 1987; Hatry et al. 1977; Miller and Miller 1991; 
Parks 1984; Parsons et al. 1990; Watson, Juster, and Johnson 1991). Critics argue that the value of citizen 
surveys rests on valid and reliable measurement of citizen demand. Because methods commonly used to 
measure this demand provide information that is not applicable in the determination of policy, such 
surveys are of questionable utility (Brudney and England 1982). The multidimensional nature of citizen 
demand presents many challenges to survey analyses and their use as heuristic tools for policy analysis. 
Few multidimensional models have been developed for application by practitioners in public policy and 
those that do exist often require an advanced understanding of multivariate statistics. What is proposed 
in this study is a heuristic model for design and analysis of citizen surveys to improve their usefulness in 
policy decision making. 

Dimensional Analysis Matrix Model 
The technique described here is based on the dimensional analysis matrix model (DAMM). It is a 

heuristic device for informed decision making, not a substitute for specific policy analysis. The model 
employed here is based largely on theoretical notions derived from the management literature regarding 
programmatic change (Stalk, Evans, and Shulman 1992; Stewart 1992; Sproull and Kiesler 1991; Keen 
1991; Parker and Benson 1988; Parker, Trainor, and Benson 1989). The DAMM technique also attempts 
to account for the multidimensional nature of most critical local government policy decisions. 

The DAMM technique is a derivation from the newly emerging literature on information 
economics that has developed over the last several years (Parker and Benson 1988; Parker, Trainor, and 
Benson 1989). Issues in public management, especially when they involve capital investments or major 
service reorientation, cannot be analyzed in terms of simple cost-benefit analyses. Instead of focusing on 
traditional direct costs and benefits analyses, it is important to consider the value of the investment in 
terms of the community being served. In this regard, major community services and capital investments 
share certain characteristics with modern information services infrastructure in business: there is no way 
to assess the degree to which many of the required investments in information technology contribute to 
the bottom line. Therefore, economists have developed a set of techniques to allow them to analyze these 
investments and to make rational decisions as to the appropriateness of any given information system to 
the business. 

Information economics evolved out of the strategic planning model as applied in business (Parker, 
Trainor, and Benson 1989). When faced with strategic decisions, organizations require a planning process 



that is understandable to the participants and meaningful in terms of both outcomes and procedures 
(Parker, Trainor, and Benson 1989). Fundamental to any particular decision is the notion that the project 
should have value in achieving the organization's goals and objectives. Value is defined in terms of the 
degree to which implementing a particular program or project contributes to the performance of the 
agency (Parker and Benson 1990). Although the general theoretical approach to value has been derived 
largely with a private business focus, it has equal application to public sector investment. While businesses 
may be concerned with market position, competition, and profit and loss statements, governmental 
agencies are increasingly faced with similar competitive issues. In the case of state and local government, 
value may be defined in terms of the perceived quality of life of citizens, economic development 
initiatives, taxpayer satisfaction with services, and the like. Thus, value can be defined in both monetary 
and nonmonetary terms to the degree to which a particular program contributes to the achievement of 
the organization's goals. Similarly, costs are defined in relation to the negative effects of a decision, 
program, or project (Parker, Trainor, and Benson 1989). 

With these concerns in mind, Parker, Trainor, and Benson suggest that decision makers in the 
organization can define a set of issues on which to judge the value and costs of any project. Similarly, 
there are critical issues that seem to undergird any public policy decision regarding implementation of a 
project or service. Specifically, public policy decisions require consideration of: 
 

• The perceived relative value of the project. How important is the project to the individual and 
what value is placed on the project? 

• The project's priority. How important is the project compared with other projects? 
• The demand for the project in context with the resources required to obtain it. What is the 

cost of the project, and how does that cost affect demand? 
• Patterns of usage. How often is the service, program, or facility used? 
• Unique cultural patterns associated with the project. Does this project perform some 

important role for the community that cannot be defined solely in terms of usage, or 
traditional cost-benefit analysis? 

 
This general approach provides at least five dimensions on which any project or program must be 

evaluated: relative value (stage one); priority (stage two); cost (stage three); usage (stage four); and 
cultural context (stage five). Parker, Trainor, and Benson argue that not all dimensions of decision making 
should be given the same weight. Assigning weights to determine the degree to which each dimension 
will contribute to the final decision is a critical component in applying the approaches of information 
economics. Managers assign a score to each dimension that is multiplied by its weight in the decision 
process. Various project scores on the different evaluation dimensions are then summed to determine 
the level of perceived significance of the project (Parker, Trainor, and Benson 1989). Although this 
technique is relatively new, variations have been employed by companies, including the Bank of Boston, 
IBM (1993), and others, with relative success. Despite its empirical value, there are certain limitations, 
both empirical and theoretical, in the current conceptual schema underlying information economics. 

Although the notion of value is a significant improvement over traditional cost-benefit analyses, 
the use of managers as the primary information source can produce significant internal bias. Further, in 
the case of state and local government, it is possible to generate information to guide public investment 
decisions by establishing the relative value of particular programs or services based on customer/citizen 
values. The use of rating schema has a long history in social psychology and econometrics dating from the 
1920s. One such approach entails the use of standard fixed-format questionnaires and rating scales. These 
scales have been widely used and have several distinct advantages. The first is that ratings by individuals 
on any particular scale use a common metric not inherent in the more arbitrary Parker-Benson model. 
Also, summed ratings across many individuals are inherently more stable than other forms of ratings due 



to the nature of statistical sampling involved. Finally, because rating scales and simple statistical processes 
involved in summation and interpretation are readily understandable, results using these more standard 
procedures are more easily applied in the decision-making process than the more complex set of weights 
and scores required in the Parker and Benson methodology. For all these reasons, the DAMM schema 
relies on fixed-format summed rating scales and traditional statistical processes in analyzing data. 

The remainder of this article demonstrates the conceptual framework associated with the DAMM 
schema as it applies to citizen survey research and public policy development. This particular example 
involves decisions regarding funds to be allocated to public park and recreation facilities. The typical 
nature of public decision making associated with park and recreation investments makes it a particularly 
useful example for illuminating the utility of the model. 

 
The Sample 

The sampling frame, the list of citizens from which the sample is drawn, is an important 
consideration in the validity of the findings (Daneke and Klobus-Edwards 1979; Hatry, Greiner, and 
Swanson 1987). The data in this analysis were gathered through a stratified random sample of registered 
voters from the six council districts of a Midwestern city (approximate population, 300,000) and were part 
of a larger study to aid in the development of a comprehensive plan for park and recreation investment. 

It is important to note that the use of registered voters as the sampling frame tends to 
underrepresent low-income households, since their members are less likely to be registered voters. 
Conversely, the use of registered voters commands the attention of the policymaking element (in this 
case the city council) and encourages decision making based on the results. In other words, when public 
officials receive feedback from constituents who are more likely to hold them accountable for their 
decisions, they must carefully consider the findings. Further precautions were taken to reduce response 
bias through a mailed reminder encouraging respondents to return the questionnaire. In spite of these 
methodological precautions, minorities are underrepresented in the sample. The results reported here 
include the responses of 976 citizens out of 2,986 valid addresses for a response rate of 32.7 percent. 

 
Ties to the Policy Decision 

As with all applied research, critical validity issues depend on the match between questionnaire 
content and the purpose of the research. In all too many cases, government-sponsored applied research 
generates information that is not germane to decision making (Rosentraub, Harlow, and Thompson 1979; 
Stipak 1980). Questionnaire content must parallel critical decision making. In this case, the purpose of the 
research was to provide an information base for regional park and recreation planning and to aid long-
run investment decisions. Input from staff from the metropolitan area planning department (city/county) 
as well as the city's park and recreation department was solicited. Citizen input into questionnaire content 
also was secured through feedback from the park and recreation citizen advisory board to the city council. 
Finally, the city manager's office reviewed the questionnaire, including attention to congruence with 
strategic planning. 

Survey results of citizen priorities related to park and recreation investments were analyzed using 
the five primary dimensions described previously in the DAMM schema. The findings demonstrate how a 
particular dimension interpreted in isolation can lead to invalid conclusions. In contrast, analysis across 
dimensions builds on previous findings, with each layer of the analysis adding a new dimension of citizen 
priorities for a more complete picture of park and recreation demand. 
 
Findings 
Stage One: A General Understanding of Relative Value 

Relative value of an investment can be estimated most simply based on clientele demand for the 
service or facility. The first stage of this five-stage incremental assessment of citizen priorities involves 



establishing relative intensity of demand for a broad array of items. In an effort to establish precision in 
sufficient detail to distinguish priority levels, initial questioning included five-point Likert-type questions 
with answers ranging from "Substantial Reduction" to "Substantial Increase" (Table 1). Table 2 reports 
first-level findings of the five-stage analysis. The priorities expressed in Table 2 provide an initial reading 
indicating that sports fields, basketball courts, and tennis courts do not have broad public support for 
additional investment. In contrast, nature trails, bicycle paths, and development of riverbanks for 
recreational purposes appear to be public priorities. 

As mentioned earlier, initial questioning attempted to make the respondents aware that their 
input would be used to help guide local government adjustments in park and recreation investments. 
However, since the responses are generally weighted in support of increased investment, these measures 
are assumed to be inflated indicators of demand. To assume otherwise would lead to the conclusion that 
the vast majority of the respondents are willing to pay higher taxes in exchange for increased investments 
in park and recreation facilities. In an antitax era, this seems unlikely. 

First-round analysis reported in Table 2 clearly indicates that park maintenance and security are 
valid, if not dominant, concerns. Some interesting questions about traditional investment in parkland are 
also raised. Park departments in larger cities commonly attempt to reserve land in advance of need. A 
one-dimensional approach to measurement and analysis of demand relying exclusively on the information 
in Table 2 could have led decision makers to the conclusion that citizen priorities do not include additional 
parkland or green space. The validity implications of a one-dimensional approach become more apparent 
as the analysis continues.  

 
 
 

Table 1: The Survey Instrument 
 

1. Please CIRCLE the appropriate number by each investment which best describes how you would like the 
City’s recreational/leisure dollars spent. (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH ITEM) 
 

Type of Investment 
Substantial 
Reduction Reduction Same Increase 

Substantial 
Increase 

a. Investment in land for neighborhood parks 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Investment in land for large community 

parks 
1 2 3 4 5 

c. Outdoor sports fields (soccer, baseball, 
softball) 

1 2 3 4 5 

d. Nature trails for walking/hiking 1 2 3 4 5 
e. Basketball courts 1 2 3 4 5 
f. Picnic facilities 1 2 3 4 5 
g. Tennis courts 1 2 3 4 5 
h. Swimming pools 1 2 3 4 5 
i. Bicycle paths 1 2 3 4 5 
j. Security in parks 1 2 3 4 5 
k. Recreation centers 1 2 3 4 5 
l. Recreational access to floodways 1 2 3 4 5 
m. Develop recreation areas along riverbanks 1 2 3 4 5 
n. Maintenance of all existing park facilities 1 2 3 4 5 

 
2. In question #1 above CIRCLE the letter beside the item (a-n) you feel is MOST IMPORTANT for Parks & 

Recreation investment. (CIRCLE ONE) 



3. In question #1 above draw an “X” through the letter beside the item (a-n) you feel is LEAST IMPORTANT for 
Park & Recreation investment. (SELECT ONE “X”) 

4. Would you be willing to pay additional taxes to support any of the recreational/leisure items (a-n) listed in 
question #1? (CIRCLE ONE) a. Yes b. No 
 
If yes, please return to question #1 and put a “T” by any items (a-n) for which you would be willing to pay a 
slight increase in taxes. (SELECT AS MANY AS APPLY “T”) 

 
 

Table 2: Stage One Analysis: Recommended Change in Investment in 
Park/Recreation Facilities 

                
                                                                                          Percent of Respondents Recommending 
 
Type of Investment                         Substantial  Reduction       Same         Increase        Substantial 
              Reduction                                                                                    Increase 
 
Neighborhood parks                               5.1                      7.8             47.5     32.3               7.2 
Community parks                               8.1                     17.6             50.8     20.0              17.6 
Sports fields                                             4.1                     10.1             60.4     21.3               4.1 
Nature trails                                             3.4                      6.2             37.1     41.8              11.5 
Basketball courts                               7.2                     15.1             56.4      19.3                2.0 
Picnic facilities                                             2.3                     3.9             53.7      33.8                6.3 
Tennis courts                                             5.1                     11.9             64.5      15.4                3.1 
Swimming pools                               3.7                      7.1             54.8      27.0                7.4 
Bicycle paths                                              3.8                      4.7             40.2       37.2              14.0 
Security                                                           1.7                       0.8             23.8               44.8               28.9 
Recreation centers                               3.2                       7.8             52.4       29.1                7.5 
Floodway access                              12.5                      15.9             37.5       22.9               11.1 
Riverbanks                                              5.0                       6.1             26.2        41.0 21.7 
Maintenance                                              0.6                       1.2             47.6        37.2 13.5 
 
Note: Range of valid cases: N=882-904. 
 
Stage Two: Priority 

Second-level questioning increased in intensity, forcing respondents to identify priorities through 
the use of extreme scores. Respondents were asked to return to the general list of park and recreation 
investments (stage one) and to indicate the "most" and "least" important investment (see Table 1). Forced 
selection fails to identify services that are important because it identifies only those that are most 
important. As a result, decision makers operating exclusively with the information provided in Table 3 
could erroneously reach the conclusion that neighborhood parks, nature trails, bicycle paths, riverbank 
development, and park security and maintenance are the only citizen priorities. It is clear that survey 
research employing forced responses must be used in concert with other indicators. 

A comparison of stage two indicators found in Table 3 with stage one indicators reported in Table 
2 reveals important similarities and differences. The relative devaluation of sports fields, basketball courts, 
and tennis courts is confirmed in Table 3; in contrast, Table 3 indicates that, when forced to prioritize, 
citizens return to the basics: neighborhood parks, security, and maintenance. 



Table 3 establishes neighborhood parks as a priority over community parks. This difference was 
not apparent in the information reported in Table 2. However, if fiscal constraints force difficult choices, 
respondents prefer to save neighborhood parks before community parks. 

Forced choice of "most" and "least" important investment reported in Table 3 provides 
information about polarized opinion or valued investment not readily apparent in Table 2. Polarized 
opinion includes both strong supporters and detractors for the same service. Although such findings pose 
a dilemma for decision makers, it is better to identify the dilemma than to blindly wander into divided 
public opinion (Rochefort and Boyer 1988). Riverbank development provides an example of public opinion 
polarization. In some cases, a dilemma associated with divided support can be resolved through further 
analysis to determine if there are geographic concentrations with similar priorities. If so, then investment 
strategy could include differential supply as a function of geography. 
 
Stage Three: Cost 

Those critical of the validity of citizen demand surveys argue that they fail to establish a link 
between demand and costs associated with meeting demand (Mciver and Ostrom 1976; Scott 1976; 
Stipak 1987; Wilson 1983). If respondents are not forced to confront the reality of limited resources, 
inflated demand replaces true priorities. Stage three of the DAMM schema establishes a link between 
demand and costs associated with meeting demand. Respondents were asked to return to the original list 
of park and recreation investments and to indicate for which investment they "would be willing to pay a 
slight increase in taxes" (see Table 1). Table 4 displays the results of forced recognition that park and 
recreation investments are not free. Table 4 results, interpreted in light of current antitax sentiment, 
provide a more rigorous reading of citizen priorities in comparison with Table 2 and additional detail about 
multiple priorities not available in Table 3. 
 

Table 3: Stage Two Analysis: Most and Least Important 
Changes in Investment in Park/Recreation Facilities 

 
       Respondents Ranking Investment as 

 
        Most Important        Least Important  
    
 Frequency     Percent     Frequency     Percent 

 
Neighborhood parks                       100                   13.1           35   4.5 
Community parks                        19                    2.5          109  14.1 
Sports fields                        19                    2.5           46   6.0 
Nature trails                        57                    7.5           15   1.9 
Basketball courts                         1                    0.1           87  11.3 
Picnic facilities                        10                    1.3            9   1.2 
Tennis courts                         7                    0.9           50   6.5 
Swimming pools                        26                    34           28   3.6 
Bicycle paths                        65                    8.5           12   1.6 
Security                       198                   26.0            5   0.6 
Recreation centers                        18                   2.4           45   5.8 
Floodway access                        35                   4.6          275  35.6 
Riverbanks                        90                   11.8           52   6.7 
Maintenance                       118                   15.5           5   0.6 



        Total                                                              763             100.0             773            100.0 
 
 

Returning to the issue of value assigned to neighborhood parks, we find that Table 4 provides 
additional evidence confirming intensity of support for neighborhood parks, with almost 16 percent of 
the respondents indicating they would be willing to pay increased taxes to support investment in 
neighborhood parkland. Again, if the data collected had been confined to that displayed in Table 2, 
neighborhood parks would not have been recognized as an investment priority. Clearly, additional probes 
for intensity of demand, as displayed in Table 4, provide information essential to responsive public 
investment decisions.  

Table 4 further confirms polarized support for riverbank development even in the face of 
additional taxes. As an investment signal to public decision makers, intensity of support may be as 
important as broad support (Clark 1976). These findings provide convincing evidence for additional 
investment in spite of an element of the community that does not support riverbank development. 
Further, returning to stage one analysis in Table 2, we find clear indicators also of broad support for 
riverbank development, with nearly 63 percent of the responding citizens indicating they would like 
to see increased investment. The research suggests that anti-riverbank development sentiment may 
be intense, but it is not widespread. These findings provide additional confirmation of the importance 
of multiple measures and incremental analysis in citizen surveys. 
 

Table 4: Stage Three Analysis: Willingness to Pay  
Additional Taxes for Park/ Recreation Facilities 

 
  

         Respondents Willing To Pay More Tax 
 
  
   Type of           Yes                            No  
 Investment                   Frequency        Percent          Frequency        Percent 
 
Neighborhood parks                                                   134                15.7              720         84.3 
Community parks                                                    77                 9.0              777         91.0 
Sports fields                                                                  54                 6.3              800         93.7 
Nature trails                                                                 164                19.2              690         80.8 
Basketball courts                                                    26                 3.0              828         97.0 
Picnic facilities                                                                  60                 7.0              794         93.0 
Tennis courts                                                                  31                 3.6              823         96.4 
Swimming pools                                                    72                 8.4              782         91.6 
Bicycle paths                                                                 126                14.8              728         85.2 
Security                                                                               196                23.0              658         77.0 
Recreation centers                                                    58                 6.8              796         93.2 
Floodway access                                                    58                 6.8              796         93.2 
Riverbanks                                                                  154                18.0              700         82.0 
Maintenance                                                                  113    13.2              740         86.8 
 
 
Stage Four: Usage 



The fourth level of analysis turns from financial to more traditional measures of demand: usage 
patterns. Disregarding previous discussion for the moment, one presumes that where citizens invest their 
recreational time is a good indicator of demand. Although facility usage is an important dimension of 
service delivery priorities, usage patterns in isolation do not necessarily reflect demand for a variety of 
reasons. For example, many households might not be users of facilities because of location or time 
constraints. In addition, some services are valued community institutions and, as a result, are a priority 
even though the respondent does not use the service. 

Table 5 gives perspective to the issue of the relative value of parkland in general, and 
neighborhood parks in particular, by comparing general open-space usage patterns to selected activities 
and facilities. When frequency of usage is the measure of demand, Table 5 demonstrates, neighborhood 
parks are the most utilized public park and recreation facility of those displayed. With respect to intensity 
of use, 52 percent of the respondents reported three or more visits to neighborhood parks in the previous 
12 months by someone in their household. Neighborhood park demand, as measured through usage 
patterns, confirms earlier readings of demand, with the exception of the level one analysis (Table 2). 
Neighborhood parks appear to be an item in high demand. If citizen demand had been measured 
exclusively by the Likert format presented in the stage one analysis, investment conclusions would have 
been very different. 
 

Table 5: Stage Four Analysis: Selected Frequencies  
of Park/Recreation Facility Use 

 
                                                                               Percentage of Household Use in Last 12 Months 
 
Type of  
Investment                                            None    1-2 Times   3-5 Times More Than 5 Times 
 
Neighborhood parks                               27.3        20.7      17.0                         35.0 
Community parks                               34.0        31.6      17.2                         17.2 
Sports fields                                             62.4        13.5       5.7                         18.4 
Nature trails                                             46.3        27.7      13.4                         12.6 
Basketball courts                               84.1         9.0                     3.7                          3.2 
Picnic facilities                                             40.3         32.1      17.4                         10.2 
Tennis courts                                             79.7         9.2                     4.2                          6.9 
Swimming pools                               70.4        11.4       5.2                         13.0 
Recreation centers                               66.7        17.8       5.0                         10.4 
 
Note: Range of valid cases: N = 871-908. 
 

Stage four analysis sheds new light on the demand for sports fields. Sports fields registered low 
demand in the first three dimensions of analysis. In contrast, Table 5 reports that, although sports fields 
may not be used by the majority of the population, there is intense demand by current users. In this case, 
intensity of usage patterns indicated by stage four analysis may warrant reevaluation of the previous 
absence of demand indicated in the first three stages, and open doors to seek alternative methods for 
meeting demand. It may well be that user fees could be employed to offset costs and avoid general 
revenue burden. That being the case, local government may choose to honor demand as long as revenue 
generated offsets cost. 
 
Stage Five: Cultural Context 



The literature on human land use has long recognized that urban and community locations, 
facilities, and services often derive a meaning for particular people that transcends instrumentality (Firey 
1937; Jonassen 1949). The final dimension of the DAMM schema focuses on determining the cultural 
meaning of proposed investment for the population served. Because this dimension of demand (that is, 
the meaning of the investment) can be masked in a variety of ways, demand issues that are unusually 
complex often require additional study. 

In most cases, citizen demand is sufficiently clear from the first four stages of analysis. However, 
a fifth and final stage of analysis is sometimes necessary to provide suitable detail to support special 
decision-making needs. Such decisions might include a substantial capital outlay or long-term 
commitment of resources, or the issue may be extraordinarily complex and, consequently, warrant 
detailed analysis. The following two examples demonstrate special information needs. 

The first example refers to decisions related to investments in neighborhood parks. Parkland 
represents an important long-term investment. Underinvestment today in parkland acquisitions means 
that future generations may be denied convenient access to green space or that competing commercial 
interests will make purchase prices prohibitive. Conversely, purchase of parkland in excess of demand, or 
too far in advance of demand, creates opportunity costs and initiates a maintenance cost expenditure 
stream without corresponding citizen demand. Consequently, land value, availability, and maintenance 
costs must be balanced against demand for parkland investment to define the appropriate parkland 
acquisition strategy. 

The extent to which access is an important condition of demand is a particularly important issue 
in facility development and placement. Earlier findings, with one exception (Table 2), have consistently 
shown that there is important citizen demand for additional investment in neighborhood parks. Parks in 
close proximity allow frequent visits of limited duration, an amenity that meshes better with today's fast-
paced lifestyles. It is reasonable to assume that access to neighborhood parks is an important contributor 
to their popularity, but empirical evidence would help solidify investment decision making. 

The results of additional questioning about the value of proximity as an access issue are presented 
in Table 6. Proximity to parks is considered to be an important issue to almost 23 percent of the 
respondents. This is important, but not conclusive, evidence that neighborhood parks warrant additional 
investment. If respondents supporting neighborhood park investments happen to be concentrated 
geographically, then location-specific investment would be more appropriate. 

Neighborhood park investment raises some obvious but important issues. In some cases, 
empirical evidence provided through survey research exposes a decision-making dilemma rather than a 
solution. Narrow margins of support cannot be construed as a citizen mandate. It is important to 
remember that statistics do not make decisions; empirical evidence supports decision making. Further, 
decisions are based on a combination of rational and political elements. When empirical evidence is not 
decisive, politics are more likely to dominate. However, policy that contradicts the expressed will of 
registered voters is more likely to be the exception than the rule. 
 

Table 6: Stage Five Analysis: Hypothetical Reasons for Increased Park/Recreation Facility Use 
 

         Respondents' Speculation as to 
         whether Changes Would Increase 

         Their Use of Facility 
 
         Yes                                  No  
  
 Change                  Frequency        Percent                Frequency          Percent  
 



Closer proximity to park                                                  210               22.9                   708                77.1 
Security 
      Better lighting                                                  354               38.5                   565                61.5 
      More police                                                                 391               42.6                   527                57.4 
More reasonable fees                                                  110               12.0                   808                88.0 
Improved maintenance                                                  185               20.2                   733                79.8 
 
N=918.  
 

The second issue that demonstrates the need for follow-up questioning of special concerns relates 
to public swimming pools. Earlier indicators revealed weak demand for public pools. More detailed 
analysis sheds additional light on community value assigned to public pools (Table 7). These findings are 
particularly important because public pools are an important drain on local government capital and 
operating resources. Table 7 provides evidence that public swimming pools enjoy broad-based support 
for continued operation even though they are not used by the average citizen. Almost 95 percent of the 
respondents voiced disapproval of closing public pools. Almost 73 percent disapproved of cutbacks that 
would reduce the number of public pools to four. Essentially, citizens are treating public pools as a 
community institution. 

Institutionalized services represent an important consideration in using citizen surveys. The intent 
of citizen surveys is to establish priorities of the unit of analysis, the respondent or the household of the 
respondent (Babbie 1990). Institutionalized services commonly do not accurately register as a priority in 
a service matrix. Institutionalized services are a special dimension of demand. 
 

Table 7: Stage Five Analysis: Approval Of Investment Strategies for Swimming Pools 
   
                   Response to Proposed Strategy (Percent) 
 
Proposed      Strongly             Disapprove          Approve            Strongly 
Investment                                                                 Disapprove                                                                  Approve 
Strategy 
 
Close pool nearest you                                                53.4                    36.7                     6.6                3.3 
Close all pools                                                              63.9                    30.9                     2.8                2.4 
Keep only 4 largest     
   pools                                                                             40.6                    32.2                    20.0                7.2 
Develop family activity    
   areas in 4 largest pools                                  16.0                    20.7                    49.8               13.6 
 
Note: Range of valid cases: N=813-826. 
 

Since questioning related to service demand commonly focuses on the priorities of households as 
the unit of analysis, surveys commonly fail to register institutionalized demand. Detailed questioning 
identified public swimming pools as the sacred cow of park and recreational services (Table 7). Public 
swimming pools represent an important commitment of local government resources because of annual 
maintenance costs. If the citizen survey analysis had stopped at stage four, or had confined questioning 
to household usage patterns of swimming pools, the recommended policy response might have included 
disinvestment. Fortunately, the need for detailed questioning related to swimming pools was identified 
by staff and the citizen advisory board. This example demonstrates the role of the policy analyst in flushing 



out critical issues prior to questionnaire design. Table 7 provides insight on the institutionalized value of 
the public pool. Clearly, there is substantial public resistance to closing public pools, with almost 95 
percent of the respondents indicating disapproval of policy that would close all the public pools. In fact, 
the last item in Table 7 indicates important support for developing family activity areas in conjunction 
with public pools. Based on these findings, a viable policy option for local government might be to 
concentrate its resources on developing swimming pools and related activities in a limited number of 
locations and to close pools in areas with low demand. 
 
 
Conclusions and Policy Decision-Making Considerations 

It is important to emphasize that data and findings associated with demand do not relieve public 
officials from decision-making responsibilities. Empirical evidence should be used to guide investment 
decisions, not replace the decision-making process. Further, there are many considerations in the 
decision-making process other than citizen demand. For example, cost to produce a service or maintain 
an investment must be balanced against demand. 

In addition to understanding the proper role of empirical evidence in the decision-making process, 
there are numerous factors that directly impact the validity of using citizen input. One important 
consideration is familiarity with the service (Hatry and Blair 1976; Rochefort and Boyer 1988; Shafer and 
Moeller 1987; Stipak 1987, 1980). When citizens are asked to prioritize or assign relative value to a list of 
services or investments, it is important that they have knowledge of, or are able to visualize, the 
investment in question. Park and recreation investments tend to be more easily visualized and as a result, 
face validity is relatively easy to establish. Other investments may present more of a challenge. 
Performance in government is sometimes portrayed as a struggle between democracy and efficiency 
(Denhardt 1992). Those who are prone to define performance as responsiveness to citizen demands are 
thought to devalue governmental efficiency. Conversely, those who are more concerned about efficient 
rather than effective operations may devalue the "will of the people" (Brudney and England 1982; 
Denhardt 1984; Epstein and Fass 1987). Quality citizen surveys offer a bridge between the performance 
elements of efficiency, effectiveness, and responsiveness. 

Although the literature is filled with warnings, this study encourages the use of citizen surveys as 
important tools for shaping services to fit demand. This work has attempted to demonstrate the 
importance of applied citizen survey research and has offered a five-stage systematic approach to survey 
data analysis for purposes of reducing complexity and improved understanding of citizen values. Public 
administrators who rediscover survey research and employ proper research methods will find that the 
energy and resources expended to obtain quality empirical evidence are a small price to pay for enhanced 
public investment. The DAMM schema can be a valuable tool in assisting the decision maker in developing 
a consistent and clear set of indicators for use as drivers of public investment. 
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