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Introduction and Executive Summary

For many years, the city of Ely, Minnesota, ha5 sen/ed as a gateway for a growing nature-
based tourism industry focused on the Boundary Waters Canoe Area (BWCA) wilderness and
neighboring areas. These lakes and forests continue to be the primary basis for Ely's tourist
economy, but the 1993 opening of the International Wolf Center (nVC) has given the city a
prominent environmental education facility. As an k*ecocenter." the WC's mission involves
public education about wolf ecology, but it also functions as a tourist attraction. This study
evaluates the WC in this latter capacity; that is, what is its impact on Ely's tourism economy?

Visitorship numbers alone are of limited use. The FWC draws almost 50,000 visitors
annually—roughly 20% to 30% of all tourists to Ely. Many of these visitors, however, are
attracted to Ely for other reasons-primarily to enjoy the area's natural am-acuons. Is an
ecocenter like the FWC wholly dependent on this existing tourism activity, or can it function
successfully as a tourist attraction in its own right? By examining these questions and their
implications, this study seeks to illuminate the role of such an ecocenter in an area's tourism and
economy.

Because there is litde existing research on tourism activity in Ely, it is necessary to
investigate tourism throughout the area in general. Consequendy, this study examines visitorship
to the WC within the larger context of tourism visitation to Ely. Tourists to Ely spend an
average of S300 per party or S24 per person per day while in the area. This translates to total
tourist expenditures somewhere between $18 and 527 rnUlion, and a rough economic impact of
$40 to S60 million in the two-county area. The most common reasons for vacadoning in Ely are
fishing and canoeing, each cited by almost one-third of respondents. Fishermen and canoeisis
tend to travel longer distances co vacation in Ely compared to other tourists who come primaniy
to hike, camp, relax, visit with friends or relatives, or visit the fWC. Canoeists tend to have the
highest levels of income and education; 42% have household incomes higher than 560,000 and
39% have some graduate work. Fishermen are similar in terms of income but noc education,
with 34% having household incomes above 560,000 but only 19% having graduate school
experience. Taken as a whole, Ely tourists tend to have both higher incomes and higher levels of
education compared to the Minnesota stace population and to tourists throughout the state.

There appear to be few significant differences between tourists who visit the FWC and
those who do not. iNon-visitors are more likely to be canoeisis and/or backcountry visitors, and
to be vacationing in a larger group. Visitors have on average fewer children in their group. In
most other respects, there were no imporumt differences between the two groups. Attracting
backcountry visitors to the WC may conunue to be a challenge, but tourists staying at resons,
campgrounds, and motels are all strong candidates for visiting.

Probably the most striking discovery from this study involves the magnitude of the
International Wolf Center's appeal as a tourist attraction. Some 24% of visitors to the Wolf
Center reported that the WC had a great influence on their decision to vacation in Ely.
This percentage corresponds to about 11,000 tourists whom the WC is largely responsible for
bringing to the Ely area. The majority of these tourists appear not to be regular Ely tourists.
However, having been introduced to the area by the Wolf Center, they may decide to return in
the future for a longer vacation. In this way, the PiVC may be enlarging Ely's "tourist pool/

Although WC-influenced tourists tend to travel shoner distances to visit Ely,spend
fewer nights in Ely, and spend less money compared to the broad spectrum of Ely tourists, their
economic impact is by no means inconsequendal. Input-output economic analysis estimates that
increased tourism attributable to the IWC has generated as many as 37 new jobs and about $1.2
million, or 2.2 times the initial tourist expenditures, in the two country region. The FWC's
economic impact is not limited to increased tourism expenditures, however. The Wolf Center
itself plays a role in the regional economy by hiring employees, purchasing maintenance and
heating supplies, and buying books and apparel from local merchants for resale in the gift shop.
The total estimated economic impact of the WCs operations is about 51.5 million dollars, twice
the WCs operating budget, and as many 05 29 new jobs. All in all, the International Wolf



Center is associated with about S3 million in annual economic activity and as many as 66 new
jobs in the region.

Nature Tourism and the Ecocenter

Since 1950, tourism ha5 rapidly grown as an economic activity, and it will soon be the
world's largest industry. (Whelan 1991:4). In recent years, increasing numbers oftourisis have
sought vacations in which they can explore and enjoy wilderness areas. Little attention,
however, has been paid to a phenomenon following in the wake of increasing public interest in
the environment-the growth of "ecocenters." Though similar in many ways to visitors' centers
at national parks, ecocenters usually focus on a particular animal species for which the. area is
known. They typically are located in a rural town adjacent to a popular nature or wilderness
reserve and may be considered important factors in the development of a tourism base for the
economy (Lewis 1995). In addition to the WC, examples of such ecocenters include the
International Crane Foundation in Bamboo, Wisconsin; the Sigurd OIson Institute's Loon Project
in Ashland, Wisconsin; and the National Bighom Sheep Interpretive Center in Wyoming. In
Minnesota, there are also proposals for a Nonh American Bear Center and a White-tailed Deer
Center.

Little is known, however, about the role such ecocenters play in regional tourism.
Several scholars have examined the role of heritage centers in local economies (Johnson and
Thomas 1992, Hall and McAnhur 1993), but these centers are clearly major attractions in their
own right. Ecocenters, on the other hand, are more likely secondary attractions, relying to a great
extent upon the touristic appeal of the primary attracuons-typically a nearby park or nature
reserve. Cassells and Valentine (1990) have proposed a tripartite typology for nature tourism
analysis in which tourist activiues are either dependent on, enhanced by, or incidental to their
natural setting. Modifying this typology offers a useful means to evaluate the appeal of an
ecocenter as either dependent on its proximity to a nature-based attraction, enhanced by such
proximity, or incidental to it The degree of this dependence also highlights the extent to which
the ecocenter itself contributes to tourism visitation in the area.

Location is clearly a critical factor in an ecocenter's relationship with the nearby
wilderness area. When choosing the site for its ecocenter in the mid 1980s, the Committee for an
International Wolf Center considered several places, both in Ely and on Minnesota's North
Shore. Though both areas are gateways to the BWCA. the North Shore is closer to the Twin
dues and attracts significandy greater numbers of tourists year-round (Minnesota Department of
Tourism 1994). The matter provoked a good deal of debate among concerned parties (Feasibility
Report 1987). After weighing various criteria including proximity co wolves and wilderness, site
features, community support and tourism potential, the Committee selected Ely (Committee for
an International Wolf Center 1988).

In the early 1990s, the WC constructed its new facility on a hill several miles east of
downtown Ely. Also located at the site is the U.S. Forest Service's Kawishiwi Wilderness
Permit Station and a U.S. Customs Office. Adjacent to the HVC is a 1.25 acre fenced enclosure.
where the resident pack of four wolves live. An obseryation window in the Wolf Center allows
visitors to watch the wolves throughout the day. Within its 17,000 square feet is a 6,000 square
foot exhibit, "Wolves and Humans," donated by the Science Museum of Minnesota, a small
theater, a gift shop, and office space. Other activities for visitors include naturalist-Ied walks,
evening wolf howls, and weekend educational programs. Admission in 1995 was S4.00 for
adults and S2.50 for senior citizens and children.

The Wolf Center has gained considerable publicity in the regional and national media.
However, early projections of 1 13,000 visitors annually have not materialized. In 1995, only
50,000 of the estimated 160,000 to 250.000 tourists to Ely visited the ecocenter. Elsewhere in
rural Minnesota, of course, the economic impact of 50,000 visitors to an ecocenter would be
considerable. In an existing tourist destination like Ely, such an impact is more difficult co
estimate, since these visitors may have vacationed in the area whether or not the FWC existed.



Only after the Wolf Center's dependence on its environs is known, however, can its economic
impact on the regional economy be assessed.

Methodology
In order to examine the relationships among tourists' demographic and socioeconomic

characteristics, motivations and behavior, a stratified random sample of visitors to Ely and the
rWC was sur/eyed. For the purposes of this study, Ely tourists were divided into two groups:
those who do visit the P»VC and those who do nor. Thus, about half of the total sample'was
surveyed at die WC; the other half consisted of Ely tourists who were not visiting the WC on
this vacation. Respondents were selected in a random stratified sample based on type of vacation
(using lodging as an indicator) and season.' The research instrument was a self-administered
questionnaire. Some 862 tourists were sampled in all for a 95% confidence level and 5% margin
of error for each population. FWC visitors were intercepted as they left the building; non-visitors
were surveyed in downtown Ely and at resorts, campgrounds and parking lots at BWCA entry
points. Respondents were offered a copy of the P^VCs International W<9//magazine as an
incentive co participate in the survey. The response rate was 90%.

Once the surveying was completed, a third sample was created of "All Ely Tourists." To
ensure that this was a representative sample, control questions had been asked of FWC visitors
intercepted at sites other than the WC; these results indicated that 30% of all Ely tourists visited
the Wolf Center. Therefore, the entire "non-visitor" sample (438 respondents) was added to a
stradfied random sample of 203 respondents from the "WC-visitors" sample, creating an "All
Ely Tourists" sample consisting oftwo-thirds non-visitors and one-third visitors.

Tourist visitation to Ely and the TOC is concentrated in the summer, especially July and
August, though a small spike appears in February and March. Tourists were sampled
propordonately during three survey periods in warm months-mid May (7% of toul sample),
early June (12%), late July (62%) and late September (1 l%)~and one in February (8%).

Data from the survey was used to estimate the economic impact of the WC. IMPLAN,
the economic model used in this study, is an input-output model developed by the U.S. Forest
Sendce and currendy employed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Universicy of
Minnesota Extension Service, among others. IMPLAN estimates the ripple effects which follow
an economic tAshock" to the regional economy (in [his case, St. Louis and Lake counues), such as
have resulted from the opening of the FWC. Estimated economic impacts mke three fonns: direct
effects (e.g., tourists stop for dinner at a downtown restaurant); indirect effects (the restaurant
must buy more walleye from local fishermen); and induced effects (a waitress at the restaurant
uses her ups to buy mukluks from a local shop). These impacts can be described in terms of
economic output of a given business or industry, or in terms of new jobs (full-time or part-time)
created.

Like all models, IMPLAN simplifies the great complexity of the actual economy to make
estimates about economic relationships and impacts. For example, IMPLAN uses a sectoral
model of the economy which does not have a clear category for the FWC. The Wolf Center.
then, was placed in a rather broad economic sector which includes museums and zoos as well as
other non-profit organizations such as political associations. This sector's diverse nature makes
it difficult to be certain how accurately its assumptions about regional sales and purchases reflect
those of the FWC itself.

The smiificauon scheme was based on lodging tax data. It was devised in consultation widi Ae Ely Chamber of
Commerce and consisted of the following breakdown by lodging: 36% backcouncry. 44% reson. 11% moiel/B&B,
and 12% campground. Tourists using odier types of lodging such as private cabins or homes of friends or family, as
well as day trippers, were not included in tliis original stratification, since no numbers were available upon which to
base estimates.



Tourism in the Ely Area
In order to understand the role of the International Wolf Center in Ely tourism, we must

first have a general picture of tourism in the area. This section offers both this necessary
exposition as well as a look at some det*uls of tourism visitation. The main areas of focus are
crude economic impacts, visitor socioeconomic characteristics, and vacation behavior.

Tourism is clearly a dominant economic and social activity in the Ely area, though
competing estimates of the number of tourists to visit Ely annually make it difficult even to
approximate its economic impact. The Ely Chamber of Commerce estimates 250,000 visitors a

year, while estimates derived from this study range around 160,000.* (This latter figure,
however, does not include cabin owners who spend more than one month per year in the area.)
If, as the survey indicates, courists spends an average of Sl 10 during their stay, total tourist
expenditures range between $18 million and S27 million. The IMPLAN input-output model
indicates a multiplier of about 2.2 for tourism-related acdviries. For SL Louis and Lake
coundes, then, a crude estimate of tot^il regional effects generated by tourism might range from
S40 to $60 million.

As noted previously, Ely's main tourist attractions are the area's lakes and forests. The
main activides which draw tourists to the area are fishing. canoeing, and camping CTabie 1).
Other reasons for visiting Ely include hiking, visiting the WC, and, in the winter, cross-country
siding and snowmobiling.

Table I.-Main Reason for Visiting Ely
AU Ely Tourists

n=641
Fishing
Canoeing
Camping
Hiking
IWC~
ReIaxing/Being with family or friends
Winter Sports
Other*

~3U%~

30%
9%
5%
4%
5%
7%

10%
•Includes shopping, siglilseeing, etc.

The economic impact a tourist may have on her destination area depends in large part on
where she chooses to sleep. Resorts charge an average of S60 to $65 per night for a cabin or
room, most motels charge about S50 to $55, and campgrounds charge between S8 and S20 per
mghL Sleeping in the backcountry costs visitors nothing. The choice a tourist makes for lodging
is, in turn, affected in part by her reason for visiting Ely. A look at the two main acdviries which
draw tourists co Ely reveals this clearly CTabIe 2). Respondents who cited fishing as their main
reason for visiting Ely were most likely to stay at a lake resort, while the majority of canoeists
stayed in Ac backcounuy.

These results would suggest that fishermen have a much greater economic impact on the
area than do canoeists, since they must pay more for their lodging. Indeed, fishing parties spend
twice as much in the area as do canoeing parties fTable 3). Nevertheless, fishermen account for
only 43% ofaU tourist expenditures in the Ely area, compared to 34% for canoeists.

"Two mettiods ofestimaaon were used to deiennine tliese figures.
1) Survey results indicate tbat about 30% of all Ely tourisu visit the WC. Since 48,000 people visited tAe FWC in
1995, total By tourists would number 160,000.
2) About 30% of all Ely tourists spent the majority of tlieir vacation in the BWCA backcountry. According to U.S.
Forest Service records, about 12,200 overnight paddle permits, with an average group size of four. were granted in
tbe Ely area. Thus. if 49,000 overnight visitors to the backcountry represent 30% of all tourists, total Ely tourists
would then number 163.000.



Table 2.—Type of Lodging Accordine to Type of Tourist

Tvpe of Accommodation Fishermen (217) Canoeists (209)
Resort
Backcountry
Campground
Private Cabin
Motei/B&B
Day Trip
Home of friend/rclative

•%

13%
17%
13%
6%
8%
4%

11%
59%
11%
5%
7%
4%
2%

This difference is smaller than might be expected, pardy because nearly 30% ofcanoeists
cite motels, B&Bs or campgrounds as their main type of lodging. Also, many canoeists who
camp in the backcountry may also rent a room or cabin before or after their backcountry trip.
Among backcountry campers (not strictly canoeists), 36% said they spent ac least one night in a
motel, B&B or resort in the Ely area, and another 17% said they stayed in a campground in
addition to their time in the backcouncry. The average stay at these lodgings was 1.5 nighcs.

Table 3.~Tourist Expenditures by Type of Tourist

Fishermen (217)
Canoeists (209)
Campers (92)
Hikers (44)
Other* (86)
All Ely Tounsis

Median expenditures
per person per day

~S23~

$16
$13
S20

~S24'

Median group
expenditures

~J5QQ~

$250
$100
$118

S300

Percentage of all
tourist expenditures

~43%~

34%
5%
4%

14%

•Skiers, snowmobiiers, tourists in Ely to relax, or to see family, fi-iends or the WC.

The majority (59%) of Ely tourists are Minnesota residents, and almost half (47%) of all
tourists traveled less than 300 miles to visit Ely. Over 28% of all tourists came from the Twin
Cities metropolitan area. However, tourists also came from all parts of the United States, and
from several foreign countries as well, including Germany and Australia. Figure 1 displays

tourist origins. Clearly, Ely is predominantly a regional attraction. About half of all tourists
represented here are from Minnesota. The nearby states of Iowa, Wisconsin, and northern
Illinois are the sources for another large proportion of tourists.

Despite the regional nature of visitation, Ely is also a national destination. Every state
including Alaska and Hawaii (though not shown here) is represented, and there are several
notable concentrations, such as Colorado's Front Range, in areas more than 1000 miles away.
Texas and Florida are surprisingly well represented, perhaps by retirees, either traveling the
country in recreational vehicles or visiting family in Minnesota.

Although the map indicates that high percentages of tourists come from urban areas, this
may merely be due to higher population densiues in those areas. A map which normalizes the
data by population is necessary to show whether higher percentages of tourists come from
certain areas (Figure 2). Such a map shows that the strength of tourist source areas decreases
with distance, though virtually all of Minnesota remains very well represented. It is interesting

These data. are taken from the PtVC's Visitors' Register. While neidier a random sample nor representing all Ely
tourists, it is a useful daiaset to use. The distribution pattern closely resembles Aai of survey data and, with nearly
15,000 data points-far more tlmn Ae sur/ey-reveals mucfa more comprehensive informauon-an important attribute
for geographic data.



Figure 1.--Tourist Origins
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Figure 2."Tourist Origins: Midwest
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to compare the high proponions of Ely tourists from the central cities of Minneapolis and St.
Paul with low representation from central Chicago. The difference probably reflects socio-
economic differences between the two urban populations which affect recreation choices. In
contrast, Chicago's suburbs are very well represented, especially considering the disumce tourists
must travel.

The median disamce traveled for all Ely tourists was 375 miles, but fishermen and
canoeists were apt to come from more distant places while campers (and hikers, with a median
distance traveled of 255 miles) were more likely to live closer to Ely (Figure 3). These
differences may point to the BWCA's reputation as a premier destination for fishing and
canoeing. Indeed, nearly one-quarter of fishermen and canoeists traveled more than 1000 miles
to visit Ely, testifying to the area's national stature.

Figure 3.-Distance Traveled to Ely
By Type of Tourist
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Similarly, tourists who stayed at resorts and in the backcountry tended to travel greater
distances to visit the Ely area. The median distance traveled by resort guests was 550 miles, and
for backcountry visitors it was 425 miles-both much higher than the median of 375 miles for all
visitors. Perhaps as a result of these longer distances traveled, fishermen and canoeists tended to
stay longer than did other tourists once in the Ely area. The median length of stay for all tourists
was five nights, with fishermen and canoeists staying for five and six nights, respectively, while
campers and hikers smyed for a median of only tiiree nights.

Socioeconomic profiles also vary depending on the type of vacation taken. The most
notable differences are in education (Figure 4). Among the four groups analyzed, flshemien tend
to have lower levels of education than do the others. Canoeists have the highest education levels,
with 39% indicating graduate school work, compared to 19% for fishermen and 30% and 32%
for hikers and campers, respectively. Fishermen, however, more closely resemble profiles for
the population of Minnesota as a whole than do other kinds of tourists. About 22% of state
residents 25 years and older have a college degree (1990 Census of Population and Housing:88);
for fishermen the figure is rwice that (44%), while for canoeists it is more than three times that
percentage (70%).

Figure 4.—Education by Type of Tourist
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Note that higher education does not fully translate into higher incomes (Figure 5). While
only 19% of fishermen had underuken graduate work. 34% had household incomes of 560,000



or more (almost a 1:2 ratio); compare this to canoeists. of whom 39% had graduate school
experience, yet only 42% had household incomes $60,000 or more (nearly a 1:1 ratio).

Figure 5.—Household Income by Type of Tourist
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All of these groups, however, have subsumdally higher income profiles than does the
state-wide population (Figure 6). Almost 45% of suite households have incomes between
$20,000 and 540,000 annually, and less than 45% have annual household incomes greater than
$40,000 (1990 Census of Population:78). In contrast, among fishermen and campers, 65% have
household incomes of more than 540,000, and for canoeists the figure is 74%. Clearly, Ely
tourists have higher incomes as well as higher levels of education than does the state population
as a whole. Furthermore, Ely tourists have higher income levels than do tourists throughout the
state (residents and non-residents). These higher incomes, then, are associated not just with
tourists, but with tourists to Ely.

Figure 6.~HousefaoId Income for Minnesota Residents and Tourists
DUnderSlOK
a S10K to S20K
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•SlOOKandup

Minnesota All Tourists to All Ely
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Sources: 7 990 Census of Population, Social and Economic Oiaraciehsncs: 78
Minnesota Office of Tourism Customer Profile

Tourists are also distinguished according to the types of lodging at which they stay (Table
4). Since each lodging type best accommodates certain activities, some of the results of this type
of analysis are not surprising. For example, 63% of those visiting the backcountry cited
canoeing as their main activity. Resorts clearly cater to fishermen, while motels/B&Bs were the
only type of lodging where winter sports were cited as the top activity by more than 10% of
guests. (Complete results are in the Appendix.)

Table 4."Most Popular Activities by Type of Lodging

Most Pooular Activity Second Most Poouiar Activity
Resort (216)
Backcountry (191)
Campground (69)
MoteVB&B(7I)
Private Cabin (40)
Guests of Friends/Family
Day Trip f33)

(14)

Fishing (52%)
Canoeing (63%)
Fishing (33%)
Winter spans (19%)
Fishing (36%)
Fishing (27%)
Fishine(5l%)

Canoeing (15%)
Fishing/Camping (12% each)
Camping (30%)
me (17%)
Canoeing (17%)
Relaxing/Sociaiizing (20%)
Canoeins (8%)



Unlike many vacation destinations of national repute, such as Yellowsione National Park
(Cooperative Extension Ser/ice 1989:2), Ely and the BWCA rely to a great extent on repeat
business. Half (51 %) of all Ely tourists sampled reported a previous visit to the area since June

1993. Canoeists (54%) and fishermen (53%) were most likely to have recendy visited Ely,
compared to 47% for hikers and only 33% for campers. These differences are all the more
interesting considering that canoeists and fishermen are more likely co travel longer distances to
visit Ely. Indeed, many of those tourists who had traveled 600 miles or more were Ely regulars,
with 45% reporting a recent previous visit.

In the same vein, resort guests (56%) and backcounuy visitors (56%) were likely to have
recendy visited the area. Only tourists staying at private cabins (66%) showed a higher return
rate, though even their rate is not as high as might be expected. Tourists staying at moiels/B&Bs
(43%);and with family or friends (33%) appeared least likely to be Ely regulars.

Of all the approaches to the question of repeat visits, a seasonal analysis shows the most
pronounced differences. Among summer tourists, 49% had been to Ely in the preceding [wo
years, but the proportion rises to 73% for winter visitors. Since Ely draws from a smaller
"tourism shed" in the winter, it seems logical that people living relatively close would be more
likely to have visited the area in the recent past.

Visitorship to the International Wolf Center
Although the International Wolf Center appears infrequendy in the preceding analysis of

tourist motivations and behavior, its role in Ely tourism should not be underestimated.
According to the results of this study, a full third of all tourists to Ely visit the FWC.
Furthermore, 40% of those surveyed who did not visit the FWC had visited it on a previous trip
to Ely. (Forty percent of FWC visitors had also visited it on a previous trip to Ely.) Assuming
these results accurately reflect the total tourist population, 65% of all Ely tourists in 1995 had
toured the WC at some point. Clearly, the P>VC is a major tourist attraction in Ely. This section
will examine WC visitors in detail and compare tourists who visit the FWC to those who do not,
to see whether there are any significant differences between the two groups.

Probably the most striking discovery from this study involves the magnitude of the
FWC's appeal as a tourist attraction. Nearly one-fourth (24%) of visitors reported that the FWC
had a great influence on their decision to vacation in Ely. Another 27% of respondents said the
IWC had some influence on their choice of destination. Thus, about half (51%) of FWC visitors
said that the presence of the WC had played some role in their decision to vacation in Ely. The
Wolf Center's strong showing here is buttressed by responses ranking the top three activities
which drew FWC respondents to the Ely area. The Wolf Center tied with canoeing for second
place, with 19% of respondents citing it as their main reason for visiting Ely. Another 14% listed
it as the second most imporumt reason for their visit to Ely, and 15% listed it third. The 24% of
respondents who may be classified as '*WC-influenced" tourists will be examined in more depth
in the last section of this paper. The remainder of this section will focus on differences between
FWC visitors and tourists who did not visit the WC.

Two-thirds of all P>VC visitors had heard about the WC before making plans to vacation
in Ely: by far the most common way to have heard about it was from friends or relatives (35%),
followed by a newspaper article (13%). In fact, neither the mass media (24%) nor tourist
brochures (23%) were comparable to friends or relatives as the source of information about the
we.

Motivations for visiting the FWC were strongly related to the center's educational
mission. The great majority of visitors (84%) said they had a special interest in wolves or in
nature, and 53% said they had come to the WC in order to learn something new. (Respondents
were allowed to sive two reasons for their visit) Less than one-third (28%) described their visit
to the WC simply as a "good family outing." Interestingly. only 5% of respondents gave as a
reason that they had needed to stop anyway at the BWCA ranger station (housed within the
rWC) for information or backcounu-y permits. It very much appears, then. that the appeal of the

Tins daie marks Lhe opening of die IWC as well as representing a convenient bencfamarlc to identify Ely "reguhrs.'
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IWC lies in its focus on^wolves. Similar ecocenters focusing on animals with less of a popular
mysdque may have difficulty attracting similar numbers of visitors.

On the whole, FWC visitors were highly satisfied with their visit; over half (58%) said
that the Wolf^enter had met their expectations "very well," and only 13% gave it average or
poor marks. This satisfaction carries over into their likelihood of visiting the FWC again. Over
half (56%) said they would return to the F\VC if vacationing in Ely again, and another 39% said
they might. Only 5% said ttiey would not. However, judging by responses to an open-ended
question, some of this return business would depend on whether or not the WC had new things
to do and see. For at least 18% of these respondents, a return visit would hinge on new or
expanded exhibits. On the other hand, existing programs at the FWC are not very well known.
Only 33% of respondents, who were leaving the Wolf Center at the time they were questioned,
knew that the HVC offered weekend programs and college courses. These programs, along with
the daytime and evening activides currendy offered, could be promoted in lieu of cosdy facility
expansion.

Among respondents who did not visit the FWC, only 18% said that they had noc heard of
the Wolf Center prior to being surveyed. As noted above, 40% of non-visicors had previously
visited the FWC. Of these respondents, 33% gave this earlier visit as the reason for not visiting it
on this vacation, and almost 90% of them said they might return on a future trip to Ely. Among
those who had never gone to the IWC, almost as many (87%) said they might visit it on a future
vacation. Only 6% of all non-visitors said they were not especially interested in wolves and thus
unlikely ever to visit the WC.

It appears, then, that there is very little resistmice to the idea of visiting the WC; what is
lacking for most non-viskors is dme and money. Over half (60%) of non-visitors gave '"time
constraints" as their reason for not visiting the FWC during their stay in Ely. Only 11% cited the
admission cost. (Any analysis of this last result assumes that all non-visitors knew what
admission to the FWC cost; it is possible that more respondents would have cited cost as a reason
if they had more information about the matter.)

Differences between FWC visitors and Ely tourists who have never visited the Wolf
Center appear to be minimal across a range of behavioral and socioeconomic categories CTabIe
7).5 Significant differences appear only in one caiegory-the number of adults in the party. It
might seem logical that tourists with children are more likely to visit the FWC, but there were
virtually no differences in this regard.

These differences are not fully explained by a look at lodging choices (Figure 7). Non-
visitors were more likely than visitors to favor die traditional lodging choices of lake resorts and,
in particular, backcountry campsites. Many backcouniry visitors probably prefer to spend as
much of their vacation as possible in the BWCA, leaving little time for a stop at the FWC. The
dramatic difference in this category suggests the difficulty in luring these tourists to the FWC.
Resort guests, on the other hand, may be easier to attract Many reson-based respondents
remarked casually during the survey that they had thought about visiting the FWC but simply ran
out of dme. It may well be possible to increase visitation among this group, particularly by
spreading the word about the WCs day and evening programs.

For diis table and those dial follow, only those non-visitors are included who had never been to the PtVC. The aim
of this analysis is to identify differences between visitors and non-visitors in order to identify any behavioral or
socioeconomic differences among them. Including tourists who visited ±e FWC in a previous year would weaken
any conclusions, since it was mere chance ±2,1 Ais study occurred in 1995 rattier ±an 1994 or 1993. For similar
reasons, only those IWC visitors are included who were not in Ely primarily on account of Ae Wolf Center, since
tlie two groups rcpon significantly different vacation behavior. Removing t^iese respondents from Lhe data will help
clarify possible differences widiin the largest pool of potential visiiors-diose tourisu who are already vacauonmg in
my.
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Table 7."Differences in IWC Visitor and Non-Visitor Vacation Behavior6
Means and Sienificance Levels

iy95/96IWC Never Visited Si.gmficanT
Visitors (333) FWC f254) Difference?

Distance traveled to Ely
Number of nights in Ely
Dollars spent in Ely
Age of respondent
Number of adults in party
Number of children in pany

596
3.8

S412
42

2.8
1.0

560 No (p=J5I
4.4 No (p=06)

$535 No (p=06)
41 No (p=45)
3.2 Yes (p=05)
1.0 No (p=97)

Figure 7.—Lodging Differences:

rwc Visitors and Non-Visitors

Daytrip

Friend/Relativc

Backcouncry

Campground

Private Cabin

Resort

Mocel/B&B
a Non-Visitor (254)

• Visitor (333)

0% 20°/< 40% 60% 80% 100%

In a similar vein, the most notable difference between visitors and non-visitors in terms of
vacation actiyiues was among canoeists (Figure 8). Among visitors, 24% of respondents were
vacationing in Ely primarily to canoe, compared to 32% for non-visitors. The explanation again
lies probably in canoeisis' desire to maximize their time in the BWCA. For all other acuvides,
however, differences between the two groups were small.

Figure S.-Differences in Main Activity:

FWC Visitors and Non-Visitors

Fishing

Canoeing

Camping
Hiking

Rclax/SociaUze

Winter Sports

Other

a Non-Visitor (254)

•Visitor (309)

2QW< 40*% 60< 80% 100%

In other aspects as well. differences between visitors and non-visitors seem minimal.
Non-visitors may have slighdy jiig^r levels of education, but these are not statistically

significant (chi-square p of .78).' They probably stem from the tendency ofcanoeists and

Significance based on /-test of difference of means, with a significance level of .05. Distant outliers were removed
pnor to testing.

Since ctii-square is meant to test tAe independence of a sample from the greater population. a second test was done
comparing WC visitors (sample) to Ely tourisis as a whole (population); ihe p in this case was virtually (tie same—
.77.)
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backcountry visitors to have graduate school experience (Figure 9). In general, FWC-visitors do
not have disproportionately higher or lower levels of education than non-viskors.

Figure 9.--Education Differences:

Visitors and Non-Visitors

40%

30%

20%

10%
0%

Visitor

(339)

:'wW.^

^on-Visitor

(253)

a Some High School
a High School Diploma

a Some CoUege/Vo-Tech

•College Degree

• Graduate
-\VOTK~

Similarly, statistical testing indicates that there are no significant differences in income
levels (chi-square p of .3, and of .53 for FWC visitors compared to all Ely tourists) (Figure 10).

Figure 10.—Household Income Differences:

Visitors and Non-Visitors

OlessthanSlOK

'OSIOKtoSZOK
OS20KtoS40K

•54<5Kto560K
•S60Kto599K
•SlOOKand upNoo-

Vintor

(241)
In terms of almost all of the variables included in this study, the WC is currently

attracting a typical cross-section of Ely tourists. As noted in the previous chapter, Ely tourists do
tend to have higher levels of education and income than do either tourists state-wide or the
general state population. Within this population of Ely tourists, however, there is no evidence to
indicate that the Wolf Center is of interest only to certain kinds of tourists, nor that it has already
thoroughly tapped it5 potendal market. The challenge now is to reach the remaining 44% of Ely
tourists who have never been to the Wolf Center. More importandy, perhaps, for its long-term
success, the WC must offer sufficient new or changing attractions to draw repeat visitors.

Impact of the International Wolf Center on Tourism and the Economy
For some tourists, the International Wolf Center is the main reason for choosing Ely as

their vacation destination. As noted above, these tourists number 24% of all visitors to the WC,
or about 11,000 people. These figures include tourists who said that the Wolf Center either had a
great influence on their decision to visit Ely, and those who listed the HVC as the top reason for
their trip. (Overlap between the two groups, of course, was subsnmual.) The percentage ofHVC
visitors who fell into these groups never dipped below 23% in the summer and rose to 30% in
the spring and winter. Although these tourists represent only five to seven percent of everyone
who visited Ely in 1995, they still had a notable impact on the area. This section examines in
depth several behavioral and socioeconomic aspects of these visitors before estimating their
economic impact

Not all of these respondents, of course, are necessarily in Ely just to visit the WC. In
some cases, campers, hikers, canoeists or fishermen who have a range of possible destinations in
northern Minnesota may decide on Ely because they are also interested in visiting the FWC. For
example, while the large majority reported that the Wolf Center was the main reason for their
visit, one-founh of respondents listed another activity such 05 fishing or camping CTable 8).
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Table 8."Main RecLsons for Vacation: WC-InHuenced Tourists
n=106

International Wolf Center
Fishing
Canoeing
Hiking
Camping
Reiaxing/Family or Friends
Winter Sports
Other

First Reason
~W7c

7%
3%
3%
7%
2%
0%
2%

Second Reason
~[9%~

10%
8%

16%
10%
7%

10%
20%

These tourists were drawn to the Wolf Center for similar reasons as were IWC visitors 05
a whole. The great majority (84%) said they had a special interest in wolves and nature, and
53% said they wanted to team something new. Only 14%, however, said they came in order to
attend a special program at die WC— fewer than might be hoped considering the range of
programs offered. While more respondents from this group knew about the WCs educational
programs and courses (45% compared to 33% for all IWC visitors), more than half remained
unaware of them even after their visit. The ways in which this group first learned of the P»VC are
similar to those for HVC visitors as a whole. Thirty percent heard about it from friends or
relatives, 17% from a newspaper article, 12% from the PiVC's brochure, 9% from either a
magazine article or a Minnesota tourist brochure, and 8% from a television show.

These visitors were, however, more sadsfied with their visit than were WC visitors in
general. More than two-thirds (68%) reported that tiie WC met ±eir expectauons "very well,"
and 75% said they would return to the WC if visiting Ely again, compared to 59% and 56%,
respectively, for all FWC visitors. While these visitors might have higher expecmdons of the
Wolf Center, since they have planned their trip around it, they apparently also found it more
rewarding, perhaps due to their heightened interest in what the IWC has co offer.

Unlike other PiVC visitors, these visitors who came to Ely primarily on account of the
FWC differ markedly from Ely tourists as a whole CT^bie 9). rWC-inHuenced visitors tend to
travel shorter distnnces, spend fewer nights in Ely, and spend less money compared to the broad
spectrum of Ely tourists. None of this is unexpected. Somewhat suqmsing is that IWC-
influenced visitors are less likely to have children in their group. Apparently the Wolf Center
does not gready attract families looking for something to entertain the children.

Table 9.-Differences Between FWC-InHuenced Tourists and All Ely Tourists
Means and Sieniflcance Levels

Distance traveled to Ely
Number of nights in Ely
Dollars spent in Ely
Age of respondent
Number of adults in party
Number of children in partv

All Ely Tounsis
(630)
-550~

4.8
$581

42
3.6
1.5

fWC-Inrtuenced
Visitors (105)

~45T

1.9
S185

41
2.3
0.8

Significant
Difference?
Yes (p=04)
Yes (p=.00)
Yes (p=00)
No (p=.42)
Yes (p=.00)
Yes fp=.00)

Although WC-intluenced visitors come from a smaller "tourism shed" than do Ely
visitors as a whole, the average distance traveled still seems remarkably high, considering that
few visitors spend more than a day at the Wolf Center. This is partially due to visitors who were
vacationing in northern Minnesota—in Duiuth or on the North Shore. for example-and who
traveled to Ely primarily to visit the WC. While they may have traveled 600 miles from their
home, only the last 50 or 100 miles were on account of the Wolf Center. The survey, however,
was not designed to identify these respondents.
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The majority (54%) of ail IWC-intluenced tourists were from Minnesota, a percentage
slighdy less than that for all Ely tourisLs. About another third were from the nearby states of
Wisconsin, Iowa and Illinois. As with fishermen and canoeists, these tourists come from both
urban and rural areas, though notably none are from central Chicago.

The sun/ey data show additional differences in matters of education and income (Figures
11, 12). WC-influenced tourists have somewhat lower levels of education. Lhough the
difference is not statistically significant (chi-square p of .2). In household income, however, the
difference is significant (chi-square p=.00). FtVC-inHuenced tourisLs tend to have lower incomes
compared to all Ely tourists. The Wolf Center appears to appeal most to middle-income people
with some degree of higher education.

Figure 11 .-Education Differences:
All Ely Tourists and IWC-lnfluenced TOL

40%

All Ely
Tourists

(638)

IWC-

Influencsd
Tourists

(98)

a Some High School
a High School Diploma
• Some College/Vo-Ted

• College Degree
• Graduate Work

Rgure l2.-Household Income Different

All Ely Tourists and IWC-lnfluenced TOL

All Ely
Tourists
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less than S1 OK
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S40K to S60K
S60K to S99K

S100K and up

Although relatively few tourists visit Ely primarily on account of the Wolf Center, their
impact is by no means inconsequential. For one, these tourists are much more likely to be
unfamiliar with the Ely area. While 50% of all Ely tourists had previously visited the area since
1993, this was the case i'or only 26% of FWC-influenced tourists. These tourists, then, appear not
to be regular Ely vacationers. Although they are usually in the area only for a day or two, it is
possible that these tourists will remember Ely when planning a future vacation. By drawing this
"new blood" to Ely, the PiVC may well be enlarging the pool of future tourists.

While in the Ely area, these tourists also have a notable economic impact. With average
group expenditures of S 185, in 1995 they spent an estimated 5655,000 in the Ely area. Another
S70,000 was spent by the 20% of P»VC visitors who said diey extended ±eir vacation, usually by
only a few hours but in a few cases overnight, in order to visit the Wolf Center. Total tourist
expenditures which are directly aitribuLible to the presence of the WC in Ely amount to about
5725,000. This is, of course, a small fraction of total expenditures by all tourists, but it remains a
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substantial sum. Furthermore, it reflects only the first round of spending; an input-output
analysis can estimate the additional effects of these dollars as they ripple through the economy.

Tourist spending was divided into various economic sectors such as lodging, restaurants,
and remil shops and is associated with the creation of is many as 21 new jobs, primarily in

tourist-oriemed businesses/ Funhermorc, the ripple effects of this increased tourism affect other
sectors of the regional economy, creating another 16 jobs. The increase in cot<il industrial output
in the region amounts to $1.2 million, indicating a multiplier effect of 2.2 (Table 10).

Table lO.-Impacts of Increased Tourism on Regional Employment
(Number of New Jobs)

Direct Indirect Induced Total
TOURISM-RELATED BUSINESSES
Tourism services and organizations*
Lodging
Eating (Resdurants and Groceries)
Retail
OTHER Nnr ISTRTFS
Agriculture
Mining/Manufacturing/Construcdon
Trade/Transporudon
FIRE**/Services
Government

0
8.3

12.1
0.8

0
0

0.4
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0.2
0.3
0.5
0.1

0.3
0.3
2.5
1.9

0
0.4
2.0
6.5
0.7

0.3
8.6

14.6
2.7

0
0.6
2.7
7.0
0.8

TOTAL 21^ 1.1 T4.637.T
^Includes badccouniry guides, gear outfniers, as well as museums such as tbe FWC

. **Financc, Insurance, and Real Estate

The rWC <s economic impact is not limited to increased tourism expenditures, however.
The Wolf Center itself plays a role in the regional economy by hiring employees, purchasing
maintenance and heating supplies, and buying books and apparel from local merchants for resale
in the gift shop. It employs 13 people year-round and another 15 in the summer. With an annual
operating budget (excluding expenses associated with the Minneapolis branch office) of about
$735,000, the Wolf Center certainly counts as an economic entity in the region (Table 1 1).

The model's estimate of the WCs direct impact on employment, about 14 new jobs. is
close to the actual number of people employed by the nvC in Ely (11 full-time equivalent
positions), since IMPLAN's estimates are not necessarily all full-time jobs. Over time, an
additional 15 jobs are created in the region as a result of input purchases by the FWC, as well as
by household spending attributable to these employees. The total industrial output resulting from
the establishment of the FWC facility in Ely amounts to 51.5 million dollars, or twice the FWC's
operating budget of approximately S735,000.

All in all, as much as S3 million in annual economic activity can be traced back to the
FWC CT^ble 12). While most of the new economic activity is concentrated in tourism-reiated
businesses, new jobs are also created in other sectors such as trade and services. All these
figures, of course, are estimates, and their accuracy is limited by the assumptions of the [MPLAN
model itself and those taken in this particular analysis.

These impacts are considerable, and they may be just the beginning. Over time, the Wolf
Center's profile may continue to rise in the Upper Midwest region and become even more of a
draw for tourists. Projections indicate that, if the number of people who visit Ely because of the
FWC were to double to 22,000, another 30 jobs might be created within the region, with an
increase of 5900,000 in economic output and $420,000 in employee compensation. While this
remains a tiny portion of the regional economy, it is still remarkable. That such a small tourist

' Tourist expenditures were reduced by 5175,000 to account for spending at the HVC itself. eidier on admission or at
the giftsfaop. since these expenditures are included later as pan of Ac FWC's revenues.

Spending profiles varied depending on the type of lodging, but the final breakdown is as follows: lodging 40%.
restaurants 48%, retail 4%. groceries 4%. and gasoline and service stations 4%.
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attraction as the IWC can be linked to the creation of as many as 66 jobs in the region indicates
the potent role that tourism plays in rural economies.

Table 11."Impact ofF>VC Operations on Regional Employment
(Number of New Jobs)

Direct Indirect Induced Total
TO(TRLSM-RELATFD BUSTNF.SSE.S

Tourism Sep/ices and Organizations*
Lodging
Eating (Restaurants and Groceries)
Retail
OTHER INDUSTRIES
Agriculture
Mining/Manufacturing/Construction
Trade/Transporuition
FIRE**/Services
Government

14
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
.7

0
0

0
.5

.6

1.8
.2

1
.2

2.0
1.5

0
.3

1.6
5.0

.2

14.2
.9

2.0
1.5

0
.8

2.2
6.8

.4

TOTAL 14 3.3 11 ^s
includes backcountry guides, gear ouifiuers, as well as museums sudi as Ac FWC
**Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate

Table 12.-Combined Impact of WC Operations and Increased Tourism:
Total Effects

T0( TRJSM-R FT ATFD BT LSINFS.SES
Tourism Services and Organizations*
Lodging
Eating (Restaurants and Groceries)
Retail
OTHER INDILSTRIES
Agriculture
Mining/Manufacturing/Construcaon
TradaTransporuition
FIRE**/Services
Government
TOTAL

Total Industrial
Output (SOOOs)

$ 756.4
236.6
397.6
124.8

$ 6.4
152.8
370.3
878.1
63.6

$3,006.6

Employee
Compensation (SOOOs)

$ 197.2
111.8
152.7
50.2

$ 1.3
42.0

141.5
273.1
41.9

$1,011.7

New
Jobs

14.2
9.5

16.75
4.22

0.2
1.39
4.9

13.6
1.2

~6S^~

* Includes, backcouniry guides. c<unps, and gear ouifniers, as well as museums and zoos sucti as tAc fWC
**Fmance, Insurance, and Real Estate

Conclusion
The International Wolf Center in Ely, Minnesota, functions both as an environmental

education facility and as a tourist attraction. Based on this study of the role of the IWC in
tourism to the area. it appears that the Wolf Center relies to a large extent, but not entirely, on its
proximity to the BWCA and nearby lakes and forests. While the IWC could not continue
operating for long without business from Ely's existing base of tourists, it has carved itself a
surprisingly large niche as a tourist attraction in its own right. About 24% of all FWC visitors
report that the Wolf Center had a great influence on their decision to visit Ely. While most of
these visitors stay in the area only a day or two, they are likely to be new to the area and may
decide to return on a future vacation. These visitors have also had a substantial economic
impact: along with effects from the FWCs operations, they can be linked to the creation of as
many as 66 new jobs in the region.
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The International Wolf Center is an appealing tourist destination which attracts both casual
tourists and people who are willing to make the trip to Ely primarily to learn more about wolves.
There is a strong existing base of tourists in Ely on which the IWC can draw for many years,
though it should also make concerted efforts to become a regular stop for frequent Ely tourists.
If it continues to serve as the primary attraction for a significant number of tourists, it will
cement its role as a small but distinct contributor to the health of Ely's economy.
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Appendbc: Main Reason for Visiting Ely, By Accommodation
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