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Exhting normative studies have focused on backcountry 
encounter norms reported by North Americans. This study 
extends p v i o u s  research by comparing encounter norms 
mportd by three different cultures - North Americans. 
Europeans, and Japanese - in a frontoountry day use recreation 
area Data were obtairted from on-site surveys dishibuted at the 
&blmbia Icefield in Jasper National Parlr. Results indicated that 
E m +  and Japanese respondents were more likely to have an 
e m u n t e r  norn than the North Americans. Although the 
toEame limits did not vary by culture, consisbnt with prcvious 
research, when Fontacts exceeded norm tolerance limits. 
crowding increased regardless of cultural origin. 

InPlrmrBuction 
The normative approach ha9 been developed ras a useful way to 
conceptualize, collect, and organize empirical data representing 
vdue judigplentc about resource wanagement issues (Shelby and 
Hcberbin 1986. Vaske et 1. 1993). N m s  am standsrds thst 
iradividuafs use for evaluating activities, environments or 
mmnnagemnt p m p &  iw g o d  or bad, better or worse (Vaske et 
al. 1986). They define what p p l e  think behavior oughr to w 
$F&@ld k. 

Shce the initial conceptual illustration of the nornative model to 
natural resource envhnmenrs (Heberkein 19771, the ;tppmach has 
k e n  empirically used to understand emnunrcr. n o m  (Vmke 
8977, Vaske el d. 1386, Shclby 1981. I - fekhin  and Aifano 
1983. IQehrlein et al. 1986, Whittaker and Sktby 1988. 
Paffenun and Dimmitt 1 W, Williams et al. 1991, Roggenbuck 
et af. 1991, Shelby and V a s b  1991. Young et  ai. 1991, Mattinson 
TdnB Shelby 19922f. and perceived ecoIogicd h p m s  (Shelby et aI. 
1988- Vaske and Xk3nneily 1988, Whittaker and Shelby 1988, 
Shelby and Shindler 1990. Shelby and Whitiaker 1990). 
Enmunter noms have been examined for caming,  rafting, 
tubing, sailing, fishing. huniing. backpacking, and camping. 

Far bax7kcountrq. resources, Vaske et ai. (1993) suggest several 
general mnclusions regading noms. First, a number of specific 
types of norms can be identiEd. Encounter norms exist for 
particular I y p s  of contacts with certain tyms of visitors at 
paagicuia places and for certain types of kiperiences It is aim 
agxlasenr that rwrestiomists have norms for acce~table distsnces 
&;ween individuals. encmnters with others at &impsites or 
at@ac&<.,ns. and waiting tirnes 163 run a rapids. Se~wnd, individuds 
arc capable and willing to specify their mrmv when asked. Third, 
a f t h u h  esrcttrnter rrr?rms wary for different xtivities and 
different areas, t k r e  6s some wnsistency in the norms for wrtink 
types of backcountry experiences. For example, norms for 
emounters in wilderness areas tend to he quite low (approxi- 
wa&!y 4 m fewer encounters k most cases). Fo:otnth, when 

encounters e x d  en individual's normative toierance h i t ,  
m w d n g  (the subjective negative. evadusltion of a given enmunter 

Most existing normative studies have been eonduca in 
backcountry or wilderness areas which typicalIy provide low 
density recreation oppaunities. Research related to encounter 
norms in frontGountry settings is limited (Freimund et al. 1994). 
For these higher use environments, encountms may be tlelatively 
less imporiant than other types of impacts (Whittaker 18923. 
Findings from the New River in West Virginia support this 
hypthesis (Roggenbuck et al. 1991, Williams et al. 1991). The 
New is a day use rivez with use levels reachin an avera e of over 
I , W  persons per day on summa weckendr. !oIIowing8belby 
(1981), respondents were asked about three different types of 
trips on the New River: wildmess whitewater, scenic white- 
water, and social recreation (Roggenbuck et d. 1991). For each 
type of trip, respondents were asked to give norms for the number 
of other boats seen on the river, percent of tirne in sight of other 
ha t s ,  and number of rapids where it was ble to wait in 
line before running. Response choices were "makes no differ- 
ence," "makes a difference but can't give a number," or to give a 
number. A large percentage of New River floaters did not specify 
a number. There waq, however, considasble variation across the 
type of experience and the type of norm; 1258 percent said 
makes no difference," 13-34 percent said "makes a difference 

but can't give a number," and 29-66 percent gave a number. 
Boaters were more likely to specify a norm (and less likely to say 
"makes no difference") for the experiences cbser to the wilder- 
ness end of the spectnim. They were also more likely to specify a 
norm for waiting at rapids than for number of encounters or time 
in sight. 

Data from the Deschutes River suggest similar reidonships. Tire 
Deschutes is a higher density river, and few users believe it offers 
a wilderness e x p i e n w  (Shelby et al. 1987). A higher F~centage 
of users "don't care" ahout time in sight of other boaters, while o 
1ower percentage felt this way about discourteaus behavior. 
shlaring or passing up camps, and human waste Impacts. Relative 
to campsite impacts, users appear more conwmed about sharing 
camps or camp competition than about camping within sight or 
sound of other individuals. 

Differences in the types of imp%& considaed fekvarrt may also 
vary across different cultures. N h u g h  v&ually all m a t i o n  
stladies of encounter norms have concentrated on North American 
visitors, r%seafch in saciology and pychology identify m f t d  
distinctions. In a study camparing Asians, British and Southern 
Europeans relative to the way they view and &apt to the physical 
environment Gillis and associates (1986) found that Asians were 
most tolerant of high density, with respondents of British origin 
least adaptable. These findings are consistent with research 
(Altman 1975, Hall 1966, Rapaport 1977) showing that the 
Japanese have deve!opcd a wide range of strategies for coping 
with high density situations. Others (EIomma 1990). however, 
conclude that while the Japanese view crowding as a negative 
experience. increasingly high Icveb of density and recent cultural/ 
social changes have inhibit& the effectiveness of various coping 
strategies. 

Rased on this previous research. this paper examines the 
fol!owing hypotheses: 

H I :  Norm existence will vary by culture. 

Hz: For those visitors who specify an encounter norm, 
tolerance Xiinits will vary by culture. 

El3: Irrrsps.ctivc of cultural influences, wbrn encaunkrs 
exceed mrnr tolcrartfe limits, crowding will increase. 



St\rdy Asera 
Rat& from a study conducted at the Colmbia Hafield in 
AlM, Canada were used to test these hypothew. ah@ 
Qlurnbia Icefield is the most beavily visited day use area in 
Jasper National P d .  More than visitors fxavelad the 
lafields Parkway through Jasper Nationd Park in 1993. with 
over SObf,000 stopping at the Columbia Icefield during May 
through September. Most of these individuals visit the adjacent 
Athabslsca Glacier on one of the commercial snocaach tours. 
Visitors are typically 55 years of age or older, making their first 
trip to the area, and are of foreign origin (See Vaske et al. 1994. 
for a more complete dsniption of the study area and visitor 
profile). 

Datrr were obtained over a 12 day interview period during August 
and September of 1993. For purposes of this paper, individuals 
who visited the area on a commercial s m a c h  (n = 501) were 
included in the analysis. Respondents were asked to complete a 
onepage, selfadministered survey at the conclusion of their visit 
(response rate = 976). 

Iln&pendent Variable: Coutttry of origin served as the 
inkpendent variable. To ensure sufficient sample s i ~ z ,  thxee 
cultural categories were identified: If North A m r i c m  Canadian 
and American visitors; 2) Europeans Italian, French, German 
and British visitors and 3) Japanese. 

Dependent Variables: Thee dependent variables were examined. 
Encomers wilh ofhers were assessed bv asking individuals. 
'While waking on the glacier, about hdw many other vki&s 
were within eyesight?." This was an openended question in which 
the respondents s p i i i e d  a number. Following previous research 
(Shelby 1981, Vaske at al. 1993)- encounter norms were 
measured by asking respondents 'What is an acceptable number 
of other visitors to have within eyesight while you an: walking on 
the glacier?" Response categories allowed individurak to either 
specify a number or to indicate that it did not matter how many 
visitors were within view. Individuals who checked this latter 
option were in essence indicating they did not have a norm for 
this situation. Perceived crowding was measured on a 9point 
scale: ranging from "not at all" to "extremely" crowded (See 
Shelby et d. 1989 for a review of the cmwding variabie). 

Table 2. Norm tolerance limits reported by three cultures. 

Btesuilh 
The f h t  hypothesis sugl5csa &at the three cultures would VET! 
in the parentage of i&viduals who spscged irn encounter norm. 

the @ka relaeionship. Approlrimawly h d f  
Anredcans indicated a tolerance limit for 
s while w a n g  m the glacier. By 

7 7 %  of the Jqanese and 7% of the Eumpeans 
specified a blaeaable nlunber of emuntess.  These differences 
were sbtisticdy si~ificmt (2 = 21.59, p < .CHI). Consisknt 
with prior research in high density, fmnkountry situations, rhis 
suggests that enmunter norms for Nor& b & c a n s  may be 
relatively less hpmt than other impact indlcamm. 

Among those w b  specified a norm tolerance limit, there were no 
~ I g n T ~ a n t  differences among the thzee cultures relative to the 
average a m b e r  of other visitors each group could tolerate 
(Column 1, Table 2). The average number of p p l e  the three 
groups could tolerate ranged fPom 95 for E u r o ~ a n s  to 114 for the 
Japanese (F = 1.97, p < .14). These findings do not support 
Hypothesis 2. Column 2 of Table 2 shows the median acceptable 
n u m k  of contacts each culture could tolerate. Tke median 
meptilble e n p m t a  level can be i n t e p i d  as the contact level 
above which half of the mqmndents find the number of 
enauntem unacceptable. Half of the North American and 
Japanwe visitors could tolerate being in sight of IQO other visitars 
on the glrrcier. Tfie median for Eumpeans was 75. As indicated by 
the range s ta~sGc (Colimn 3, Table 21, the acceptable number d 
contacts ranged upwards to 500 other visitors. These high 
tolerances, however, were reported by fewer than 5 reiigondents. 

North Anlmicrrsl 99.07 100 1-250 

Of those who reported arr encounter norm, between 39 and 48 rcpned more contacts than k i h  norm had a mean cmwdhg 
percent of the three cultural groups reported more wntacts with score of 5.27 (m&rately cmwded), compared to 2.00 (not at all 
others than their norm limit (Table 3). As p~edicted by crowded) for those reporting fewer confacts than their norm (t = 
I-PypothesIs 3, mean differences in perceived crowding were 5.57, p < .@I). This pa- of findings was observed for all three 
significantly higher for individuals indicating more contacts than cultures. 
their norm. For example, among the Nor& he r i cans ,  those who 



TrabIe 3. N o m  and perceived crowding for three cultures. 

Nor& h e r i c a n  39% 6 1% 5.27 2.00 5.57 + 

E u m ~  48 52 5.1 1 2.00 6.41 * 

'p<.01 
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