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ABSTRACT 

There i s  widespread agreement t h a t  people a r e  affected by t h e i r  

environments, bu t  I j ttl e know1 edge of how s p e c i f i c  environmental elements 

a f f e c t  behavior. A theory i s  developed which  describes the connection 

between structure, percept ion,  behavior ,  and exper ience. The theory i s  

illustrated using an exploratory study o f  v i  s i  t o r  behavior a t  Crater Lake 

National Pa rk  i n  Oregon. R i m  Village, the  center o f  visitor a c t i v i t y ,  was 

d iv ided i n t o  areas depending on structural,  characteristics. Behavior was 

t h e n  observed and recorded t o  see how d e s i g n  and structure affected use 

pat terns .  F i n d i n g s  generally confirm t h e  n o t i o n  t h a t  design and structure 

a f fec t  behavior. 



The idea t h a t  people are affected by envirot~mental  f a c t o r s  i s  so 

widely accepted t h a t  i t  is a l m o s t  a truism. A great  deal  o f  attention 

has been focused on the  man-made environment, w i th  t he  impl icat ion t h a t  

t h r o u g h  bet ter  design more of man's phys i ca l  and  psycho7ogical needs can 

be met (Izurni 1966; Wal ker 2971) .  The e f f e c t  of housing on people's 1 i v e s  

has been a n  area of p a r t i c u l a r  concern for a number o f  years (Schorr 1966; 

Sommer 1969). B u t  in spi te  o f  ex tens ive  e f f o r t s  t o  design and manage 

envi ronrnents, there i s  1 i tt1 e know1 edge of how s p e c i f i c  environmental changes 

a f f e c t  behavior .  As Somer (1  969, pp. 3-6) p o i n t s  out ,  a t t e n t i o n  i s  general ly 

focused an the structure i t se l f  ("harmony w i t h  the s i t e ,  i r i t e g r i t y  of 

materials, cohesiveness of u n i t s " )  r a t h e r  t h a n  t h e  i n t e rac t ion  between 

structure and human ac t iv i t i es .  "When i t  comes t o  materials and structures, 

architects  j o i n  engineers i n  carrying out systematic research, but i n  the  

behavioral realm, t h e  way buildings a f f e c t  people, architects f a l l  back on 

intuition, anecdote, and casual observation. '" 

Hanagers o f  p u b l i c  r esources  have a l s o  been concerned w i t h  the ways i n  

which environn~ents a f f e c t  experience. Here  t h e  problem i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

important because people of t en  'kccornmodate themselves t o  anything, no 

matter how uncomfortable o r  dysfunctional, either because they do n o t  know 

how t o  improve t h e  s i t u a t i o n  or be1 i eve t h a t  rul es f o r b i d  them t o  a1 ter  t h e  

EexistingJ arrangement. T h i s  i s  especially t r u e  in i n s t i t u t i o n a l  ... 
[settings]. . . where space i s  occupied by non-owners for short periods" 

(Sommer 1969, p. 10). 

The g o a l ,  then, is  t o  "des ign ,  p l a n ,  and develop resources i n  such a 

way t h a t  t h e  user's experi ence.. . w i  11 be enhanced" (Dri ver 1972). Research 

has explored r e c r e a t i o n i s t s '  m o t i v a t i o n s  and needs (Driver 1972) as we1 1 as 

the ways i n  which people perceive and de f i ne  recreation environments 



(Shafcr 1969a; Shafer a n d  Mietz 7969; Lee 1972). As i n  the architecture and 

design f i e lds ,  t he re  i s i n t e r e s t  i n  the  connect ion between structure and 

behavior, bu t  1 i t t l  e theoret ical  exp lana t i  en or e m p i r i c a l  dernonstra t i o n .  

This  paper has two objectives. The f i r s t  is t o  develop from t h e  psy- 

cholegical literature a theore t ica l  connection between s t r u c t u r e ,  perception, 

behavior, and experience. The second i s  t o  apply  t h i s  theory t o  resource 

management, using illustrative d a t a  from a study o f  the nays in which 

design and structure a f f e c t  visitor behavior  a t  Crater Lake National  Park. 

THEORY 

The general theoretical model proposed here i s  t h a t  structure a f f e c t s  

experiences only ind i rec t ly .  Tn order t o  a f f e c t  experience,  s t ruc ture  must 

produce a change i n  perception, which i n  t u r n  a f f e c t s  behavior .  Behavior 

then produces a change i n  experience. T h i s  can be i l l u s t r a t ed  as:  

structure -> perception -3 behavior -+ experience 
STRUCTURE 

Structure consists of in t e r re l a t ed  f a c to r s  w h i c h ,  taken together ,  form 

a "frame of reference" (She r i f  and Cantr i  1 1947) .  T h e  frame of reference i s  

essentially a boundary which determines t h e  perceptual l y  re1 evant cues i n  any 

given s i t ua t i on .  I t  i s  poss ib le  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  between the structure of p a s t  

experience, social  s t ruc tu re ,  physical s tructure,  and administrative structure. 

Structure o f  P a s t  Exper i  ence 

People t e n d  to a c t  i n  ways t h a t  have been successful f o r  them, so each 

individual forms a s e t  of personal structures based on p a s t  exper ience (Studer 

1969; Cantri l  1950; I t t e l  son and Cantril 1954; S h e r i f  and Cantr i  1  1947; 

Sher i f ,  She r i f  and Nebergall 1965; McConnel 1974). These structures make i t  

poss ib le  t o  recognize and reac t  t o  s t imul i  wi thou t  constant re in t roduc t i on .  

For exampl e ,  



i f  a person i n  a dark room sees two illuminated toy b a l l o o n s ,  
one o f  which  ~lxpclrids as  the  other  gets smal l e r ,  he w i 7  1 i n t e r p r e t  
t h i s  n o t  as a char~gc i n  t h e  s i z e  of t he  balloons but  as a change 
i n  t h e i r  distance f r o m  h i m  .... From p a s t  exper ience we know t h a t  
i f  two t h i n g s  a re  i d e n t i c a l  and one i s  larger t h a n  t he  o the r ,  i t 
should be closer to us. And so when the balloon i s  made l a r g e r  
we see i t  coming c l o s e r  whi le  the  one made smal le r  recedes 
(Can t r i  1 1950). 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  he1 ping i n t e r p r e t  present stimul i , p a s t  exper ience a1 so 

provides a basis f o r  the  f o r m a t i  on of fu ture  expectations (Proshans ky, 

I t te l  son, and Rivl i n  1970; Sher i f  , S h e r i  f , and Nebergall 1965; Can t r i  l  1950; 

I te l l  son and Kilpatrick 19533. 

Resource planners and managers obviously  cannot change the pa s t  exper- 

iences of users. B u t  understanding this  type of structure may help i n  u n d e r -  

s t a n d i n g  r e a c t i o n s  and expecta t ions.  V i s i t o r s  t o  n a t i o n a l  p a r k s ,  f o r  example, 

may have had " n a t i o n a l  pa rk  experiences" r a n g i n g  from hotel s ,  r e s t a u r a n t s ,  

and curio shops to remote backcountry. Managers may also have to deal w i t h  

exp~riences that are "inappropriate," such as outmoded backcountry camp 

p r a c t i c e s  (e.g. c u t t i n g  trees o r  bury ing  t r a s h ) .  

Soc i a1 Structure  

The general e f f e c t  e f  others  on i n d i v i d u a l  perceptions h a s  been well 

documented i n  the  1  i t e r a t u r e  on reference g roups  (Merton 1968) and con f  ormi ty 

(Sherif and Cantril 1947; Asch 1955; Cohen 1964; She r i f ,  Sher i f  and Nebergall 

1965; Merton 1968; Karnal 1970). People are sensitive t o  norms, t o  what 

others t h i n k ,  and t o  how well t h e i r  ovin ac t ions  " f i t  jn" (Tuan 1974; Proshansky, 

1 t t e l  son and Rivl i n  '1 9 7 0 ~ ) .  Social s tructure a1 so r e f e r s  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  

characteristics (such as age and income) , groups ( f a m i  1 i es, coup1 es , etc.  ) 

and regularities i n  behavior  (e.g. restaurants f i l l  up at lunch time). Social 

structure, like the structure of p a s t  experience, i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  change i n  a 

f ie ld  se t t i ng .  The primary bene f i t  from understanding social  s tructure is 

t h a t  planners c a n  e i t h e r  meet user needs and  expecta t ions  or  t a k e  a d v ~ n t a g e  

o f  s o c i a l  structure when i n t r o d u c i n g  change .  An example would he b u i l d i n g  



wider wal kways based on t h e  know1 edge t h a t  peopl e use an area i n  groups o f  

two or three, or lowering prices during off-peak periods to d i s p e r s e  use. 

Physi cal Structure 

Physical structure refers t o  t h e  e x i s t i n g  external environment in a 

given s i t u a t i o n  (Struder  1969; Proshans ky, It tel son and Rivl i n  1970c; 

Tuan 1974). I n  studies of percept ion,  i t  i s  these physical characteristics 

which are most frequently mani pu l  a t e d  {Mi chotte 1946; Can t r i  7 1950; K i l  patrick 

1954; IdcConnel 1974). A simple example i s  t h e  Mueller-tyer i l l u s i o n  shown 

below, in which t h e  horizontal 1 i nes  are of equal  l e n g t h  but  appear different  

due t o  t h e i r  sur roundings  (McConnel 1974).  

Physical structure i s  one of the easiest f a c t o r s  to alter i n  research 

because the change i s  concrete, observab le ,  and measurable. T h i s  kind o f  

structure makes sense to resource managers for t h e  same reasons. Phys ica l  

structure i n  many cases i s  an extens ion of administrative structure. 

Administrat ive Structure 

A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  structure e s sen t i a l  ly involves mani pul  a t i  on o f  both  physical 

and social structures. I t  af fects  i n d i v i d u a l s  from the s tandpo in t  o f  "'what 

i s  allowed." Physical structures "define" areas in terms o f  l o c a t i o n ,  access, 

and the a c t i v i t i e s  for which provisions are made. Social structures i n  the 

form of rules and sanct ions spec i fy  accepta b l  e behavior. Administrative design, 

t h e n ,  creates t h e  physical and social definition of an area. Provision i s  

made fo r  a certain range of a c t i v i t i e s  and f o r  people possessing c e r t a i n  

characteristics while o t h e r  uses and users are excluded. For example, a remote 

lake in a roadless area will be used f o r  f i sh ing ,  svrimning, and camping by 

those s t r o n g  enough t o  hike. P r o v i d i n g  road access w i l l  open the a rea  to 



b o a t i n g  and encourage use by other groups (such as o l d e r  pcopl e o r  farnil  i e s  

with young children), a1 though the wilderness character  of  the area may be 

los t .  

To summarize, four different k i n d s  o f  structure a re  relevant here. 

Social structure and  the structure o f  pas t  experience are of i n t e r e s t  because 

they he1 p in understanding people '  s motivations and reac t ions .  Admini s t r a t i  ve 

and physical structure are more suscepti bl e to manipulation, with the aim of 

p rov id ing  o p p a r t u n i t i e s  far  some k inds o f  experiences and precluding others. 

PERCEPTION 

Vision i s  the predominate p e r c e p t u a l  sense i n  humans, a n d  this  is t h e  

area in which most perception research has been done (Robinson 1956, C a n t r i l  

1950; I t te l  son a n d  Kil p a t r i  ck 1953; McConnel l 1 974; T u a n  1974). Psychologists 

generally agree t h a t  there i s  a re1 at ionshi  p between physical s tructure and 

perception (Michotte 1946; 1 t t e l  son 1951 ; Proshans ky , I t t e l  son and  R iv l  i n 

1970; I t t e l  son and Cantri 1 1954; McConnel 1 1974; Tuan 1974). However, other 

components of t h e  individual's f rame o f  reference a l s o  have an effect, making 

perception selective (Sherif and C a n t r i l  1947;  I t t e l  son and Cantril 1954; 

Robinson 1956; Proshansky , I t t ~ l  son and R i  v l  i n 1 9 7 0 ~ ;  Tuan 1974). Selecti v i  t y  

means e i ther  t h a t  a l l  t h i n g s  i n  the environment are not perceived or that 

some are perceived more readily than others. For examp7 e , when p a r t i  c i  p a n t s  

in an experiment are hungry, they perceive food items as l a r g e r  t han  non- 

food i t e m s  of  t h e  same size,  and recall more food o b j e c t s  than o b j e c t s  o f  

other types (McCl el 1 and and A t k i  nson 1948) . 
Physical arrangements, then, can be expected t o  have an e f f e c t  on 

i n d i v i d u a l  perceptions. But this e f f e c t  w i  11 be mitigated by other  com- 

ponents of t he  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  f rame of reference, so t h a t  some physical  

structures will have greater  s a l  i ence than others.  



BE HAV 1 OR 

The criterion which ref1 ects  perception i s  o v e r t  behavior. Experiments 

wi th  a " d i s t o r t e d  room" (Kilpatrick 1954) p r o v i d e  an example. The room i s  

buj 1 t nonrectangul a r ,  wi t h  sl opi ng wall  s ,  floors, and cei l  i ngs and w i  t h  

windows o f  different  s i r e s  and shapes. Viewed w i t h  only one eye, the walls  

appear v e r t i c a l ,  floors and ce i l  i n g s  I eve1 , and vrindov~s the same s ize  and 

shape.  No matter how l o n g  a person v iews  the distorted room, he cannot 

d e t e c t  t h e  distortion. Given a stick and t o l d  t o  touch d i f f e r e n t  parts o f  

the  room, t h e  observer i s  a t  f i r s t  unsuccessful,  b u t  then acquires the 

a b i l i t y  t o  detect the  distortion. 

Physical s t ruc tu re  and t he  structure of p a s t  experience lead t o  percep- 

tion o f  the  room a s  rectangular .  T h i s  perception i s  inferred from behavior  

(verbal  reports and unsuccessf u7 attempts t o  touch d j  f ferent  o b j e c t s ) .  Even 

i n  a laboratory,  then ,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  d i rec t ly  measure p e r c e p t i o n ,  and 

the primary f o c u s  i s  on behavior. Th is  concern i s  mirrored i n  f i e1  d work. 

Planners and managers have an i n t e re s t  i n  haw peop le  perceive an a r e a ,  b u t  what 

they r e a l l y  care about i s  how people  behave and the kind o f  "experience" 'which 

resu't ts. 

EXPERIENCE 

The d i s to r t ed  room experiment demonstrates a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

structure,  perception, and behavior .  B u t  i t  also  shows how these factors 

a f f e c t  experience more genera l  l y .  As subjects observe t h e i r  own at tempts  to 

touch d i f f e r e n t  parts of the room, they become aware o f  i t s  shape and begin  

t o  percejve i t  as i t  actually i s .  Later attempts t o  l o c a t e  objects  are more 

likely t o  be successful. The p o i n t  i s  t h a t  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  learns and 

generalizes f r o m  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  of t he  physical structure and his own 

behavior. T h i s  more general experience i s  likely t o  endure t h r o u g h  time and 

a f f e c t  future perception.  



I t  i s  t h i s  k ind  o f  more general experience w i t h  which resource managers 

a re  conccrned. As w i  t h  percept ion,  however, exper i  cnccs a r e  d i  f f  i c u l  t t o  

measure, and i t  i r  hard to know when and how they are affected by changes i n  

structure. The researcher is forced t o  rely e i t h e r  on observat ion o f  behavior 

or on verbal reports. In operational terms, then, the four-variable model 

becomes a two-variable model; structure i s  man ipu la ted  and behavior is observed. 

We assume or infer t h a t  structul-a1 changes a f fec t  perceptian, p r o d u c i n g  

behavioral change, and t h a t  changed behav ior  produces changes i n  the more 

general n a t u r e  o f  t h e  experience. 

I4ETHOD 

Data were collected during t h e  summer of 1977 a t  Crater  Lake National  

Park i n  Southwestern Oregon (see F i g u r e  1 ) .  The primary a t t r a c t i o n  o f  t h e  

area i s  the  w a t e r - f i  1 1  ed caldera o f  lilt. Mazama, which forms a cl ear b l  ue 7 ake 

s i x  miles across and almost 2,000 f e e t  deep. The l a k e  i s  viewed from the  

caldera rim, which  rises 1,000 - 1,500 vertical f e e t  above t h e  l ake  surface. 

Viewing the lake i s  the pr inc ipa l  a c t i v i t y  of v is i tors ,  a7 t h o u g h  o t h e r  oppor- 

t u n i t i e s  exist. 

The general goal  o f  t h e  study was t o  unders t and  the ways i n  which t h e  

design o f  physical structures a f f e c t e d  use. Observat ion was done at Rim 

Village (see F i g u r e  23, w h i c h  i s  t h e  cen te r  o f  visitor a c t i v i t y  i n  the park. 

Data were collected in several different ways. These i n c l u d e d  car counts i n  

three parking l o t s ,  people counts and a c t i v i t y  inventories in f o u r  v iewing 

areas a long the  rim of t h e  lake ,  a c t i v i t y  i n v e n t o r i e s  i n  the c a f e t e r i a  

b u i l d i n g ,  and a more general assessment of how people distributed t h e i r  time 

among these  areas .  

S i x  o f  the data  co l l ec t ion  t a s k s  required half-hour periods. These 

t a s k s  were numbered and the order i n  which  they were performed was randomly 

determined each day. C o l l e c t i n g  the  time d i s t r i b u t i o n  d a t a  required a longe r  



period, but the  t i m e  of day f o r  collecting these d a t a  was a l s o  determined 

randomly. W i t h i n  each observat ion area, t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  lo be observed were 

chosen randomly as the  nth person t o  enter  the area a f t e r  t h e  observer had 

arrived a t  his s t a t i o n .  When t h a t  subject l e f t  t he  area, t h e  next was 

selected i n  a s i m i  1 ar  manner. 

PARKING LOTS 

People enter R i m  V i l l a g e  by car  from t he  w e s t .  Their f i rs t  opportunity 

t o  s top i s  t h e  c a f e t e r i a  p a r k i n g  a r e a ,  which i s  rectangular i n  shape a n d  

resembles the l o t  of a large super market. I t  has spaces f o r  159 cars. The 

road proceeds a l o n g  t h e  nor th  edge of t h e  cafeteria l o t  t o  t h e  center p a r k i n g  

area ,  which has head-in parking on both sides o f  t h e  road.  I t  i s  long  and 

narrow, and appears smaller than t h e  c a f e t e r i a  l o t ,  a l t h o u g h  i t  has spacer f o r  

more (178) cars. A t  the  end o f  t h e  center l o t  i s  the p a r k i n g  a rea  f o r  the  

lodge, wh ich  h a s  overnight accommodations. Spaces here prov ide  f o r  67 c a r s .  

Data were coll ected by s i m p l y  wal k i n g  through the 1 o t s  and c o u n t i n g  the  number 

of cars in each one. A t o t a l  of 37 counts were made d u r i n g  t h e  study. 

In our i n i t i a l  v i s i t s  t o  t h e  a rea ,  i t  appeared t o  us t h a t  t he  des ign  a f  

the area encouraged people t o  park i n  the cafeteria l o t .  The large expanse o f  

parking, the formidable cafe ter ia  building, and the proximity to rim area 1 

(wh ich  offers t h e  f i r s t  oppor tun i ty  t o  view t h e  l ake )  a l l  combine t o  g i v e  

visitors t h e  message, "Stop here, l a d i e s  and g e n t 1  emen. T h i s  i s  where the 

act ion i s  a t  R i m  Village." Me predicted t h a t  t he  cafeter ia  l o t  would have t h e  

highest  r a t e  o f  use, ever1 t h o u g h  t h e  center l o t  has mere spaces and o f f e r s  

access t o  more a t t ract ive  natural areas ( r i m  areas 2 and 3, t o  be discussed). 

RIM AREAS 

Rim V i l l a g e  h a s  approximately a quarter of a mile o f  v iewing area a long  

t h e  r i m .  A low stone wall and paved walkways follow t he  r i m ,  and cross- 

c u t t i n g  walks connect t h e  r i m  t o  the parking l o t s .  We divided t h e  a rea  i n t o  



four s e c t  ions, based on gcogrsphi c 1 o c a t i  an and physical structure. 

R i m  area 1 i s  ad jacen t  t o  the  c a f e t e r i a  park ing l o t .  I t  i s  l o n g ,  

essentially straight, and q u i  t e  narrow (approximately 200 yds. x 15-30 yds. ) , 

w i t h  1 ittl e vegetat ion.  Standing a t  the  s tone wall  a1 ong t h e  r i m ,  one i s  

e s s e n t i a l l y  r i g h t  next  t o  t h e  road and the cafeteria l o t .  

R i m  area 2 i s  adjacent  to t h e  west  h a l f  o f  the center  parking l o t .  I t  

i s  s l ight ly  longer and somewhat wide r  than area 1 (approximately 275 yds. 

x 30-75 yds. ), with large grassy areas  and mere t r e e s .  The wal I and walkway 

wind along the rim, p r o v i d i n g  more va r i ed  spaces. Th is  area a l s o  conta ins  the 

E x h i b i t  Building and the S i n o t t  i:lemerial, both o f  which house interpretive 

facilities. Sinott Memor ia l  is on a loner  plane and i s  visually separated 

from the main area. 

R i m  area 3 i s  similar t o  area  2 except t h a t  i t  contains  no buildings. As 

w i t h  area 2,  the vegeta t ion and walkways are  v a r i e d  and a person standing a t  

t h e  rim i s  well removed from, a l t h o u g h  s t i l l  i n  s i g h t  o f ,  t h e  road and parking lot 

R i m  area 4 i s  i m m e d i a t e l y  adjacent  t o  t h e  lodge .  I t  i s  short and narrow 

(approximately 75 yds. x 20-30 yds. ) , b u t  has wal kways which are on different 

levels and which have v j  sual ly  secluded "cubby-hol e" spaces. 

In  our  i n i t i a l  visits t o  the four rjrn areas, we f e l t  t h a t  t h e  pl iysical  

characteristics of t he  areas l e n t  themselves to d i f f e r e n t  uses. To e x p l o r e  

t h i s  possibility, we collected two kinds of information. F i r s t  we listed tlie 

likely a c t i v i t i e s ,  including o b s e r v a t i o n ,  p ic tu re - tak ing ,  w a l k i n g ,  conversing,  

and reading. T h e  observer then noted t h e  amount of t i m e  subjects spent i n  

each a c t i v i t y .  

Second, we kept track of t h e  way i n  which people i n t e r a c t e d  w i t h  the low 

stone-wall barrier by r e c o r d i n g  the  amount o f  t ime spent a t  the b a r r i e r ,  on 

the barrier, o r  aver (on the rim side of) the b a r r i e r .  We hypothesized t h a t  



people vmuld  use t h e  rim areas d i f f e r e n t l y ;  f o r  example, doing more 

observing and p ic ture- taking 5n area 1 and  mare reading o r  c o n v e r s i n g  i n  area  

3.  In t he  course of  the  sumer, 83 observations were made in rim area 1, 53 

i n  area 2, 46 in area 3, and  39 i n  area 4 .  

CAFETERIA 

The cafeteria b u i l d i n g  i s  a stone and  wood s t ructure ,  built t o  look 1 i k e  

those constructed d u r i n g  \:'PA projec ts  i n  the 1930's. I t  contains a curie shop ,  

a snack bar and small convenience grocery, a ca fe te r i a ,  and a r e s t au ran t .  O u r  

primary i n t e r e s t  was t o  determine the at tract iveness of t h i s  f a c i l  i t y  re la t ive  

t o  in te rac t ion  k ~ i i h  t h e  n a t u r a l  resource and interpretive f a c i  1 i t i e s  ( i n  

rim areas 1-4).  I n  a d d i  t i a n ,  hov!ever, we observed behavior w i t h i n  t h e  b u i l d i n g  

to see how people spent t h e i r  time. The observer simply recorded the amount 

o f  t i m e  spent shopping for curios, buying food, eat ing or d r i n k i n g ,  or using  

the restrooms. Inle had no hypotheses regarding these a c t i v i t i e s .  A t o t a l  of 

71 observa t ions  were made i n  t h e  cafeteria. 

TIME DISTRIBUTION 

Five major areas have been i d e n t i f i e d ,  rim areas 1-4 and the  cafeteria 

building which houses t h e  concessions. How d i d  people entering R i m  Village 

d i s t r i b u t e  t he i r  time among these areas? To f i n d  o u t ,  t h e  observer randomly 
t h chose the n car en te r ing  the parking l o t  a f t e r  he had  reached his s t a t i o n ,  

He then recorded the  time spent i n  each of the  5 areas u n t i l  subjects  l e f t  

R i m  Village. A t o t a l  o f  54 parties were observed, 5 of w h i c h  were d r o p p ~ d  

from further analysis because they l e f t  w i t h o u t  g e t t i n g  o u t  of t h e i r  cars. 

de hypothesized t h a t  the cafeteria and r i m  area 1 would  rece ive  t he  h i g h e s t  

proportion o f  v i s i t s  and t h a t  these areas would be v i s i t ed  f i r s t .  I n  spi te  

of the attractiveness of r i m  areas 2 and 3 as n a t u r a l  a reas ,  we predicted 

t h a t  they  kmu'bd receive less use because they a r e  ren~oved from t h e  c a f e t e r i a  

parking l o t .  



RESULTS 

PAR1:I f4G LOTS 

The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  parked cars i s  g i v e n  i n  Table  1 .  As predicted, the 

cafe te r ia  l o t  was used much more t leavi ly than t h e  center l o t ,  both overall 

and dur ing  peak use periods. The peak use t imes f o r  t h e  ca fe te r ia  and lodge 

lots  ref lect  the k inds  o f  a c t i v i t i e s  for which the a r e a s  are used;  the 

cafeter ia  l o t  f i l l s  up d u r i n g  the midd le  of t he  day, while the lodge  l o t  i s  

used a t  n i g h t .  A1 though it doesn't show i n  Table  1 , the  center 1 o t  was 

general 7y used only as an "overflow" l o t .  Cars appeared i n  the  west  end 

dur ing  mid-day when the  cafeter ia  l o t  f i l l e d  u p  and i n  the east end a t  

night  when t h e  lodge was in use. 

R I M  AREAS 

The a c t i v i t i e s  which characterize the d i f f e r e n t  rim areas a re  listed i n  

Table 2. A l r o s t  a l l  t h e  v i s i t o r s  i n  area 1 spent some time observing t h e  

lake, while about  ha l f  the people i n  other areas  engaged i n  t h i s  a c t i v i t y .  

Area 1 i s  a1 so the  p lace  where the h i g h e s t  percentage of people took photo- 

g raphs .  A s u b s t a n t i a l  1y higher percentage of people  spent t i m e  wa7 k i n g  in 

areas 2 and 3 .  There i s  very l i t t l e  conversing o r  r e a d i n g  i n  any o f  these  

areas. Essentially, t h e n ,  area 1 i s  used for observing and photographing 

while walking is t h e  more common a c t j v i t y  i n  areas  2 and 3.  

People used t he  stone barrier differently i n  the  four  areas. A higher  

percentage stand a t ,  stand o r  s i t  on, and cross over the barrier i n  area 1. 

The narrower space i n  area 1 as well as the predominance o f  observing and 

picture-taking probably account f o r  people being a t  o r  on the  barrier. 

People a l s o  crossed over t h e  barrier i n  th is  a r ea  to feed t h e  ground squirrels 

or obta in  a "be t te r t '  view ( t h e  wall in other  areas was close  enough t o  the 

edge t h a t  crossing over offered no advantage) .  



close enough t o  t he  edge t h a t  crossing over offered no advan tage ) .  

CAFETERIA 

The a c t i v i t i e s  occurring w i t h i n  the cafeteria complex are listed i n  

Table 3. Shopping for curios  is the predominant a c t i v i t y  (75:; o f  t h e  people) ; 

25% o r  l ess  buy food, e a t  or  drink,  o r  use the restrooms. The use of the 

c a f e t e r i a  relative t o  the r i m  a reas  i s  discussed i n  t h e  n e x t  sect ion.  

TIME DISTRIBUTION 

The distribution o f  use a t  R i m  Village i s  summarized i n  Table 4. Most 

people make their f i r s t  v i s i t  t o  e i t h e r  t h e  ca fe te r ia  o r  rim area 1, and t h e  

v a s t  majority v i s i t  both o f  these areas while a t  t h e  V i  11 age. Less than a 

t h i r d  v i s i t  rim area 2 ,  even though i t  contains  the interpretive f a c i l i t i e s ,  

and f e w  people v i s i t  area 3 ,  in spi te  of i t s  appeal  as a n a t u r a l  area .  The 

average visitor spends 48 minutes a t  R i m  Vi l l age ,  t h e  largest  p o r t i o n  o f  

which (20-30 minutes) is  s p e n t  j n s i de  the cafeteria.  R i m  area 1 g e t s  abou t  

10 minutes. Those who v i s i t  rim area 2 spend a f a i r  amount o f  t i m e  t he re ,  

b u t  t h i s  i s  a minority. 

DISCUSS1 ON 

The average visitor t o  R i m  Village arrives by car and parks i n  the 

cafeteria l o t .  He or she then heads for t h e  ca fe te r ia  o r  rim area 1 ,  v i s i t i n g  

both these areas before 1 eaving .  The c a f e t e r i a  g e t s  t h e  l onges t  v i s i t ,  most 

of which i s  devoted t o  curic-shopping. R i m  area 1 comes next, w i t h  enough 

time t o  look a t  the  l a k e  and t ake  a few pictures. Most v i s i t o r s  never  g e t  t o  

the interpretive facilities or o the r  rim areas .  

This obv ious ly  is n o t  a random distribution of use, so i t  is reasonable 

to conclude t h a t  structure a f fec ts  behavior.  The problem i s  i n  determining 

which t ype  of structure has t h e  major effect.  It may be t h a t  social s t ruc tu re  

and the structure o f  p a s t  experience are the i m p o r t a n t  factors,  and t h a t  



people would spend t h e i r  time shopping and c o n f i n e  themselves t o  rim area 1 

regardless o f  design. B u t  the physical structure o f  the area appears  to have 

created a "tourist t r a p , "  so t h a t  most people never even make contact  with the 

interpretive fac j  1 i t i e s  or the more a t t rac t ive  natural  areas. 

The physical structure i ssue  is par t icular ly  impor tan t  because the Park 

Serv i ce  intends t o  re-develop t h e  R i m  Village area .  The plan i s  t o  remove 

some park ing  from t h e  inmediate rim area, replacing i t  w i t h  a p a r k i n g  l o t  

south of t h e  c a f e t e r i a  area .  The c u r r e n t  i n t e n t i o n  i s  t o  remove the  center 

lot, turning i t  i n t o  a pedestrian m a l l .  The data reported here indicate t h a t  

this  v~euld be a disaster, further concentrating use in the vicini ty o f  the 

cafeteria and rim a r e a l  , and 1 e a v i  ng t he  new pedestrian ma1 1 unused (as  r i m  

areas 2 and 3 are  currently). If the goal i s  t o  disperse use and encourage 

people t o  v i s i t  the more in teres t ing natural areas, i t  makes sense t o  convert 

the c a f e t e r i a  l o t  t o  a pedestrial mal l .  P a r k i n g  i n  the center  l o t  would 

encourage use of rim areas 2 and 3, a n d  t h e  pedestrian ma17 would p robab ly  

change the  nature o f  the c a f e t e r i a - c a f e t e r i a  l o t  - rim area 1 complex. 

There i s  1 i t t l  e d i  sagreernent w i t h  the contenti on t h a t  environments a f f e c t  

people. Resource m a n a g e r s  are aware of this i n  t h e i r  attempts t o  provide 

opportunities f o r  c e r t a i n  experiences, but  the idea o f  "managing the environment" 

i s  often j u s t  t oo  general. This paper  i s o l a t e s  physical  structure as the 

element most susceptible t o  con t ro l ,  and demonstrates ways in which studies 

can make the connection between certain physical  structures and observable 

behavior. I t  i s  t hen  possible  f o r  managers t o  decide vrhich behaviors (and 

resul ti ng experi ences) they  t h i  n k peopl e l1 shoul  d" have and d e s i  gn phys 5 cal  

structures accordingly. 



Table 1 

Occupancy Rates for  the Three Parking Arcas 

Cafete l - i  a Center Lodge 
Lo t  Lot LO t - 

Average occupancy 58% 16% 49% 
(0800-1 900 hours) (93) (283 (31 1 
Peak use period 31 000-1 700 1300-1 400 1600-1 000 

Average occupancy 7 5% 31 X 62% 
dur ing  peak period (1193 (56) (42) 

Table 2 

Uses o f  R i m  ~ r e a ?  

A c t i v i t i e s  Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 

Observing Lake 89 51 47 64 
Taking Photos 43 9 7 3 
Walking 17 70 87 40 
Conversi ng 1 13 2 1 0  
Reading 0 4 0 3 
Tota l  Time Spent 8 17 4 5 

(t4inutes) 

Interaction w/ 
Barriers 

Standing a t  Barrier 
S i t t i n g  or  StandS ng 

on Barrier 
Over Barrier 

a~ercentage of persons observed in each area who engaged i n  t h e  s p e c i f i e d  
a c t i  ui t y .  
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Table  3 

A c t i v i t i e s  Wi th in Cafe ter ia  Building 

Percent Average time Average t i m e  
w h o d o t h i s  (n in . )  for  ( m i n . )  f o r  a l l  

A c t i v i t y  a c t i v i t y  those who do Visitors 
-. 

Shopping for Curios 75 

Buying food 25 

Eat ing or Drinking 24 

Using Restrooms 17 

Table 4 

Distribution o f  Time Spent  a t  R i m  V i 1  1 age 

Percent who Percent who Average Average Percent o f  
go t o  th is  go t o  t h i s  time ( m i n . )  time i n  t h i s  t i m e  a t  R i m  
area f i r s t  area some spent by those area f o r  a l l  Vil lase  spent 

ti me v i s j t i n g  t h i s  users i n  this  area 
area (a1 1 users)  

. - -. - -- 

Cafeteria 35 
Building 

R i m  area 1 45 

R i m  area 2 4 

R i m  area 3 0 

R i m  area 4 0 
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