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ABSTRACT 

This study presents a systematic assessment of 

landscape 

use of 

experiences 

mail survey 

in the state 

techniques. 

of Arizona through 

It investigates 

residents perceive and experience the everyday nonurban 

landscape and identifies where valued landscape experiences 

occur, what activities are associated with those locations 

and why those places and activities are highly valued. 

Geographic 

experiences 

and 

are 

socio-economic 

explored among 

differences in landscape 

survey respondents and 

information is provided to resource managers for predicting 

valued outdoor activities and environmental experiences. 

The overall aims of this research were to develop 

ways of studying environmental experiences that would: 

(1) identify the places, the activities, and the reasons for 

engaging in those activities related to outdoor experiences; 

(2) indicate the relationships among these three components; 

and (3) assess the probable influence of personal background 

characteristics and place of residence variables upon these 

judgments, choices, and relationships. 

Findings suggest considerable agreement among respon

dents on the components of valued landscape experiences and 

viii 



show that 

different 

different landscape types 

outdoor activities and of 

are supportive 

different kinds 

ix 

of 

of 

experiences. Also revealed was a tendency by respondents to 

select items occupying positions at the beginning of 

response listings. Analyses also indicate few significant 

relationships between components of valued landscape experi

ences and socia-economic characteristics of respondents and 

between components of valued landscape experiences place of 

residence variables including geographic location, community 

size, and familiarity with or awareness of specific 

landscapes. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Landscape assessment activities to date have been 

dominated by a concern for the landscape as perceived 

through the visual sense. Recent surveys of the field 

(Daniel and Vining, 1983; Penning-Roswell, 1981; Porteous, 

1982; Zube, Sell and Taylor, 1982) found comparatively few 

studies concerned with the meanings of landscapes, what is 

valued in them, or how the landscape is experienced. These 

authors note a propensity by researchers to focus on 

landscape features and human characteristics rather than 

their transactions. Little is found in the literature that 

addresses the experience of landscapes or suggests how 

human-landscape transactions interrelate with physical 

landscape dimensions and socioeconomic characteristics of 

users. These authors also suggest that the investigation of 

these connections and relationships is an important step 

towards understanding the human-landscape experience and 

developing a theory of landscape perception. 

Most of the research concerning human-landscape 

transactions or experiences is found in the works of 

cultural geographers, historians, and students of literature 

1 
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(Porteous, 1982; Zube et a1., 1982). Unlike many of the 

more applied assessment approaches, these tend to be 

of concerned with lifestyles and the contemplation 

environments and human behavior. Much of this work attempts 

to understand transactions and expressions of landscape 

experiences through the assessment of diaries, travel logs, 

novels, poetry, paintings, and other personal art forms. An 

example is Wilkinson's (1979) examination of landscape 

experiences through the diaries of women on the Oregon Trial 

in the mid 1880s. Others are found in the writings of Relph 

(1981) and Tuan (1974, 1975, 1977). The major thrust of 

these works has not been the identification of specific 

landscapes or their components, but rather 

the transactional experience with the 

high-quality 

understanding 

landscape and the importance of these experiences to 

individuals and groups. 

Conron (1974) suggests that portrayals of the 

landscape through its emotional and experiential effect on 

humans is just one way in which American writers have, since 

the 1970s, conveyed meanings and values associated with 

landscapes. Landscape experiences were a significant topic 

of discussion for authors like Ralph Waldo Emerson and Henry 

David Thoreau, whose encounters with natural landscapes were 

considered vital components of their well-being. They 

experienced the landscape holistically and were able to 
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translate these experiences in their teachings and writings. 

Through the literary works of these and other American 

Transcendentalists and later the philosophic writings of 

conservationists such as John Muir and Aldo Leopold, the 

emotional and spiritual nature of environmental experiences 

is reiterated. 

Other individuals including Bob Marshall, founder of 

the Wilderness Society in 1935, have attempted to express 

their landscape experiences in writing. To Marshall, "the 

wilderness is all the senses harmonized with immensity into 

a form of beauty which to many human beings is the most 

perfect experience on Earth" (Marshall, as quoted by Outdoor 

Recreation Resources Review Commission (ORRRC), 1962, p. 4). 

Contact with nature was an experience which could provide 

symbolic meaning to life (Langer, 1942). The importance of 

these experiences penetrates the individual's everyday world 

by maintaining the sense of purpose in life (Lowenthal and 

Prince, 1965). 

Landscape experiences have also been captured in the 

works of American landscape painters. In the first half of 

the nineteenth century, Frederick Church, Thomas Moran, 

Albert Bierstadt, 

representing major 

States captured the 

and a host of 

publications of 

untraveled West 

artist-correspondents 

Europe 

of the 

and the 

l880s. 

United 

\.J:i 1 de r 

(1974) suggests that these paintings gave the stay-at-home 
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reader an opportunity to vicariously experience the wi ld 

landscapes of the western United States. 

Studies of literary and artistic accounts of 

landscape experiences have been criticized for several 

reasons, however. Expressions are often perceived as 

elitist and restricted to the literate members of society. 

It is questionable whether 

portrayed by these groups are 

the landscape experiences 

representative of the common 

experience of humanity. Yet, as Lowenthal and Prince (1965) 

note, there is a tendency to extrapolate the feelings 

expressed by these groups to society as a whole. 

Experiences expressed through literary and artistic 

media have also attended to the exceptional in the landscape 

(Riley, 1979). Literature often emphasized the extraordi-

nary, the obscure, and the elusive in the environment. 

Paintings offered glimpses of scenic and geologic wonders 

rarely encountered by man. As a result, assessments based 

on these works are directed away 

transaction between humans and more 

from understanding the 

common, everyday land-

scapes. Zube (1973) points out that this focus was true for 

many of the earlier studies in 'scenic assessment research as 

well. He notes "an emphasis was placed on landscapes seen 

by comparatively few people for a very short period of time. 

The possibility of everyday nonurban environments 

constituting a scenic resource was largely ignored." 
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Efforts to understand user experiences have guided 

much of the research conducted in wilderness areas. Studies 

have identified users and their activities (Hendee et al., 

1968; Murray, 1974), the effects of factors such as party 

si ze on their experiences (Stankey, 1973), even the 

dimensions of solitude sought by them (Hammitt, 1982). Yet 

this research also attends to the unique or at least the 

less accessible in the landscape. 

It is apparent that quantitative information 

regarding landscape experiences across everyday nonurban 

landscapes is difficult to locate, especially as it pertains 

to large and diverse groups of individuals. The task of 

assessing these experiences proves to be a complex and 

difficult one. 

This study describes a quantitative approach to the 

assessment of valued landscape experiences. It is based on 

the transactional view of human-environment relations 

(Ittelson, 1973), which requires the unit of analysis to 

include the human, the landscape, and the transactions 

between them. Information is 

probability sample of Arizona 

recorded include those that are: 

described in terms of 

( or activity), and 

experience. 

a landscape 

a purpose 

gathered from a mail 

residents. Experiences 

(1) memorable; and (2) 

(or location), 

(or reason) 

an action 

for that 
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This approach identifies the components of valued 

landscape experiences and begins to examine the 

relationships of socioeconomic characteristics, place of 

residence variables, awareness and familiarity with valued 

landscape experiences. Chapter 2 presents the objectives of 

this investigation and reviews the pertinent literature as 

it relates to these objectives. Chapter 3 outlines the 

methods and procedures used to study landscape experiences 

and critical analytical issues. Chapter 4 presents the 

research findings. Chapter 5 provides a summary of the 

research findings and identifies several 

weaknesses associated with this approach. 

strengths and 

In addition, 

several avenues for future research and implications for 

landscape planning and management are discussed. 



CHAPTER 2 

RESEARCH ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES 

The primary goal of this investigation is to 

identify and assess the variability of valued landscape 

experiences in everyday landscapes across a wide and diverse 

sample of the Arizona 

identified in pursuit 

population. Several 

of this goal. They 

objectives 

are: (1) 

are 

the 

identification of physical and social components of valued 

landscape experiences; (2) the identification of relation

ships between user characteristics and valued experiences; 

(3) the identification of relationships between place of 

residence and valued experiences; and (4) an assessment of 

the role of familiarity and awareness in valued experiences. 

The following discussion revie\Vs the landscape 

assessment and related literature as it pertains to each of 

the four objectives. 

Components of Valued Landscape Experiences 

Despite the objective of recreation managers to 

provide for high-quality experiences (More and Buhyoff, 

1979), few researchers have attempted to identify the 

physical and social components of pleasurable or valued 

7 
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landscape experiences. Conversely, a number of investiga-

tors have identified factors which appear to detract from 

in a study of over 700 

notes that crowding, 

outdoor experiences. Dorfman (1979), 

recreationists in the northeast, 

annoying neighbors and litter contribute to unsatisfactory 

camping experiences. Pitt et al. (1981) found that 

increasing numbers of boats within close proximity is 

inversely related to boater's satisfactions on Chesapeake 

Bay. 

more 

they 

Other studies report that recreationists are disturbed 

by the litter they 

encounter (Stankey, 

find than by the number of people 

1973; Lee, 1975). Studies aimed 

specifically at wilderness users identified noise (\Vomble 

and Studebaker, 1981) and party size (Stankey, 1973) as 

affecting perceptions of encounters with other user groups. 

Consistent preferences are found in these studies for 

several small group encounters over meeting a single large 

group. 

R e c rea t ion res ear c hal so e x am i n e s po sit i ve asp e c t s 

of outdoor experiences but primarily through the study of 

people's satisfactions (Bultena and Klessig, 1969; Peterson, 

1974). Shafer and Mietz (1969) found that aesthetic and 

emotional dimensions rate very high among wilderness hikers 

in the northeast, and in a study of camping experiences in 

the Pacific Northwest (Clark et a1., 1971), recreationists 
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agreed that isolation and contact with the natural environ-

ment are common goals of the camping experience. 

Research on recreation experiences is limited in its 

contribution toward understanding the total landscape 

experience and in its representation across landscape types. 

Studies ha ve focused on elements which detract from 

landscape experiences with little concern for the physical 

components characterizing landscapes. This research is also 

restricted in scope--both across population groups and 

landscapes. Sample populations are often restricted to 

on-site landscape users. In addition, studies are conducted 

in a limited set of landscape settings and report little 

about the qualities of the landscapes involved. 

User Characteristics and Valued 
Landscape Experiences 

The second objective of this study is to identify 

the relationships between socioeconomic variables and the 

settings, activities, and reasons associated with valued 

landscape experiences. Several studies have examined the 

variability in responses associated with different 

socioeconomic characteristics of users. Balling and Falk 

(1982) found that young children prefer different landscapes 

from those of older age groups. Lyons (1983), in an attempt 

to replicate this study, found that differences in age, 

gender, and residential experience all contributed 
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significantly to landscape preference ratings, but age by 

itself differentiated most clearly between subjects. The 

importance of socio-economic status and ethnicity was 

reported by Zube and Pitt (1981) and of age by Zube, Pitt 

and Evans (1983). The first paper, based on a comparison of 

West Indian and American landscape perceptions, notes that 

West Indians do not share the preferences exhibited by other 

American respondent groups. The latter paper suggests that 

preferences change throughout the life cycle and that young 

children, adults, and the elderly have distinctly different 

landscape preferences. 

In a review of methodological issues for both scenic 

and recreational research, Brush (1976) concludes that 

observer ratings are often influenced by an individual's 

social background and prior experiences. Hendee, Stankey 

and Lucas (1978) suggest that the most distinguishing 

characteristic of wilderness visitors in every study they 

examined is their high level of educational attainment. 

Several studies found that differences in 

perceptions of landscape beauty are related to occupaUon 

(Daniel and Boster, 1976; Zube, 1973) . Fines (1968) 

observed differences between individuals with formal design 

training and non-designers. In contrast, other studies have 

demonstrated a high degree of consensus among individuals 

making landscape scenic beauty evaluations (Shafer, Hamilton 



11 

and Schmidt, 1969; Shafer and Mietz, 1969; Shafer and Tooby, 

1973) . 

Large-scale recreation studies such as that 

conducted by the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review 

Commission (ORRRC, 1962) show clear behavioral patterns by 

age and gender. Site-specific studies also note that 

distinct types of recreation activities and participation 

patterns vary as a function of sex (Maddock, Gehrken and 

Guthrie, 1965). Knudson (1980) identified the "typical" 

park camper in the United States as male, middle to upper 

income, and well-educated. 

This body of literature can be characterized for its 

reliance on opportunity samples comprised of predominately 

white, middle class, young to middle-aged adults (Zube et 

al.,1982). These samples limit the ability to generalize 

findings to other population groups. Frequently, these 

studies are also limited to natural landscapes found in 

national parks, monuoents, forests, and wilderness areas. 

Lacking is a broader or more encompassing sample of the 

population and of landscapes. 

Place of Residence and Valued 
Landscape Experiences 

The third objective of this investigation is to 

identify the relationships between variables characterizing 

place of residence and valued landscape experiences. 
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Several studies identify urban/rural differences in 

landscape preferences. In a study cited previously, Lyons 

(1983) found divergent preferences for urban and rural 

residents. Orland (1982) identified differences in both 

landscape and environmental quality preferences between 

residents of remote rural and urban communities in Arizona. 

Studies have also shown that the type of area on 

lives in (urban, rural, small town, large city) is an 

important factor in outdoor recreation participation (Burch 

ad Wenger, 1967; Lucas, 1964; King, 1965; Hendee et a1., 

1978; ORRRC, 1962). Several theories are offered as 

explanations for these differences. These can generally be 

classified into two different types, those based on the 

influence of population size and density, and those based on 

cultural differences. 

The most obvious rationale for differences based on 

population and density is what is referred to as the 

"opportunity theory" (Hendee, 1969b). 

participation in different forms of 

This implies that 

outdoor recreation 

depends on the availability of the activity. Hauser (1962) 

found substantial support for this theory in an examination 

of national survey data. Theories based on cultural differ-

ences center on an individual's social class, occupation and 

associated attitudes. Burdge (1961) found rural farmers to 

be more \.,rork-oriented and thus underrepresented in 
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recreation participation. Hendee (1969a) also notes this 

under representation but suggests it is characteristic of 

the attitudes shared by the consumptive rural occupations of 

farming, mining, and logging. 

Almost a decade and a half ago, Hendee (1969b) 

published 

concluded: 

a review of the recreation literature and 

1. Most studies include little, if any, speculation 

about why urban or rural residence might be associ

ated with certain outdoor recreation activities. 

2. The relationship between urban versus rural 

residence and other key variables such as age, 

education, occupation, and income are rarely 

analyzed simultaneously, yet rural-urban differences 

may be masking the effects of these other variables. 

A review of the literature from the ensuing 15 years 

suggests that these are still valid criticisms. 

The effect of local commodity interests on land use 

preferences has also been demonstrated (Zube, Law and 

Carpenter, 1984). This study shows that over 60% of the 

residents of several resource commodity-oriented 

areas--those oriented to farming, mining, and forestry--note 

land use preferences reflecting local commodity interests. 



Familiarity and Valued Landscape 
Experiences 
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The final objective of this study is to assess 

whether familiarity is related to valued landscape 

experiences. Familiarity with the things around us has been 

suggested as an important factor in landscape preferences 

(Herzog, Kaplan and Kaplan, 1977), recreation preferences 

(Brush, 1976; Hammitt, 1981), and preferences for abstract 

visual and auditory stimuli in controlled laboratory 

experiments (Moreland and Zajonc, 1977; Wilson, 1979; 

Kunst-Wilson and Zajonc, 1980). The literature defines 

familiarity from two different viewpoints. One 

interpretation defines the term with rega~d to awareness of 

an individual's daily surroundings and the second defines it 

with regard to repeated exposure. 

Wohlwill (1976) suggests that individuals tend to 

prefer landscapes similar to ones to which they are most 

closely affiliated. This was confirmed by Sonnenfeld (1967) 

in a study comparing landscape preferences of Eskimo and 

non-Eskimo residents of Alaska and residents of Dela\·lare. 

Preferences are shown to be strongest for landscapes most 

similar to a respondent's home environment. Similarly, 

Nieman (1980) found that preference for the familiar 

explains the variability in the visual quality perceptions 

of residents of New York state's coastal zone. Beckett 

(1974) supports this concept with the contention that 
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familiarity with a place and its inhabitants is emotionally 

reassuring. By giving an individual the feeling of 

belonging, he is predisposed to like the area and other 

areas of similar nature. 

Several studies report contradictory findings. In a 

study which presented slides of mountainous regions of the 

Rocky Mountain and Appalachian regions to residents of 

Virginia and Utah, Wellman and Buhyoff (1980) found no 

systematic preference for the physiographic region in which 

subjects resided. Pitt et a1. (1980), in a comparison of 

the perceptions of native Kansans and life-long residents of 

New England, found that both groups exhibited strong 

preferences for characteristic New England landscapes. 

In spite of these contradictory findings, Jackson 

et a1. (1978) feel that familiarity with scenes emerges as 

one of the better predictors of landscape preference. 

Familiarity appears to be not only an important factor 

influencing perceptions of natural landscapes but is 

suggested as an important component of remembrance in urban 

environments. Lynch (1960) found that familiarity with the 

surroundings is an important factor in the identification of 

"landmarks" and in shaping an individual's image of the 

city. 

Several studies marshal support for the interpreta

tion that defines familiarity in terms of repeated exposure. 
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Zajonc (1968), in a review of several laboratory experi-

ments, found that mere repeated exposure to a stimulus 

enhances an individual's attitude to it. In a study 

investigating the effects of repeated visits on perceptions 

of visual quality, Hammitt (1981) found visual quality 

perceptions of repeat visitors to a bog environment to be 

higher than those of the first-time visitor. He suggests 

that past experience or prior knowledge or an area or 

activity often leads to heightened preference or experience. 

Counter to the concept of familiarity is that of 

uniqueness. Ulrich (1983) notes that repeated exposure to 

an environment or excessive familiarity may lead to a 

reduced intensity and quality of an aesthetic response or 

preference. Leopold (1969) in a study of riverscapes 

suggests that a "landscape which is unique--that is, 

different from others or uncommon--is of more significance 

to society than one that is common." In support of his 

thesis, he produces a uniqueness ratio for each ri.verscape 

relative to every other riverscape evaluated. 

In the recreation literature, the "new experience" 

theory has been posed (Burch and Wenger, 1967), which 

supports the uniqueness concept. This theory suggests that 

people seek experiences that allow them to escape their 

everyday lives via sharply contrasting and new experiences. 
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Kaplan and Kaplan (1982) suggest that being familiar 

with an environment means you are less dependent on informa-

tion from your surroundings. One need not pay as close 

attention or be as sensitive to feedback because one already 

knows what is there, one knows what to expect. Perhaps less 

time is spent trying to understand and reform the cognitive 

model of the environment and more time is spent on other 

things such as enjoying oneself, one's companions, the 

surroundings, or the quality 

that people prefer not to be 

of the experience. They note 

overloaded or overwhelmed by 

their surroundings, yet at the same time people seek and 

desire involvement. Therefore, it is important not only to 

examine settings but also the activities (involvement) that 

take place. This study not only examines the relationships 

between an individual's proximate landscape and the settings 

of his/her valued landscape experience but also the types of 

activities available and important to an individual and the 

kinds of activities associated with memorable experiences. 

It is clear from this review of the literature that 

except for the specialized work in wilderness landscapes, 

little is known about the transactions that take place 

between humans and natural landscapes. Other conclusions 

from this review note: (1) an emphasis on components which 

detract from user experiences; (2) a lack of agreement on 

the relationships of socioeconomic characteristics and 
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landscape preferences; (3) little understanding of place of 

residence variable as they relate to landscape preferences 

and recreation behavior; and (4) conflicting views of the 

role of familiarity and awareness in landscape perception. 

limited 

Careful 

In addition, studies of these issues have been 

both across population groups and 

analysis of valued landscape 

landscape types. 

experiences may 

identify attributes or relationships overlooked in the study 

of landscape preferences and evaluations. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

This chapter presents first a discussion of the 

methods used in questionnaire distribution and instrument 

design, and second, the procedures used to analyze data for 

each of the research objectives. A detailed 

the survey population, sample size, and 

respondents is presented in Appendix A. 

Questionnaire Distribution 

discussion of 

selection of 

On June 17, 1982, a questionnaire (see Appendix B) 

was mailed to a stratified random sample of 1500 Arizona 

households to gather information on perceptions and values 

associated with land resources in the state. Procedures 

were adopted from Dillman's (1978) "Total Design Method," 

which includes an initial bulk mailing, one post-card 

reminder and, as necessary, personal phone contacts. 

Table 1 shows the total number of returned question-

naires. Undeliverable questionnaires include those returned 

unopened or those mailed to individuals who had moved out of 

the state or were deceased (N = 167). The total number of 

responses received includes the number of usable 

19 
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questionnaires returned plus responses received either by 

phone or letter for not completing the survey. These 

reasons include: no time/interest (N = 62); physically 

incapable (N = 23); non-English speaking (N = 12) ; 

non-residents (N 11); and ne\v residents to the state (N = 

3). The column labeled "Usable Returns" includes all of the 

returned forms that could be used for analysis, 847 out of 

1333 deliverable, for a response rate of 64 percent. 

Table l. Summary of questionnaires returned. 

Total Total Total Total Usable 
Question- Undeliv- Question- Responses Question-
naires erable naires Received naires 
Mailed Quest.ion- Delivered Returned 

naires 

Total 1500 167 1333 958 847 

Percent .72 .64 
Return 

Questionnaire Design 

The survey instrument is based on information 

derived from 87 open-ended interviews with individuals 

representing a wide range of interests and backgrounds (Zube 

and Law, 1981; Law, 1982; Law and Zube, 1983). Interviews 

in pilot work as a basis for developing meaningful question-

naire response alternatives follows the recommendations of 



21 

Lazarsfeld (1944), McKennell (1974), and Moser and Kalton 

(1971) and abates much of the criticism associated with 

closed-ended survey questions discussed later in this 

chapter. Interviewees represented the following interests: 

farming and ranching (N = 7), environmental (N = 9), urban 

planning (N = 10), real estate (N = 8), political (N = 8), 

recreation (N = 9), and resource management (N = 9). Also 

interviewed were seasonal visitors (N = 13), newcomers to 

the state (N = 8), and minorities, including Hispanic and 

Native Americans (N = 6). Articulate individuals were 

sought for their diverse pOints of view and to obtain the 

widest possible array of experiences, perceptions, and 

attitudes. Topics discussed in the interviews and used in 

the design of the questionnaire included: attitudes about 

living in Arizona; opinions about various commercial, 

industrial, and conservation land uses; recollections of 

valued experiences and landscapes; perceptions of change; 

and outdoor work and recreation activities. 

An Experiential Question 

One question was designed to specifically elicit 

highly valued outdoor experiences in a straightforward 

manner. Actual experience with the environment encompasses 

a myriad of sights, sounds, feelings, and physical actions. 

Asking individuals to describe these experiences in survey 

research could prove to be trying and laborious. ~Iemor y, on 
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the other hand, is believed to simplify and compose our 

perceptions--it is the great organizer of our consciousness 

(Langer, 

working 

1953). 

question 

Operationalizing this concept into a 

for study, the phrase "memorable 

experience" was used to elicit descriptions of highly valued 

landscape experiences. Asking respondents to report on 

memorable experiences proved effective and even enjoyable 

for many interviewees during the initial interviews on which 

the questionnaire is based. Results from the preliminary 

interviews were transcribed, recorded, and sorted into 

categories. Redundant responses were eliminated and similar 

responses combined into the following categories: ( 1 ) 

settings for memorable experiences, (2) activities involved 

in memorable experiences, and (3) reasons given for memor-

able experiences. The "experiential" question resulting 

from this effort is indicated in Figure 1. This formal 

requires respondents to "compartmentalize" their experiences 

into three interrelated areas. Over 78% of the respondents 

answered this question, suggesting that it provides a 

reasonably successful approach for eliciting recollections 

of valued landscape experiences. 

The idea that people recall environmental 

experiences in a categorical fashion is not new. Appleyard 

(1970) notes that urban elements are remembered in three 

ways, including actions, images, and symbols. Thus, 
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buildings are often described by the activity a person 

engaged in while he or she was there, by the size of the 

building, its color, style, shape, and materials, or as a 

name, number, or graphic learned from a map or sjgn. 

Results from the preliminary interviews indicate that 

non urban environments are also recalled according to three 

elements, including landscape locations, activities, and the 

purpose or reasons for that experience. 

The architecture of this particular question also 

warrants discussion. It presents an important compromise 

between free-response and closed ended or ranking questions 

commonly found in mail questionnaires. Good (1972) suggests 

that responses to open-ended questions can go beyond 

statistical inferences into the area of hidden motivations 

behind attitudes, interests, preferences, and decisions. 

While this information may be extremely important, the work 

required to tabulate and summarize these responses is 

time-consuming and costly. Precoded or closed-ended 

questions, on the other hand, are often preferred for 

practical reasons having to do with ease of administration, 

coding, and analysis. However, question items constructed a 

priori may fail to provide an adequate set of meaningful 

alternatives from which an individual can choose or may 

influence their choice. 
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The debate over open versus closed-ended questions 

in survey research has ensued for a number of years. The 

issue is whether both question forms yield essentially the 

same results. Despite the historical controversy, the 

endless discussion in textbooks, and almost 50 years of 

active survey research, evidence supporting either viewpoint 

is lacking. 

based almost 

experience. 

The superiority of one form over the other is 

entirely on personal preference or anecdotal 

It is difficult to locate a single rigorous 

study in which closed and open versions of essentially the 

same question were asked of the same general population in 

an experimental design. Schuman and Presser (1979) prepared 

one of the few systematic efforts comparing complex open and 

closed questions within the framework of a large-scale 

attitude survey. Their results fail to provide strong 

support for the superiority of open-ended questions and may 

imply that after sufficient pilot work, investigators may 

rely exclusively on closed response items. 

In addition to providing an important compromise 

between open and closed-ended questions, the "experiential" 

question displayed in Figure 1 represents an adaptation of 

the sentence completion test. This scheme asks an indivi-

dual to complete a sentence where a projective element is 

provided through a sentence beginning or stem. This enables 

the respondent to answer freely within a frame\."ork 
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constructed by the researcher. The subject of the response 

is directed by the sentence stem but the direction is free 

enough to reveal strong differences among and between 

individuals (Whyte, 1977). This question type also suggests 

that analyses be performed at a number of different levels. 

For example, at the simplest level, frequencies can be 

tabulated for each response item. At the next level, 

responses within one category can be compared with responses 

in other categories. In the case of Figure 1, for example, 

mountains as a place for memorable experiences are 

associated with downhill skiing and snowmobiling. Lastly, 

all three response categories must be compared. This study 

shows that mountains, downhill skiing, and a chance to 

escape the heat are all considered components of one kind of 

valued outdoor experience. 

Response Item Order Effects 

Evaluation of the question displayed in 

must also address the issue of order effects. 

Figure 1 

This j s 

particularly important wher. individuals are required to 

select responses from long lists of alternative items. A 

review of the literature on order effects and how it relates 

to this investigation is presented for the interested reader 

in Appendix C. 

To determine the effectiveness of this questionnaire 

in obtaining non-biased response, two versions of the 
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questionnaire form were printed with the listing of all 

response items presented in reverse order. This strategy 

allows not only an assessment of response item order effects 

but identification of where they might occur. 

Statistical Procedures 

Table 2 outlines the statistical analyses followed 

to address the research objectives identified in Chapter 2. 

A discussion follows, summarizing each procedure. 

Identification of the components characteristic of 

valued landscape experiences requires generation of 

frequency tables for each experiential response category 

(see Figure 1). Relationships between response categories 

(the settings for memorable landscape experiences, the 

activities involved in these experiences, and the reasons 

given for them) are analyzed using contingency tables and 

chi-square analyses in conjunction with the SPSS Nultiple 

Response procedure (Hull and Nie, 1981), which provides for 

analysis of dichotomous and multiple response items in 

conjunction with one another. This analysis begins to 

address the following questions: (1) do some landscape 

settings support specific outdoor activities; (2) are 

specific reasons for memorable experiences associated with 

various landscape settings, and (3) are specified reasons 

related to engagement in specific outdoor activities. 
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Table 2. Summary of statistical procedures. 

Research Objectives 

1. Identify components of 
valued landscape experi
ences 

Identify relationships 
between the locations, 
activities, and reasons 
associated with valued 
landscape experiences 

Validate findings through 
evaluation of response 
item order effects 

2. Identify relationships 
between user characteris
tics and valued landscape 
experiences 

3. Identify relationships 
between place of residence 
variables and valued 
experiences 

Statistical Procedures 

Generate frequency tables 
for each experiential 
response category 

Crosstabulation and chi
square analyses between 
experiential response 
categories 

Crosstabulation and chi
square analyses of experi
ential responses between 
questionnaires having 
reversed response ite~ 
orders 

Crosstabulation and chi
square analyses between 
experiential response 
categories and questions 
concerned with the respon
dent's sex, age, income, 
education, community size, 
and length of residence 

Discriminant function analy
sis between experiential 
response categories and 
respondent characteristics 

Crosstabulation and chi
square analyses between 
experiential response 
categories and questions 
concerned with the type and 
commodity orientation of the 
area respondents live in 



Table 2. -- Continued 

Research Objectives 

4. Assess the role of famili
arity and awareness in 
valued landscape experi
ences 

Statistical Procedures 

Crosstabulation and chi
square analyses between 
experiential response 
categories and questions 
identifying landscapes and 
outdoor activities found 
within 25 miles of where 
respondents live. 

29 
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Two techniques are used to examine response item 

order effects. Fi rs t, frequency tables 

compared 

for each 

experiential response category are based on 

questionnaire form. Next, cross tabulations and chi-square 

statistics between questionnaire versions and each 

experiential response item are generated and significance 

tested. 

The relationship between respondent characteristics, 

sex, age, income, education, community size, and length of 

residence with valued landscape 

by cross-tabulations comparing 

tial response categories with 

experiences is investigated 

each of the three experien

the socioeconomic variables 

surveyed. 

respondent 

Next, the strength and capabilities of these 

characteristics to discriminate bet\veen 

components of valued landscape experiences are evaluated 

using discriminant function analysis. 

Differences in valued outdoor experiences due to 

place of residential variables are examined via contingency 

tables displaying the type and commodity orientation of the 

community and categories of memorable respondent's 

experiences. Significant differences are tested using the 

chi-square statistic. 

Assessing 

landscape 

the role of familiarity 

valued experiences requires 

and awareness in 

two separate 

procedures. First, the relationship of landscape awareness 
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and the settings for valued experiences is investigated by 

comparing landscape types found within 25 miles of where a 

respondent lives and the landscape setting in which valued 

experiences occurred. Second, the importance of familiar 

activities to valued experiences is identified by comparing 

activities engaged in during the past year with those 

activities noted in valued experiences. For this analysis, 

awareness of landscape settings is assumed if features 

characteristic of particular landscapes are found within 25 

miles of where a respondent lives and, for familiar outdoor 

activities, whether the respondent engaged in that activity 

during the past year. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESEARCH FINDINGS 

Sections of this chapter present findings as they 

relate to the research objectives in Chapter 2. Additional 

discussion in the first section is devoted to the 

relationships between response categories and the validity 

of the experiential question. 

Components of Valued Landscape Experiences 

An account of the frequencies associated with each 

item in the three experiential response categories 

(locations, activities, and reasons) suggests strong 

consensus on where valued outdoor experiences occur, what 

activities are participated in, and the reasons for them. 

For the total sample, valued experiences appear to 

occur in three landscape types: mountains, canyons, and 

lakes. Combined, 

three-fourths (72.1%) 

these 

of 

types account for 

the total responses. 

almost 

Over 

one-third (38.3%) of the respondents identified experiences 

that occurred in various mountainous landscapes throughout 

the state. 

approximately 

Both 

the 

canyons and lakes are 

same frequency (17.6% 

32 

cited \v1 t h 

and 16.2%, 



Table 3. Locations of valued landscape experiences: 
frequencies, percentages, and ranking for the 
total sample. 

I/We went to the 

Frequency 

Mountains 304 

Canyons 140 

Lakes 129 

Deserts 86 

Forests 59 

Rivers 40 

Valleys 14 

Other 22 

Pc t. 0 f 
Responses 

38.3% 

17.6 

16.2 

10.8 

7.4 

5.0 

1.8 

2.8 

Ranking 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

33 

Total 794 99.9 (Due to rounding 
error) 
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respectively). 

less favored, 

The remaining landscapes are considerably 

with valleys as a location of memorable 

experiences cited least (1.8%). 

Strong consensus for the type of activities 

associated with valued landscape experiences is shown in 

Table 4. Of the 26 different outdoor activities listed in 

the questionnaire, 5 are displayed in the table along with 

their ordinal ranking. These five activities represent over 

two-thirds (66.8%) of the total number of responses given. 

Each item represents at least 5.0% of the total response. 

Respondents recalled those experiences where sight

seeing, camping, and picnicking were the primary outdoor 

activities. These three outdoor activities represent over 

one-half (53.5%) of the total responses. Sightseeing alone 

accounts for over one-fourth (25.9%) of the responses. 

All of the outdoor activities listed in the survey 

instrument (see Appendix B) \<Jere derived from the 

preliminary intervie\<Js on which the questionnaire is based. 

A number of these activities received no mention or less 

than one percent of the total responses (N < 8). Among 

these are: working cattle, farming, exploring for minerals, 

cutting firewood, and harvesting a crop--activities typi-

cally considered more work than pleasure. Others receiving 

less than one percent of the total responses include: 

cross-country skiing, downhill skiing, snowmobiling, 



fable 4. Selected activitjes associated with valued land
scape experiences: frequencies, percentages,and 
rankings for the total sample. 

primarily to 

Frequency Pct. of 
Responses 

Ranking 

Sightsee 204 25.9% 1 

Camp 

Picnic 

Fish 

Hike 

Total 

Note: 

124 

94 

65 

40 

527 

15.7 

11. 9 

8.2 

5.1 

66.8 of the total 
responses 

2 

3 

4 

5 

See Appendix D, Table D-l for complete listing of 
responses. 
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dirt-bike and horseback riding--activities demanding 

expensive equipment and accessories; and studying plants, 

rocks, or birds and visiting archeological sites, activities 

typically requiring some degree of specialized training or 

interests. 

Table 5 lists fourteen reasons associated with 

valued landscape experiences. Percentages are based on the 

number of respondents to account for individuals selecting 

up to three items for this portion of the question. Only 

responses noted by at least five percent of the total number 

of respondents are included. They represent eighty percent 

(80.1%) of the total number of responses but account for 

less than one-half of the response alternatives included in 

the survey instrument. Substantial agreement is shown for a 

number of items including the ability to "share it [the 

experience] 

importance 

with 

of a 

someone else." 

social component 

This suggests the 

in valued landscape 

experiences. However, this apparently does not extend to 

larger groups of people. The third and fourth most cited 

responses emphasize the importance of being able to get away 

from "people/crowds" and the "sounds of civilization." 

Aesthetics also seem to play an important role in valued 

landscape experiences. The ability to "see a long distance" 

or find "panoramic views" of "outstanding scenery" that is 

"visually pleasing" or some immense that you are "humbled by 



Table 5. Selected reasons associated with valued landscape 
experiences: frequencies, percentages, and rank
ings for the total sample . 

. and it was memorable because 

Frequency Pct. of Ranking 
Respondents 

I shared it with 189 23.6% 1 
someone else 

It was aesthetic- 176 22.0 2 
cally/visually 
pleasing 

I could get away 162 20.2 3 
from people/crowds 

I could get from 137 17. 1 4 
the sounds of 
civilization 

Of the outstand- 127 15.9 5 
ing scenery 

Of the panoramic 113 14.1 6 
view 

I was aware of 109 13.6 7 
the environment 

I was humbled by 107 13.4 8 
the immensity 
of the landscape 

There was surface 98 12.2 9 
water 

I got a \.,a y from 64 8.0 10 
the heat 

I was physically 48 6.0 11 
challenged 

It was easily 42 5.2 12 
accessible 
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Table 5. -- Continued 

and it was memorable because 

I could see a 
long distance 

I could build a 
campfire 

Total 

Frequency 

40 

40 

1452 

Pct. of 
Respondents 

5.0% 

5.0 

Ranking 

14 

14 

80.1% of the total 
responses 

Note: See Appendix D, Table D-2 for complete listing of 
responses. 
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the landscape" are all frequently cited by respondents. 

Combined, these items represent more than one-quarter 

(31.1%) of the total responses. Simply to be "aware of the 

environment" was noted by 13.6% of the respondents. 

Reasons capitalizing on some of the state's more 

unique qualities are also noted and include the ability to 

"escape the heat," and find "surface water." Both are noted 

with approximately equal frequency. Finally noted are being 

"physically challenged," and able to "build a campfire," 

reasons which may be desirable to these individuals seeking 

extended outdoor experiences. 

Of the response alternatives not included in Table 

5 , several appear to be unrelated to valued landscape 

experiences. 

or climate. 

These reasons concern aspects of the weather 

"It was cold" or "hot," or the ability to get 

"away from the cold" and not "worry about overexposure to 

the sun, wind, etc." are noted by no more than one percent 

of the respondents. 

Relationships Between Response Categories 

Several interesting relationships become evident 

through an examinatjon of the crosstabulation tables 

between the three experiential response generated 

categories. All seven landscapes and the ten most noted 

outdoor activities are addressed in this analysis although 

discussion focuses on relationships between the four most 
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noted landscapes and the five most noted outdoor activities 

identified in Tables 3 and 4. 

Activities representing over five percent of the 

responses associated with each landscape type are included 

in Table 6. The data suggest that while several landscapes 

are supportive of similar activities, each landscape has a 

unique activity "profile" and that different kinds of 

outdoor experiences are associated with each landscape type. 

All 26 outdoor activities listed in the survey 

instrument are noted in combination with mountains for 

memorable outdoor experiences. This is more than for any of 

the other six landscapes. Most noted activities are sight-

seeing, camping, picnicking, and hiking. Together, these 

four activities are noted by almost sixty-five percent of 

respondents as components of valued landscape experience. 

Seventeen of the outdoor activities listed are noted 

in combination with canyons. As with mountains, the most 

noted activity in combination with canyons is sightseeing. 

Almost one-half of these respondents recall sightseeing 

experiences in canyon areas. Substantially fewer respon

dents noted hiking, backpacking, nature photography, and 

picnicking. 

Lakes as a location for valued outdoor experiences 

are associated with eleven of the 26 outdoor activities. 

~lore than one-fourth of the respondents citing la ke 



Table 6. Selected outdoor activities associated with landscape types: 
components of valued landscape experiences expressed as a percentage 
of group responses. 

Sightsee 

Camp 

Picnic 

Fish 

Hike 

Hunt 

Photograph 
Nature 

Halk 

4-\'lheel 

Backpack 

Total 

Hountains 
N = 304 

26.1%(1) 

20.4(2) 

12.7(3) 

5.4(4) 

64.6% 

Canyons Lakes Deserts 
N = 140 N = 129 N = 86 

47.8(1) 12.6(4) 18.1(1) 

18.1(2) 6.0(7) 

5.1(5) 15.0(3) 15.7(2) 

29.1(1) 

12.3(2) 

5.8(4) 

7.2(3) 

78.2 74.8 

10.8(3) 

8.4(5) 

8.4(5) 

6.0(7) 

73.4 

( ) Rank order within groups. 

Forests 
N = 59 

10.5(3) 

36.8(1) 

10.5(3) 

5.3(5) 

5.3(5) 

68.4 

Rivers 
N = 40 

Valleys 
N = 14 

15.0(2) 42.9(1) 

12.5(4) 

12.5(4) 

32.5(1) 

7.5(4) 

80.0 

7.l(4) 

7.1(4) 

7.1(4) 

64.2 

Note: See Appendix D, Table D-3 for complete listing of responses. 
~ 
I-' 
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experiences did so in conjunction with fishing. Camping, 

picnicking, and sightseeing are noted with relatively equal 

proportions. 

Deserts are also associated with a large number (19) 

of the 26 activities. Walking is unique to this particular 

landscape, while hunting is named in combination with only 

one other location. No single activity represents a 

substantial portion of responses. 

A number of landscapes are noted in association with 

a wide array of outdoor activities. However, several of the 

"profiles" displayed in Table 6 contain similar activities. 

Examining these activities across landscapes identifies 

those environments that are particularly supportive of 

specific activities. 

Sightseeing is 

This emphasis suggests 

characteristics of one 

activities. 

related with all landscape types. 

that it is less dependent upon the 

particular landscape than are other 

Over one-half of the respondents who recall camping 

in valued experiences do so in association with mountainous 

landscapes. Approximately equal proportions recall camping 

experiences in forests (18.7%) or at lakes (17.1%). No 

respondent associates camping with valleys. 

The majority of respondents noting pi.cnicking went 

to the mountains (40.9%), while substantially fewer \vent to 
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(7.5%). 

Picnicking is also noted in combination with all seven 

landscape types, indicating its non-landscape specific 

nature. 

Respondents who note fishing experiences do so in 

combination with lakes and rivers. Slightly more than 

one-half (56.9%) recall valued experiences at lakes. Only 

5.0% equate fishing with forests and canyons and no 

individuals associate fishing with deserts or valleys. 

Over 80 percent of the respondents who cite hiking 

experiences do so in combination with canyons or mountainous 

landscapes. Essentially equal portions are represented by 

either landscape. Only 5.0% note hiking in lake areas. 

These findings indicate that the four most noted 

landscapes for valued experiences 

ent types of outdoor activities. 

are supportive of differ

Identification of these 

relationships raises the question of whether participation 

in similar activities within different landscape settings 

offers different kinds of environmental experiences. The 

following discussion notes how reasons associated with 

valued outdoor experiences vary as a function of landscape 

setting and activity. 

Mountains as a location for memorable outdoor 

experiences are noted with more reasons than any other 

landscape. Of the 34 reasons included in the survey 
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instrument, mountains are noted most in conjunction with 32. 

This confirms the previous observation that mountain 

landscapes not only support a wide array of outdoor 

activities but provide for a variety of experiences as well. 

For each reason cited, mountains are noted by at least 35.0% 

and as many as 60.9% of the respondents. 

Canyons are associated with 27 of the reasons 

listed. Noted most in combination with canyons is "being 

humbled by the landscape." Lakes are associated with 

slightly more reasons (29) and, not surprisingly, are noted 

most in combination with "there was surface water." 

Deserts, like mountain landscapes, are noted in combination 

with a large number (31) of reasons associated with valued 

outdoor experiences. Three reasons, "I shared it with 

someone else," "I was aware of the environment," and "it was 

visually/aesthetically 

combination with desert 

frequency. 

pleasing" are 

landscapes and 

noted most in 

all with equal 

Examination of the relationships between the three 

experiential response categories begins to address the 

question of whether participation in similar activities in 

different landscapes offers different kinds of valued 

landscape experiences. 

Sightseeing as an outdoor activity is noted with all 

seven landscapes yet the reasons associated with it vary for 
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each landscape. Sightseeing in mountainous areas is noted 

for aesthetic reasons such as the "outstanding scenery" and 

"panoramic views," social reasons such as "sharing it with 

someone else," and at the same time "getting away from 

people." Sightseeing at lakes in Arizona is associated with 

the same aesthetic and social reasons and adds the dimension 

"I was aware of the environment." Sightseeing in canyons 

precludes the social dimension. Sightseeing in the desert 

adds the dimension of being able to "see long distances." 

Camping is associated with all seven landscapes but 

most notably mountains and lakes. Camping in the mountains 

is noted for "getting away from people, sounds, and the 

heat" and "to share the visual pleasantness" whereas lake 

camping was memorable primarily because of the "presence of 

surface water." 

Picnicking is the only other outdoor activity noted 

in combination with all seven landscapes. 

desert is uniquely associated with 

Picnicking in the 

"easy access." 

Picnicking in mountains and at lakes are noted with the 

ability "to get away from the heat." Picnicking in canyons 

is uniquely associated with the ability to "build 

campfires." 

The reasons associated most with valued outdoor 

experiences have already been identified. It should be 

noted that the "ability to share it [the experience] \vith 
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somebody else" is noted in combination with all of the 

activities and locations included in the survey instrument. 

To "get away from people/crowds" and "their sounds" are 

noted in combination with all landscapes and 

activities identified in Tables 3 and 4. 

Reasons associated with memorable 

outdoor 

outdoor 

experiences and activities that are unique to particular 

landscapes must also be noted. For example, hiking is noted 

only in association with canyons. Reasons cited include "it 

was physically challenging," and you are "aware of the 

environment." 

Validity of the Experiential Question 

The relationships described in the previous section 

suggest that this question elicits what appear to be honest 

and intuitively logical responses. Additional support of 

its validity is provided by a tally of responses written in 

the "other" response alternative for each category of this 

question. Fishing, boating, waterskiing, and swimming were 

written in the other response alternative as activities 

associated with valued experiences by 95 respondents. In 

all but one case these activities are associated with 

rivers, lakes, and the presence of "surface water," 

suggesting that after respondents read through each list of 

response item and found no satisfactory alternative, they 

wrote their specific response in the space provided. 
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Question validity is explored further by examining 

responses separated by questionnaire type. As discussed 

previously, surveys requiring individuals to select 

responses from long lists of alternatives are subject to the 

effects of presentation order on response. Comparing 

distributions for the three experiential response categories 

by questionnaire type should reveal whether order effects 

are present in responses to this question. 

The locations (landscape types) of valued outdoor 

experiences separated by questionnaire type reveal signifi

cantly different frequency distributions (chi-square = 

20.50, p < .00). Table 7 shows significant differences for 

the first and last items in each list and therefore suggests 

the presence of item order-effects. Apparently, the 

location of an item in the first response position of either 

questionnaire list has a primacy effect and increases it 

chance of being selected. The table also shows that this 

response-effect does not alter the ordinal ranking of 

response items within questionnaire types. Thus, while this 

interpretation seems reasonable, any firm conclusions would 

be premature. 

Activities associated with valued landscape experi

ences provide no evidence of response item order effects 

when separated by questionnaire type (chi-square = 23.97, 

P = .46). Table 8 shows that the ordinal ranking of items 
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Table 7. Locations of valued landscape experiences: frequen-
cies, percentages, rankings and chi-square values 
for response items by questionnaire type. 

Questionnaire T:YI.~e 1 Questionnaire TYEe 2 

Frequency Pet. Rank Frequency Pct. Rank X2 

Res- Res- (p= ) 
ponses ponses 

Mountains 131 33.2% 1 173 43.2% 1 4.89 
( .03) 

Canyons 67 17.0 2 73 18.2 2 0.11 
( .74) 

Lakes 64 16.2 3 65 16.2 3 0.00 
( 1. 00) 

Desert 57 14.5 4 29 7.2 4 8.92 
( .00) 

Forests 35 8.9 5 24 6.0 5 1. 86 
( .1 7) 

Rivers 18 4.6 6 22 5.5 6 0.18 
( .67 ) 

Valleys 7 1.8 7 7 1.7 7 0.00 
(1.00) 

Other 15 3.8 7 1.7 2.34 
( .13) 

Total 394 400 
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Table 8. Selected activities associated with valued land
scape experiences: frequencies, percentages, 
rankings and chi-square values for response items 
by questionnaire type. 

Questionnaire TY2 e 1 Questionnaire TY2 e 2 
Activities 

X2 
According Frequency Pct. Rank Frequency Pct. Rank 
to Over- Res- Res- (p= ) 
all Rank ponses ponses 

Sightsee 91 23.5% 1 113 28.2% 1 2.30 
(.13) 

Camp 63 16.2 2 61 15.2 2 0.16 
( .69) 

Picnic 55 14.2 3 39 9.7 3 3.39 
( .07) 

Fish 37 9.5 4 28 7.0 4 1. 70 
( .19) 

Hike 15 3.9 6 25 6.2 5 2.30 
( .13) 

Total 261 266 

Note: See Appendix D, Table D-4 for complete listing of 
responses. 
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is only slightly altered. Changes which do occur are 

between items with relatively close percentages or due to 

tied rankings. 

The separation of reasons associated with memorable 

outdoor experiences by questionnaire type also suggests the 

presence of response item order effects. The structure of 

this portion of the question, allowing up to three responses 

per respondent, prevents chi-square calculations for the 

entir~ set of response items. However, the frequency 

differences displayed in Table 9 suggesting the presence of 

order effects are addressed by calculating chi-square values 

for each item on the list. 

Several significant differences are identified from 

this separation. The primacy effect postulated in the 

discussion of Table 7 is also supported by these findings. 

Of the response items shown, one-half occupy one of the 

first six response positions in either questionnaire form. 

All seven of these response items have significant differen

ces. Two of the alternatives listed, "I got a\vay from the 

heat" and "there was surface water," occupy middle positions 

in the response lists and are not significantly different. 

Perhaps more important is the substantial change in item 

rankings within each questionnaire type. This altering of 

rankings dictates that analyses be separated according to 

the landscape setting in which the experience occurred. 



Table 9. Selected reasons associated with valued 
experiences: frequencies, percentages, 
and chi-square values for response 
questionnaire type. 
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landscape 
rankings, 
items by 

Questionnaire Type 1 Questionnaire Type 2 
Reasons 

x2 

(p= ) 
According Frequency Pct. Rank Frequency Pct. Rank 
to Over- Res- Res-
all Rank ponses ponses 

I shared it 
with some
one else 

58 14.8% 5 131 32.0% 1 

It was aesth- 117 
etica11y/ 
visually 
pleasing 

I could get 67 
away from 
people/ 
crowds 

I could get 91 
away from 
the sounds of 
civilization 

Of the out
standing 
scenery 

Of the pano
ramic view 

I was aware 
of the 
environment 

52 

35 

68 

I was humbled 41 
by the immen
sity of the 
landscape 

29.8 

17.1 

23.2 

13.3 

8.9 

17.3 

10.5 

1 59 14.4 6 

4 95 23.2 2 

2 46 ll. 2 8 

6 75 18.3 4 

9 78 19.1 3 

3 41 10.0 9 

8 66 16.1 5 

33.0 
(.00) 

27.8 
(.00) 

4.67 
( .03) 

20.2 
( .00) 

3.86 
( .05) 

17.0 
(.00) 

9.13 
( .00) 

5.88 
(.02) 
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Table 9. -- Continued 

Questionnaire TYEe 1 Questionnaire TYEe 2 
Reasons 

X2 According Frequency Pct. Rank Frequency Pct. Rank 
to Over- Res- Res- (p= ) 
all Rank ponses ponses 

There was 41 10.5% 8 57 13.9% 7 2.25 
surface ( .13) 
water 

I got away 29 7.4 11 35 8.6 11 0.37 
from the ( . 55 ) 
heat 

I was physi- 8 2.0 13 40 9.8 10 21.3 
cally ( .00) 
challenged 

It \Vas easily 21 5.4 12 21 5.1 13 0.02 
accessible ( .89) 

I could see 6 1.5 14 34 8.3 12 19.4 
a long ( .00) 
distance 

I could build 30 7 . 7 10 10 2.4 14 11. 4 
a campfire (.00) 

Note: See Appendix D, Table D-5 for complete listing of 
responses. 
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Examination of the outdoor activities associated 

with each landscape sepRrated by questionnaire type 

indicates no significant differences. However, significant 

differences are found when reasons (for valued experiences) 

associated with each landscape are separated by question

naire type. Of the 1/1 reasons noted most in combination 

with mountain, canyon, lake,and desert landscapes, 7, 3, 6, 

and 3 of these reasons, respectively, exhibit significant 

differences between questionnaire types. No significant 

differences are found for the reasons associated with the 

remaining landscape types. Thus, 

are present only in association 

landscapes for valued experiences. 

order effects appear to be 

with the four most noted 

Previous explorations of response item order effects 

suggest that a topic's importance to a respondent may be a 

factor determining response fluctuations due to presentation 

order (Carpenter and Blackwood, 1977). The notion of 

"saliency" implies that there is an established anchor or 

benchmark in the mind by which all things relate to that 

issue are measured or compared. If a topic is perceived as 

unimportant, no anchor point has been established and indivi

duals are more susceptible to the effects of presentation 

order (Carpenter, 1984). 

This factor's potential to explain variations due to 

response item order is examined by the construction of 
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"saliency" indices. These indices, based on the importance 

of various outdoor activities to respondents, are devised 

for the four landscapes demonstrating order affects. Each 

index isolates individuals who value combinations of outdoor 

actjvities associated with specific landscapes as components 

of memorable outdoor experi~nces and examines the effect of 

presentation order on their responses. 

Index construction relies on information gained from 

another survey question asking individuals to assess the 

importance of particular outdoor activities (see Question 4, 

Appendix B). Similar activity lists were used in this and 

in the experiential question to allow such comparisons. 

Examining the associations described in the previous 

section, 

specific 

indices. 

activities which 

landscapes are 

are important to 

identified and 

experiences in 

combined into 

If the concept of saliency is supported, respondents 

who perceive combinations of these corresponding activities 

as important should be unaffected by response item order. 

Likewise, respondents ",ho do not perceive these activitees 

as important should exhibit order effects. 

The index for mountainous experiences is comprised 

of the following activities: 

skiing, camping, picnicking, 

those respondents who noted 

hiking, hunting, downhill 

and 

at 

sightseeing. 

least four 

Selecting 

of these 
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activities as being very important resulted in the 

identification of 85 individuals. As with the entire 

sample, none of the activities associated with individual 

landscapes 

separated 

demonstrate significant differences when 

by questionnaire type. Lastly, significanl 

differences between respondents noting reasons associated 

with valued experiences are eliminated in all but one case. 

A complimentary group of respondents is selected to 

validate this index. These respondents perceived at least 

four of the mountain-related activities as not important 

(N = 187). Significant differences were found for three of 

the questionnaire items. 

A saliency index for canyon experipnces is construc-

ted based on the following outdoor activities: hiking, 

nature photography, camping, backpacking, picnicking, and 

sightseeing. Each of these activities is strongly or 

uniquely associated with valued canyon experiences as 

described previously. As noted, only the reasons associated 

with canyon experiences exhibit significant differences when 

compared across questionnaire types. Selection of those 

respondents noting at least four of these activities as very 

important (N = 101) again results in only one response item 

where frequencies differ significantly when separated by 

questionnaire type. Selection of respondents who noted at 

least four of these activities as not important (N = 153) 
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results in significantly different chi-square values as 

found for the entire respondent population. 

The relationships between outdoor activities 

associated with lake experiences suggests that a saliency 

index includes walking, camping, picnicking, sightseeing and 

the "other" response alternative. As with canyon 

experiences, only the reasons associated with lakes display 

significant differences and require examination. Responses 

by those individuals who noted at least four of these 

activities as very important eN = 94) results in significant 

differences for only two reasons associated with valued lake 

experiences. 

For those respondents noting at least two of these 

activities 

differences 

as not 

result 

important eN 

for four reasons 

137) , significant 

when compared across 

questionnaire types. 

The saliency 

ties associated with 

index for respondents 

desert landscapes as 

noting activi-

part of valued 

experiences was constructed using seven outdoor activities: 

walking, nature photography, hunting, 4-wheeling, camping, 

picnicking, and sightseeing. This results in the selection 

of 63 respondents. 

questionnaire type, only 

When 

one 

separated 

significant 

according 

difference 

to 

is 

found. However, significant differences are found for six 

reasons associated with desert experiences for a set of 
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complimentary respondents noting at least four of these 

activities as not important to them (N = 202). 

The elimination of significant differences based on 

these indices does not alter the ranking of activities and 

reasons associated with each landscape. Thus, presence of 

response item order effects is believed to leave the basic 

nature of the relationships between variables unchanged. 

While these findings cannot conclusively explain the 

presence of response order effects, they nonetheless assist 

in understanding this phenomenon. However promising these 

findings are for reducing response item order effects, 

strict reliance on information derived from those 

individuals apparently unaffected by presentation order 

would question whether the results adequately represent the 

experiential values of the state's population. Any fi rm 

conclusions about these effects should await further 

research results. Thus, this investigation will assume as 

have others in survey research that order effects do not 

seriously alter the outcome of this study. 

This 

User Characteristics and Valued 
Landscape Experiences 

section examines the relationships between 

various socioeconomic variables and responses characterizing 

valued landscape experiences. It summarizes the sample 

distribution for each variable and identi fies signi ficant 



Table 10. Socioeconomic profile of respondents. 

Sex: N = 843 
Male 
Female 

57.2 
42.6 

7.8 
22.0 
16.9 
15.5 
16.9 
16.5 

Education: N = 842 
No formal education 
Grade school 
Some high school 
High school graduate 
Trade school 
Some college 
College graduate 
Some graduate school 
Graduate degree 
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0.4 
2.4 
8.6 

20.4 
4.5 

33.6 
12.5 
7.8 
9.9 

Age: N = 846 
15-25 Years 
26-35 Years 
36-45 Years 
46-55 Years 
56-65 Years 
66-75 Years 
76 or Older 4.3 Community size: N 

More than 75,000 
10,001-75,000 
1,000-10,000 
Less than 1,000 
Farm or ranch 
Other 

832 

Income: N = 786 
Under $5,000 
$5,000- $9,999 
$10,000-$14,999 
$15,000-$19,999 
$20,000-$24,999 
$25,000-$29,999 
$30,000-$39,999 
$40,000-$49,999 
Over $50,000 

7.6 
12.6 
16.4 
13.0 
16.2 
10.7 
11.7 

5.3 
6.5 

Length of Residence: 
1-5 Years 
6-10 Years 
11-20 Years 
More than 20 years 

Response items displayed in percentages 

36.5 
25.1 
28.2 
4.7 
1.6 
3.8 

N = 845 
37.8 
23.2 
17.9 
21. 2 
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differences in locations, activities, and reasons for valued 

landscape experiences related to these factors. 

The majority of respondents are between the ages of 

26 and 75 years old, and have typically lived in the area 

for less than 10 years. Generally, they are high school 

graduates who have received some post-high school education 

or training and reside in communities with populations 

exceeding 75,000 people. Table 10 displays a socioeconomic 

profile for the total sample. 

Hhile comparisons to 1980 u.s. Census Bureau 

statistics cannot be made for each socioeconomic variable, 

several comparisons show that the survey sample statistics 

are similar to those identified through state-wide census 

figures. 

Of the 847 respondents, 57.2 percent are male and 

42.8 percent are female. These figures compare favorably 

with the state's male and female populations 15 years or 

older who have some type of income (chi-square = 3.09, p < 

.05, U.S. Census Bureau, 1980). The relationship of sex 

with experiential response items is minimal. No significant 

differences are observed for the settings of valued 

experiences. However, significantly more females than males 

equate camping with valued experiences Men, on the other 

hand, note hunting with significantly larger frequency. 

Thus, for males, hunting replaces hiking as the fifth most 
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cited activity associated with valued outdoor experiences. 

All other outdoor activities are noted with approximately 

equal proportions. Only one reason associated with valued 

experiences, the presence of "surface water," is noted by 

significantly more males than females. 

The largest age-class of respondents (22.6%) is the 

26-35 year old group. This corresponds generally to the 

median age of state residents, 29.2 years old (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 1980). Due to the small number of individuals 85 

years or older who responded to the experiential question, 

this age category is eliminated from analysis. No 

significant differences are observed for settings of valued 

experiences related to age. However, there is relationship 

between age and 

As 

activities associated with valued 

experiences. age increases beyond 55 years, the 

frequency with which sightseeing is considered a component 

of valued experiences decreases. A similar trend is 

observed for camping. The opposite is noted for the sixth 

most noted activity, where age groups over 46 years noted 

walking significantly more frequently. 

Three reasons associated with valued experiences 

exhibit significant differences based on age comparisons. A 

significantly larger number of respondents 26 to 35 years of 

age value the ability to "get away from people/crowds." 

Significantly fewer respondents 66 and older associate this 
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reason with valued experiences. The presence of "surface 

water" is less important as a component of valued 

experiences for individuals under 25 years of age. Lastly, 

the importance of valued experiences that are "physically 

challenging" decreases over age 46. 

Income also appears to have no relationship with the 

settings for valued landscape experiences. Several signifi-

cant differences occur, however, when activities associated 

with valued experiences are compared across income groups. 

Significantly fewer respondents with incomes below $5,000 

note sightseeing as a component of valued experiences and 

picnicking is noted by significantly fewer respondents with 

incomes of $40,000 or more. Significantly fewer respondents 

reporting incomes of $40,000-$49,000 note fishing, and only 

one individual with an income of $5,000-$9,999 noted hiking 

in association with valued experiences. Of the reasons for 

valued landscape experiences, only two display significant 

differences related to income. Respondents reporti ng 

incomes below $5,000 are more likely to associate "I got 

a way from the he at" wit h val u e d ex per i e n c e san d 1 e s s 1 ike 1 y 

to note the "outstanding scenery." 

Unlike other variables discussed, education appears 

to be related to the 

landscape experi ences. 

identification 

A significantly 

of settings for 

larger number of 

individuals reporting some post-college work or possessing a 
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landscape 

degree cite 

experiences. 

canyons as locations 

A very large number of 

62 

for valued 

individuals 

having some high school training note lakes as a setting for 

valued experiences. Four of the five outdoor activities 

noted most in combination with valued experiences display 

significant differences related to education. The most 

popular activity, sightseeing, is associated with a number 

of individuals having trade school training. Those having 

only a grade school education are less likely to note 

camping as part of their valued experiences. Individuals 

with some graduate training note picnicking less frequently 

and hiking is noted by those having a graduate degree more 

than by any other education level. Fishing is equally 

represented among education levels. 

While a respondent's level of education suggests 

significant differences among some locations and activities, 

the opposite is true for reasons related to these 

experiences. Only those respondents reporting some high 

school or trade school education associate being "physically 

challenged" with valued experiences. 

The largest proportion of respondents (36.5%) reside 

in communities with populations exceeding 75,000 people. 

They must, therefore, reside in either Tucson and Phoenix or 

their surrounding communities. Less than nine percent of 
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the respondents Uve in communities having less than 1,000 

people or on farms and ranches. 

The relationship of community size with valued 

landscape experiences is minimal. Community size is 

unrelated to both settings and activities. Only residents 

of cities with a population exceeding 75,000 noted "I shared 

it with someone else" with a significantly greater frequency 

in combination with valued experiences. 

There is only one significant difference between 

settings for valued experiences and place of residence. 

Respondents who have lived in the same area less than 10 

years represent a significantly larger proportion noting 

canyon experiences. Two outdoor activities associated with 

valued experiences are related to a respondent's length of 

residence. The first, while not significant, suggests a 

consistent pattern for sightseeing, the activity noted most 

in valued experiences. Its inclusion as a component of 

valued experiences decreases in approximately equal 

proportions as length of residence increases. In addition, 

significantly fewer respondents living in the same area for 

11-20 years note camping in valued landscape experiences. 

Two reasons associated with valued experiences display 

significant differences when partitioned according to length 

of residences. These two items, "I was humbled by the 

landscape" and because "of the outstanding scenery" describe 
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aesthetic responses to the landscape. Both are associated 

with signif:icantly larger groups of ind:ividuals who have 

lived in the area 11 years or more. 

The previous discussion does not indicate whether 

relationships exist between combinations of these variables 

and responses characterizing valued landscape experiences. 

Discriminant function analysis determines what combinations 

of user variables discriminate between responses 

characterizing valued landscape experiences and how much 

each variable contributes to that d:iscrimination. Each 

response item in the experiential question is 

operationalized as a dichotomous dependent variable, either 

the item was selected or it was not. The predictor 

variables used to discrim:inate between classes include 

respondent's sex, age, length of residence, size of 

residential community, income, and education. Correlations 

between any combination of these six variables do not exceed 

+.33, thus minimizing concern with multicollinearity. In 

addition, the discriminating variables entered into this 

analysis are ordinal :i.n nature, a violation of the 

assumption of internal data which should not, however, 

unduly alter the conclusions (Labovitz, 1967). 

This analysis uses the canonical correlation 

coefficient to evaluate the power of variable combinations 

to discrimi.nate between individuals select:ing a particular 
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response item and those who did not. This statistic has 

some comparative value, but when squared, specifies the 

variance explained by the set of variables chosen by 

discriminant function analysis. Both values are listed in 

Appendix D, Table 6, for each response item of interest. 

Variable combinations are extremely poor in 

accounting for the variance in survey responses. None of 

the discriminant functions account for more than five 

percent of the variance, supporting earlier findings which 

examined the effects of each variable on responses to the 

experiential question. It is, however, worth noting which 

of these variables acted as the most powerful discriminator 

within and across discriminant functions. \.Jilk's lambda 

coefficients associated with each variable used in the 

discriminant fUnction are compared across response items. 

The variables entered into each discriminant function, their 

Wilk's lambda value and the significance of that value are 

included in Appendix 

indication as to the 

variable. 

Age, income, 

D, Table 7. The data provide some 

overall discriminatory power of each 

and education provide significant 

contributions to an equal number of discriminant functions 

generated for the landscapes associated with valued 

experiences. These socioeconomic variables appear to be 

more important than community size and length of residence 
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in determining the selection of locations associated with 

valued landscape experiences. 

Education appears to be the most important variable 

across functions for activities associated with valued 

experiences. It contributes significantly to all functions 

generated. Sex and length of residence contribute to 4 and 

3 functions, respectively. 

Education also appears to be the most important 

variable across functions generated for each reason 

associated with valued experiences. It contributes in a 

significant degree to 10 out of the 14 functions produced. 

Community size contributes significantly to 7 functions 

while sex, age, and length of residence contribute 

significantly to 6. The least effective variable across 

reasons is income, contributing to only 2 of the functions 

generated. 

Overall, the most important variable for 

discriminating between locations, activities, and reasons 

associated with valued experiences is education. Education 

contributes in a significant manner to 17 of the 24 

functions generated. Sex, age, and length of resident are 

all equally important for discrimination, while community 

size is slightly less. Income provides the fewest number of 

significant 

functions. 

contributions to experiential discriminant 
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These findings support the previous discussion 

section which focused on the relationships between 

socioeconomic characteristics and responses characterizing 

valued landscape experiences. The following section 

examines the effects of two other variables that, because of 

their nominal nature, are precluded from inclusion in 

discriminant function analysis. Both factors are concerned 

with an individual's place of residence. 

Place of Residence and Valued 
Landscape Experiences 

Two factors related to an individual's place of 

residence are examined for their relationship with valued 

landscape experiences: the type of area one lives in (i.e., 

urban, rural, suburban, etc.) and the natural resource 

commodity interests of the area. 

The relationship between the type of environment one 

Uves in and valueCl experiences is assessed by comparing 

responses to the survey question asking individuals to 

characterize their area along an urban to rural continuum 

(see Question 14, Appendix B) and responses to the 

experiential question. 

Almost one-half (44.3%) of the respondents classify 

the area in which they live as a small city or town. 26.5 

percent classify the area as suburban, 18.1 percent as 

urban, and 11. 1 as rural. These characterizations 
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demonstrate some relationship with the locations associated 

with value landscape experiences. A smaller proportion of 

rural dwellers note mountains as a location for valued 

experiences while at the opposite end of the continuum, 

urbanites represent a smaller proportion of respondents 

noting lake experiences. 

The effects of rural/urban differences are most 

evident when examining activities associated with valued 

experiences. Small town residents represent a significantly 

smaller percentage of respondents noting sightseeing with 

valued experiences and a significantly larger proportion 

noting camping and picnicking. One other difference 

pertains to the sixth most noted outdoor activity associated 

with valued experiences. A significantly larger 

of rural residents associate hunting with valued 

experiences. 

proportion 

landscape 

Significant differences are observed for 4 out of 14 

most noted reasons for valued experiences. A significantly 

smaller proportion of urbanites feel that being able "to 

share your experience with someone else" is an important 

component of valued experiences. The proportion of small 

city and rural residents noting this reason is almost two 

times that of urban and suburbanites. Urban respondents 

also equate the ability "to get away from people" \vith 

valued experiences. A significant trend across the four 
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area characterizations occurs for being "aware of the 

environment." Urbanites report being the most aware. 

Percentages decrease in almost equal increments from urban 

to rural. The last difference concerns the ability "to 

bu j ld a campfire." Only urbanites do not consider this an 

important component of valued experiences. 

The relationship of residence in specific natural 

resource commodity-oriented areas and components of valued 

is assessed by comparing responses of experiences 

individuals living in areas oriented to agriculture, 

forestry, and mining. 

Residence in agricultural areas appears to have no 

relationship with locations and activities associated with 

valued experiences. Response distributions do not vary 

greatly from those of the total sample. However, one reason 

associated with valued experiences, the ability "to get away 

from the heat" is noted by a significantly larger proportion 

of these respondents. 

Residents living in 

associate landscapes with 

proportions to those found 

or near major mining operations 

valued experiences in similar 

for the total sample. Only 

picnicking is noted by a significantly larger proportion. 

None of the reason associated with valued experiences are 

affected by this selection. 
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Unlike living in the other commodity oriented areas, 

there appears to be a relationship of residence near 

commercial forests with the locations associated with valued 

experiences. It is not surprising, that forests are noted 

more frequently and rank second only to mountains as 

locations for valued experiences. No differences in the 

activities associated with experiences are observed. 

Contrary to those residing in agricultural areas, and again, 

not surprisingly, the ability "to get aVlay from the heat" is 

noted by a significantly smaller percentage of these 

respondents. 

Relationships of place of residence with components 

of valued landscape experiences is not clear from these 

findings. Differences observed in the locations noted by 

residents of forested regions suggests that there may be 

another factor related to the environment one lives in, 

familiarity, that may interact with this relationship. 

Familiarity and Valued 
Landscape Experiences 

The role of familiarity is assessed by comparing the 

locations noted for valued experiences with responses to 

questions which determine landscape features found within 25 

miles of where a respondent lives (see Question 3, Appendix 

B). For analysis purposes, an assumption is made that 

awareness of a characteristic landscape feature withjn a 
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respondent's proximate area is an indication of familiarity 

with that setting. 

Each of seven landscape types associated with valued 

landscape experiences are found within at least one-fourth 

of the total sample's proximate environment. Of of the four 

most noted settings, 86.0 percent of the respondents find 

fetures characteristic of desert landscapes within 25 miles 

of where they live, while 58.6 percent find canyons and 52.2 

percent find lakes. Of the 82.6 percent who note mountain 

ranges within their proximate area, 567 (38.9%) also note 

mountains as the location of their most memorable outdoor 

experience within the past year. This is almost twice as 

much as for any other landscape cited. While this suggests 

a positive 

landscapes is 

relationship, 

similar to 

this 

that 

respondent population (see Table 3). 

emphasis on mountain 

found for the entire 

Distributions for the 

other landscapes are similar as well. Awareness, as 

indicated from this comparison, appears to have no 

relationship with the landscapes associated with valued 

outdoor experiences. 

Comparisons between respondents participating jn 

activjties more than 20 times during the past year and the 

activities noted in association with valued landscape 

experiences also suggest that familiarity has little or no 

relaUonship with valued experiences. In fact, qujte the 
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opposite is suggested. Respondents who have participated in 

certain outdoor activities associate those same actvities 

with decreased frequency in valued experiences. While only 

three of these changes prove to be significant, this 

nonetheless suggests that more unusual (less familiar) 

activities or those rarely participated in are more likely 

to be considered components of valued landscape experiences. 

To address this issue, comparisons are made between those 

activities that cannot be found in a respondent's proximate 

area or those participated in less than six times during the 

past year and the activities associated with valued 

landscape experiences. 

This attempt to explain activities associated with 

valued experiences is intuitively promising but unverified. 

Data from respondents selected because certain outdoor 

activities are unavailable in their area or because they 

have demonstrated limited participation in those activities 

show no relationship with the activities associated with 

valued landscape experiences. The distributions across 

activities differs little from distributions for the entire 

population (see Table 4). 

\.Jhile these findings do not explain response 

differences among valued landscape experiences, they 

reemphasize the consistency with which these experiences are 

noted across both landscapes and population groups. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The last decade in the United States has witnessed 

unprecedented pressure on its landscape resources. This is 

especially true in the American southwest where, during the 

same decade, the State of Arizona was second only to Nevada 

in rate of population growth. According to the U.S. Census 

Bureau, Arizona's growth is expected to continue, projecting 

a 105% rate of increase to the year 2000. 

Landscape planners and policy-makers, confronted 

with this estimate and concerned with conscientious land use 

decisions, now consider information from a \vide variety of 

sources. As a result, ecological and aesthetic data, 

information previously considered of little value in such 

deli.berations, is routinely included in land use planning 

decisions. 

decisions 

experienced. 

Additional information of importance to these 

includes knowledge of the landscape as 

Particularly when such input is derived from a 

public constituency undergoing fundamental changes in its 

demographic composition and perhaps in its use and percep

tions of the landscape. 

73 
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This study, based on a state-wide survey of Arizona 

residents, combined information about landscape uses and 

perceptions through an examination of valued landscape 

experiences. Previous and alternative attempts to assess 

landscape experiences, including contemporary phenomen010gi-

cal and historical reviews of landscape paintings or 

writings, have been described as too limited in offering and 

providing too 

suggest that 

and validity 

narrow a vision. Daniel and Vining (1983) 

phenomenological studies lack the reliability 

characteristic of psychological and psycho-

physical approaches to landscape assessment. In contrast, 

Zube, Sell and Taylor (1982) note that such studies provide 

a greater breadth and richness in landscape interpretations, 

and if incorporated 

approaches can enhance 

models. The approach 

compromise between 

into empirical behavioral science 

landscape evaluation and preference 

followed in this study, provides a 

the qualitative humanistic and 

quantitative professional and behavioral science approaches 

described by Zube (1984). 

Summary of Findings 

The first objective of this study was to identify 

the components of valued landscape experiences and the 

degree to which these components were noted across a wide 

and diverse subset of 

suggest that there 

the Arizona population. 

is considerable agreement 

Findings 

on the 
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components which contribute to these experiences. The 

majority of valued landscape experiences reported occurred 

in a relatively small number of landscapes, involved a 

limited variety of outdoor activities, and were valued for 

relatively few reasons. 

Three-fourths of all experiences noted occurred in 

three landscape types--mountains, canyons, and lakes. 

Experiences in mountains were cited more than t\vO times as 

frequent as experiences occurring in other landscapes. 

Hountain landscapes are also the least populated in the 

state (Hecht and Reeves, 1981; pp. 9-10) and typicalLy 

provide a change in vegetation type, weather, and scenery 

from that encountered in the broad, flat valleys separating 

them. 

More than one-half of the respondents noted experi

ences where sightseeing, camping, and picnicking were the 

primary outdoor activities. Sightseeing was identified by 

one-fourth of the total sample. This is in accord with a 

number of nationwide recreation surveys (Adams, Lewis and 

Drake, 1973; Opinion Research Corporation, 1977) and reempha

sizes the findings of the ORRRC Report (1966), published 

over two decades ago. The popularity of these outdoor 

activities has apparently remained stable over time. 

Fourteen different response items were typically 

used to describe reasons for valued landscape experiences. 
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The majcrity of responses emphasized two discrete 

experiential djmensions--the social and aesthetic. The 

first focuses on the presence of someone else or the absence 

of other people and their sounds and appears to play an 

important role in valued experiences. Other people can 

contribute to experiences by providing entertainment and 

companionship. They can provide security and comfort in 

for outdoor 

presence of 

unfamiliar surroundings and social support 

activities. At the same time, however, the 

other people can have negative impacts on the experience of 

landscapes. They can distract or intrude on one's 

experience and constrain the sense of freedom to be oneself. 

This has been shown to be an important part of the 

recreation experience in two previous studies (Bultena and 

Taves, 1961; Rossman and Ulehla, 1977). 

These apparently opposing views of the social 

dimension of valued experiences suggests there may be two 

different types of experiences sought by individuals and 

identifies an area of potential conflict between landscape 

users. An additional examination of the related literature 

suggests that these 

types of solitude 

views are 

desired 

not unique. In a study of the 

by wilderness users, Hammitt 

(1982) notes that many users seek solitude and privacy in 

their experiences but this does not preclude the presence of 

other people. Like many recreational pursuits, wilderness 
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experiences take place in small social groups (Hendee 

et al., 1978; Stankey, 1973). Hammitt suggests that "it is 

being alone together with members of one's own group that is 

important to these users." In support of this thesis, 

Hendee et a1. (1968) found that fishermen in mountain 

wilderness lakes also showed an affinity for companions of 

their own party and an aversion to members of other parties. 

Therefore, the emphasis on the desire "to share it [the 

experience] with someone else" and at the same time "getting 

away from people/crowds" may simply be a clarification of 

the social dimension valued by respondents. 

Reasons related to the aesthetic dimension of valued 

experiences 

responses. 

represented almost one-third of 

This finding conflicts, however, 

the total 

with the 

opinions expressed by these individuals for allocating funds 

to resource management programs in their area. An 

independent study of this same group of respondents (Zube, 

Law and Carpenter, 1984) showed that individuals did not 

regard scenic or aesthetic resources management as a "high 

priority" use of allocated funds and another 30 percent 

considered this item to be a "low priority" use of targeted 

monies. 

Further examination of the relationships between 

experiential response categories sho\vs that mountains are 

noted in combination win the largest array of activities and 
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reasons associated with valued experiences. Thus, the 

emphasis on mountain experiences may also be related to the 

potential of that landscape to provide settings for a broad 

range of activities and experiences. 

Findings show that each of the landscapes noted are 

supportive of different outdoor activities and different 

kinds of landscape experiences. In addition, participation 

in similar activities within different settings is 

associated with different kinds of landscape experiences. 

For example, picnicking in the desert is noted for its "easy 

access," picnicking in the mountains is associated primarily 

with the ability to "escape the heat," and finally, 

picnicking in canyons is uniquely associated with the desire 

"to build a campfire." 

The investigation of response item order effects 

suggests that respondents have a tendency to select items 

which occupy positions at the beginning of response 

listings. Thus, future studies should consider the 

influence of this factor in instrument design and data 

analysis. Attempts to explain these response variations 

based on the concept of saliency were promising and should 

have utility in similar studies employing long lists of 

response alternatives. 

The second objective of this study \Vas to identify 

relationships between certain user characteristics and 
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valued landscape experiences. Analysis of these data, 

however, indicates few significant relationships. Consensus 

on the components of valued experiences noted previously is 

demonstrated regardless of the respondent's age, sex, 

income, education, community size, and length of residence. 

Hhile some significant differences are observed, these are 

not sufficient to suggest consistent relationships or 

trends. Results of discriminant function analysis support 

these conclusions. The combined discriminatory power of 

these six variables is weak. Only education consistently 

contributed to the discriminant functions generated. 

The third objective \Vas to identify the potential 

relationships between place of residence 

components of valued landscape experiences. 

variables and 

As with user 

characteristics, fe\o,1 significant relationships \o,1ere found. 

The consensus with which components of valued experiences 

are noted apparently extends across the socioeconomic and 

geographic groups represented in this sample. 

The final objective of this study \Vas to assess the 

role of fami.liarity and/or awareness in valued landscape 

experiences. Findings offer no support for a relationship 

between either familiarity or awareness and the locations 

and activities associated with valued experiences. 

Simi larly, no significant relationships were found between 
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landscapes and activjties that are unique or rarely prac

ticed and the components of valued landscape experiences. 

Strengths and Weaknesses 

Valued landscape experiences are a diffi.cult task 

for systematic inquiry. 

follo\.,.ed here lies in its 

The strength of 

ability to elicit 

the approach 

accounts of 

valued landscape experiences in a simple, straightforward 

manner. In addition, this approach provides the ability to 

quantjfy these experiences for large samples of the 

population. 

An inherent weakness of this technique is based on 

the premise that human memories tend to be distorted 

exaggerations of the past and that people selectively recall 

only certain positive elements in their experiences 

(Lowenthal, 1975). The results reported here could 

emphasize certain positive aspects in the absence of less 

favorable associations. However, these exaggerations should 

be minimized due to the closed-ended nature of this question 

and its reliance on an extensive body of interviews for its 

elements. 

Implications for Research 

Criticisms of survey research have also noted the 

apparent disparjty between what people report they do and 

their actual behaviors. The assurance of anonymity for 
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respondents should minimize any motivations for reporting 

false or inaccurate information but future validation of the 

findings reported here is warranted. A productive focus of 

this research could be the linking of such reporting 

resulting behaviors through on-site interviews 

systematic observation across different landscapes. 

with 

and 

Other extensions of this research merit considera-

tion. These include administration of the instruments to 

other population groups and to a larger segment of Arizona 

residents. Replication across ethnic groups \"ould contri

bute to the understanding of cross-cultural differences in 

landscape perception and experience. Significant 

differences have already been identified between Eskimos and 

Americans (Sonnenfeld, 1967), \Vest Indians and 

Eu .... opean-Anglo-Amel'icans (Zube and Pitt, 1981), and to a 

lesser degree between American white suburban and inner-city 

blacks (Zube, Pitt and Anderson, 1975). The diverse 

cultural heritage of Arizona's population provides an ideal 

setting to evaluate cultural differences in valued landscape 

experiences among several populations including: 

Anglo-Americans, Hispanics, Indians, and Blacks. 

This study has also focused on adult users of the 

Arizona landscape. Thus, differences in valued experiences 

are difficult to examine for the entire age span. Both 

younger and old age groups were underrepresented and as a 
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result, a potentially active group of landscape users has 

been omitted. Future research could include the administra-

tion to a broader age range of the population. 

In their 

Implications for Landsca~ 
Planning and Management 

book Perceiving Environmental Quality, 

Craik and Zube (1976) note that comprehensive environmental 

assessments should include appraisals of the environment as 

experienced as well as the landscape as perceived. The 

findings reported here suggest that experiential information 

can provide important information for landscape planning 

activities. 

One of the significant challenges confronting 

landscape planners in the next decade will be the accommoda-

tion and direction of urban growth while preserving and 

protecting many of the components characteristic of valued 

experiences. These components are often those characteris-

tics which attract newcomers to an area in the first place. 

In Arizona the conversion of desert landscapes surrounding 

the two major cities of Tucson and Phoenix will be required 

to accommodate unprecedented urban expansion. The success 

of these planning efforts will be measured by how well the 

activities and kinds of experiences provided by desert 

landscapes are maintained in spite of this growth. 
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These findings also have implications for landscape 

management. The identification of different experiential 

profiles within landscape types suggests that landscapes be 

managed according to the activities and types of experiences 

they support. 
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This appendix summarizes several elements in the 

methodology of this survey project, including: the survey 

population, sample size, and the selection of respondents. 

The Survey Population 

Statistically valid sample designs are derived from 

two concepts: the population universe and the survey 

population. In this project, adult residents (18 years of 

age or older) are the population universe. 

Several survey populations for which mailing 

addresses could be obtained were considered for this 

project: licensed drivers, residential utility customers, 

residential telephone subscribers, and other consumers 

(i. e. , credit card users; magazine and ne\.,rspaper 

subscribers). All but one of these populations were 

rejected. For instance, commercial mailing lists of 

consumer names are often out of date; driver license lists, 

though current, are expensive an not easily obtained in 

Arizona; and lists of utility subscribers exclude many 

apartment dwellers. 

For this survey, Arizona residential telephone 

subscribers were selected and a list constructed from 

current telephone directories. For a mail survey 

methodology using follow-up phone contacts as specified in 
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the "Total Design Method" (Dillman, 1978), telephone 

listings prove to be the most logical and cost conscious 

source of information. In addition, traditional class bias 

criticisms which have restricted the use of the telephone 

directories for sample listings have been alleviated by 

reduced phone purchase and rental costs and lower calling 

costs due to the recent phone company divestiture. The 

percentage of United States residences with telephones has 

reached an all-time high of 94 percent. In Arizona, there 

were 2,029,968 telephones in service across the state at the 

time of the survey (Valley National Bank, 1982). Thus 

telephone subscribers are considered representative of the 

state adult population. One can assume, however, that the 

viewpoints and values of non-telephone subscribers may 

differ from the respondents and care must be exercised when 

generalizing about the total Arizona population. 

tions. 

Sample Size 

Sample size was determined by budgetary rest ric

Funds were available for multiple mailings to 1500 

Arizona households. 

Selection of Respondents 

To insure adequate numbers for statistical analyses 

of both urban and rural populations (75% and 25%, 

respectively), one-half of the population sample was dr3\,n 
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from urban areas and one-half was selected from rural 

portions of the state. Respondents were chosen by a 

systematic random sampling of telephone listings. 

Directories were obtained directly from local phone 

companies to insure that the most recent listings were used. 

The name of the first respondent was selected at random "and 

the rest were chosen at an interval obtained by dividing the 

total names needed by the total names listed. 
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THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT AND ITS DISTRIBUTION 

This appendix includes a copy of the survey form and 

discusses specific details of its distribution, including 

pretesting, mailing, data collection and processing. 

The Survey Instrument 

The survey instrument is shown below, and on the 

following pages. 

LAND RESOURCES 
In 

ARIZONA 
A ST\D'i BY M SCHOOl. Of RENEWA!IlE NATUW. RESOURCES 

Your help with this effort b greatly appreciated I 

Please use the boc:t page to answer 0IIPi question In more detail. 

THAN!( YOU I 

Front Cover of the Questionnaire 



LIVING IN ARIZONA 

0.1 Some people IIY thaI they really Ute 10 UYe In Arizona while olhersllY Ihey don'l. Which of 
the foUowin& Slalemenls best d=ribes how you feel? (Please circle one number.) 

I REALLY LIKE IT 
2 I LIKE IT 

J I NEITHER LIKE NOR DISLIKE IT 
4 I DON"T LIKE IT 

5 I REALLY DISLIKE IT 

0.2 The foDo,"", facton are frequently aaoc!aled w1lh oplnionsaboullhe quallly of places 10 Jjve. 
How would you delcrlbe the communlly (areal where you liYe? 

U lhe words al eilher end of Ihe scale mol! accuralely d=ribe 
your area, elrele numbers I or 5. If Ihey elosely describe It bUI 
nol exactlY, circle 2 or 4, or If you consider Ihe area neutral on 
the scale, elrcle number J. 

HEALTHY ENVIRONMENT 

HIGH EMPLOYMENT RATE 

GOOD JOB OPPORTUNmES 

HIGH COST OF LMNG 

FRIENDLY PEOPLE 

HIGH TAXES 

CLEAN AIR 

WIDE VARIETY OF CULTURAL 
ACTIVITIES 

HIGH DENSITY UVING 

NEARNESS OF MEDICAL AID 

GOOD CLIMATE 

HIGH CRIME RATE 

BEAUTIFUL LANDSCAPE 

LOTS OF OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
OUTDOOR RECREATION 

LOTS Of OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
INDOOR RECREATION 

2 3 4 5 UNHEALTHY ENVIRONMENT 

2 J 4 5 LOW EMPLOYMENT RATE 

2 3 4 5 POOR JOB OPPORTUNITIES 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

s 
s 

s 

S 

5 

s 
s 

LOW COST OF LMNG 

UNfRIENDLY PEOPLE 

LOW TAXES 

POLLUTED AIR 

LIMITED VARIETY OF CUL· 
TURAL ACTrvITIES 

LOW DENSITY LIVING 

LACK OF CLOSE MEDICAL AID 

S POOR CLIMATE 

4 5 LOW CRIME RATE 

2 3 4 5 UGLY LANDSCAPE 

2 4 S LIMITED OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
OUTDOOR RECREATION 

2 4 LIMITED OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
INDOOR RECREATION 

2 

Q.J We are inleresled in learn ins whal I~e lie. is like where you live. listed below are some f .. lures 
Ihal you may find wilhin 2S miles of where you live. For Ihose fealures Ihal cannol be found 
in your area, circle NOT in Ihe filiI column. For Iho .. fealures Ihal can be found in your area, 
ple .. e indicale Ihe de", .. 10 which Ihal fealure conlribuleslo or delracls from Ihe qualilY of 
the area. 

A Vi'll~. or virwi or thr- I.;lndsClpe 

B Runni~ streams 

C Olue <k~, 

D Wildlife 

E Caclus 

r Mountain ran~eJ 

G Retirement communities 

H Ranches 

I Volcanic ~aks 

Gr3'\'\13nd 

K 

I. 

\I 

N 

() 

r 
Q 

R 

S 

Shrub .e,el.,ion 

Small ,owns 

WihJnowrn 

St:.;IlIcred hou~in~ 

~ine~ 

LIke. 

Bruad na' .alleys 

Tunsmh'\ion line~ 

13rms 

1.11 pine [ore.U 

1I Wilderne .. 

v "ird, 

W Stcand homes 

X W.,he, 

Y Canynns 

l lIi'\loric ~itc'\ 

AA Scatt.rod r.'ail 
fe.)Z., J!rocerics. clo1hin~. h:udwarel 

Please circle your opinion about each feature in your area 

NEITHER 
Contribul .. 

NOI in my CONTRIBUTES nOT DETRACTS 
area alaI lOme Detnctl l0III0 alaI 

NOT A LOT SOMF. NEITHER SOME A lOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOT 

NOr 

NOI 

NOT 

A LOT SOME NEITHER SOME A LOT 

A lOT SOME NEITHER SOME A LOT 

A LOT SOME NEITHER SOME A LOT 

A LOT SOME NEITHER SOME A LOT 

A LOT SOME NEITHER SOME A LOT 

A LOT SOME NEITHER SOME A LOT 

A LOT SOME NEITHER SOME A LOT 

A LOT SOME NEITHER SOME A lOT 

A LOT 

A LOT 

A lOT 

A lOT 

A LOT 

A LOT 

A LOT 

A lOT 

A LOT 

A LOT 

SOME NEITHER SOME A LOT 

SOME NEITIIER SOME A LOT 

SOME NEITHER SOME A LOT 

SOME NEITJlER SOME A LOT 

SOME NEITJI[R SOME A LOT 

SOMl NEITfIER SOME A LOT 

SOME NllTIlER SOME A LOT 

SOME NEITJlER SOME A LOT 

SOME NEITHER SOME A LOT 

SOME NEITHER SOME A LOT 

A LOr SO\lE NEITlIER SOME A LOT 

A LOT SOME NEITHER SOME A lOT 

A LOT SOME NEITJlER SOME A lOT 

A LOT SOME NEITIIER SOME A LOT 

A LOT SO\lE NEITHER SOME A LOT 

A LOT SUME NEITHER SOME A LOT 

A LOT SO\lE NEITHER SOME A LOT 

A I.OT So\lE NEITIIER SOME A LOT \.0 
o 



3 OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES USES OF THE LAND 4 

Q-4 We would Ukelo kr.o .. aboulthe oUldoor acllvltles Ihal are Importanllo you. Firsl, indicale Q-5 Suppose there are limited rund. (or resource manqement programs in your arca. How do you 
how Importanl each aelMly II 10 you by clrcU", Ihe .pproprlate answer. Nexl, indic.le whether think they should be spenl? Which FOUR re",urces from the foUowins list would you gi.e 
that.ctMty Is .nDable wllhln lS mOeI ofwhe .. you live and, if"" how many limes you highcst priority .nd which FOUR would you givelo,,· .. t priority. (Plea .. circle your opinion.) 
cn~<d In lhal aclMIY during lhe put year. 

II arcte FOUR In Orel. FOUR l" 
Pleue circle your answer this col~mfl Ihlscolumn 

BOW OIPORT ANT IS IT TO YOU, IS IT AVAlL- HOW IIAHY 
Timber resource HIGHEST PRIORITY LOWEST PRIORITY AILE IN TOlES IN A 

Veq !iomewtIat Not TOUR AREA? PAST TEAR? B Range resource HIGHEST PRIORITY LOWEST PRIORITY 
Important Important Important Ya/No (lnaert number) C Mineral resource HIGHEST PRIORITY LOWEST PRIORITY 

A Walklrw VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO 0 Agricultural lands HIGHEST PRIORITY LOWEST PRIORITY 

B Minerai uploration VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO I' Recrealion resource HIGHEST PRIORITY LOWEST PRIORITY 

C Ob~ wUdnowen VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO F Nature preserves HIGIIEST PRIORITY LOWEST PRIORITY 

D HJkInI VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES 
G Archeolaskal litel HIGHEST PRIORITY LOWEST PRIORITY 

NO 
H llistoric sites HIGHEST PRIORITY LOWEST PRIORITY 

E CUIIl11l /lrewoocl VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO 
Scenic/aesthelic resources HIGHEST PRIORITY LOWEST PRIORITY I 

F F·rmlnI VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO 
Energy .. source HIGHEST PRIORITY LOWEST PRIORITY 

G ObllerYina wDdlJf. VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO 
K Wildlife HIGHEST PRIORITY LOWEST PRIORITY 

H Crou-country ddln, VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO L Fish IIIGIiEST PRIORITY LOWEST PRIORITY 
Worklna caltle VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO M Wilderness IIIGIIEST PRIORITY LOWEST PRIORITY 

J RidlnJ dlrt·blkes VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO 

K N.lure pholOJRPhy VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO Q.{, Communities in Arizona are experiencing growlh, .nd u. resull, chanse In Ihe .... y I.nd Is 

L TImber production VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO 
being used around Ihem. lisled below are some pouible uscs of land thaI m.y aceur within lS 
miles of where you live. Circle in Ihe lefl hand column those FOUR land uses you would prefer 

M Hunlina VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO Ihe most and in the right hand column Ihose FOUR land us .. you would prefer leut. 

N DownhOl IkIIns VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO 
CJn:Ie FOUR In Orele FOUR In 

0 Blrd .... lchlns VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO this column this column 

P Horseback riding VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO MOST PREFERRED LEAST PREFERRED 

Q Four-whedlnJ VERY SOMEWIIAT NOT YES NO A Ranchin, MOST LEAST 

R Snowmobilins VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO B MininK MOST LEAST 

S C.mPina VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO (' Commercial development MOST LEAST 

T Vlsitins archeolasleal VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO D Wildlife habitat MOST LEAST 

sites E Historic 4 archeological preservation MOST LEAST 

U Blckpaclclnt; VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO F Subdivision for new housing MOST LEAST 

V Picnlckln, VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO G Foreslry· timber production MOST LEAST 

W Sigh tseelns while VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO II Soil &. water conservation MOST LEAST 

drivin, I Recrc.1tion MOST LEAST 

X Rock houndinK VERY SOMEWHAT NOT YES NO Second homes or retirement communities MOST LEAST 

Y Other (specify) K Wilderness MOST LEAST 

VERY SOMEWIIAT NOT YES NO L "'l1min~ MOST LEAST \D 



5 ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS 

0-7 Ho .. would you d.aalbe the land o .. nenhlp where you \IY.? If you Ii.e in a town. luburb. or 
dty, we mean the 25 mOe ares beyond where buikllnss and residentes ar.located. (ptea .. 
circl. your opinion.) 

I TOTALLY PRIVATE OWNERSHIP 
2 MOSTLY PRIVATE OWNERSIIIP 
3 ABOUT EQUALLY PRIVATE AND PUBLIC OWNERSIIIP 
• MOSTLY PUBLIC OWNERSIIIP 
5 TOTALLY PUBLIC OWNERSHIP 

Q-8 Concerning the man.s.m.nt and plannin& of publ1c Ind prlvlt. lands In Arizona. do you think 
there Is; 

Circl. one number In each column 
~~~~~~ r~--~~-' 

For print. lands For pabUc IandJ 

I 
2 
3 

• 5 

WAYTOOLmLE I WAY TOO LmLE 
TOO LmLE 2 TOO LmLE 
ABOUT THE RIGHT AMOUNT 3 ABOUT TIlE RIGHT AMOUNT 
TOO MUCH • TOO MUCH 
WAY TOO MUCH 5 WAY TOO MUCH 

0-9 Meue complete the foUowlns Itatements by clrcUns the number that belt describes your personal 
opinion or feelinp. 

A I prefer to work ••• 
I IN TIlE CITY. 
2 OUTSIDE THE CITY. 
3 BOTH IN A OUT OF THE CITY. 

B I prefer to reaeate .•. 
I IN THE CITY. 
2 OUTSIDE TIlE CITY. 
3 BOTH IN A OUT OF THE CITY. 

C My current work actlYltl.s are mortly done ..• 
I INDOORS. 
2 OUTDOORS. 
3 BOTH IN A OUTDOORS. 

D My recreation Ictlvltles are oriented towardl .•• 
I TilE INDOORS. 
2 TIlE OUTDOORS. 
3 BOTH IN A OUTDOORS. 

E Opportunllte. for outdoor .mploym.nt around where 111.,. are ... 
I UNAVAILABLE. 
2 SOMEWHAT AVAILABLE. 
3 READILY AVAILABLE. 

F Opportunities for outdoor recr.ltlon around ",h.re I live are ... 
I UNAVAILABLE. 
2 SOMEWHAT AVAILABLE. 
3 READILY AVAILABLE. 

G There Ire ..• 
I ENOUGH PUBLIC RECREATION AREAS AROUND WHERE I LIVE. 
2 NOT ENOUGH PUBLIC RECREATION AREAS AROUND WIIERE I LIVE. 

II uws and ,osulations ... 
I RESTRICT MY OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES. 
2 [)O NOT RESTRICT MY OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES. 

Q-9 ({"ontinued) 

Plea .. complete the foUowing statement I by circUns the number thlt best describes your 
person.1 opinion or feelings. 

My outdoor activities __ _ 
I ARE RESTRICTED IN SOME SEASONS. 
2 ARE NOT RESTRICTED BY THE SEASONS. 

My enjoym.nt of the outdoors _ .. 
I IS RESTRICTED IN SOME SEASONS. 
2 IS NOT RESTRICTED BY THE SEASONS. 

K Hot summer we.th.r .•. 
I USUALLY RESTRICTS MY OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES. 
2 SOMETIMES RESTRICTS MY OUTDOOR ACTIViTIES. 
3 RARELY RESTRICTS MY OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES. 

L Hot summ.r weath.r ... 
I USUALLY RESTRICTS MY ENJOYMENT OF THE OUTDOORS. 
2 SOMETIMES RESTRICTS MY ENJOYMENT OF THE OUTDOORS. 
1 RARELY RESTRICTS MY ENJOYMENT OF TIlE OUTDOORS. 

M Cold winter .... Ith.r ..• 
I USUALLY RESTRICTS MY OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES. 
2 SOMETIMES RESTRICTS MY OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES. 
3 RARELY RESTRICTS MY OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES. 

N Cold winter ",either •.. 
I USUALLY RESTRICTS MY ENJOYMENT OF THE OUTDOORS. 
2 SOMETIMES RESTRICTS MY ENJOYMENT OF THE OUTDOORS. 
3 RARELY RESTRICTS MY ENJOYMENT OF THE OUTDOORS. 

o In my outdoor .xp.rlences. I ••• 
I USUALLY SEEK SOLITUDE. 
2 RARELY SEEK SOLITUDE. 

P lam ... 
I COMFORTABLE BEING OUTDOORS. 
2 UNCOMFORTABLE BEING OUTDOORS. 

Q Ido ... 
I ARRANGE MY LIFE TO FIT OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES. 
2 NOT .... RRANGE MY LIFE TO FIT OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES. 

R I fe.I ... 

6 

t IIiAVE TO COMPETE WITH OTHERS FOR THE USE OF NATURAL AREAS FOR 
SATISFYING EXPERIENCES. 

I DON. HAVE TO COMPETE WITH OTHERS FOR THE USE OF NATURAL 
AREAS fOR SATISFYING EXPERIENCES. 

S Around wh.r. lliv., I think th.re Is .•• 
I NOT ENOUGII r-uBLlCL Y OWNED LAND. 
2 ABOUT TIlE RIGHT AMOUNT 01' PUBLICLY OWNED LAND. 
3 TOO MUCH PUBLICLY OWNED LAND. 

T Experitneins open outdoor Spite ... 
I EASES MY TENSION" WORRIES. 
2 DOES NOT EASE MY TENSION A WORRIES. 

U Exp.rieneins sc.nic views and vistas ... 
I IS IMPORTANT. 
2 IS NOT IMPORTANT. 

V In the past 5 years. my Uf.styl. has ... 
I QUICKENED IN PACE. 
2 SLOWED IN PACE. 
3 RnIAIN[[) TilE SAME. 

'.0 ,'-' 



7 MEMORABLE 

Q-IO How would you delCTibe your most memorable outdoor experience in Arizona during the put year' 

l{We went to the ___________ _ 

(Insert one leller) 
of an item from 

UstA 

primarily to ________ _ 

(Insert one leller) 
of 3n itr:m from 

Ii,tll 

~ ~ 

A MOUNTAINS A WORK CATTLE 

B VALLEYS B FARM TIlE LAND 

C CANYONS C EXPLORE FOR MINERALS 

0 LAKES 0 OBSERVE WILDLIFE 

E FORESTS E CUT FIREWOOD 

F RIVERS F OBSERVE WILDFLOWERS 

G DESERT G HARVEST A CROP 

H OTHER H HIKE 
(specify) HUNT 

CRO~UNTRY SKI 

K FOUR·WHEEL DRIVE 

L WALK 

M DOWNHILL SKI 

N STUDY PLANTS 

0 BACKPACK 

P SNOWMOBILE 

Q CAMP 

R RIDE DIRT BIKES 

S SIGHTSEE 

T VISIT ARCHEOLOGICAL SITES 

U STUDY ROCKS 
V BIRDWATCII 

W HORSEIIACK RIDE 

X PIIOTOGRAPII NATURE 

Y PICNIC 

Z OTIIER 

!specify) 

EXPERIENCES 

Please insert the appropriate leiters that best completes the foUowln! sentence: 

and it was memorable because __ :-:-_-.-.:-:--.:-:---: ___ ~ __ 
(Insert the lelterlll of no more) 

than three from Ii,t C 

LlSTC 

A ICOULDSEEA LONG DISTANCE 
B OF TilE PANORAMIC VIEW 
C I COULD GET AWAY FROM PEOPLE/CROWDS 
o I WAS PHYSICALLY CHALLENGED 
E I SHARED IT WITH SOMEONE ELSE 
F I LEARNED ABOUT NATURE 
G I GOT CLOSE TO SOME WILD ANIMA US) 
H I SAW SOME WILD ANIMAUS) 
I I WAS HUMBLED BY THE IMMENSITY OF THE LANDSCAPE 
J OF THE OUTSTANDING SCENERY 
K I SAW NEW/DIFFERENT/UNIQUE VEGETATION 
L IT WAS EASILY ACCESSIBLE 
M I COULD FEEL THE HISTORY OF THE PLACE/BECOME PART OF THE PAST 
N I WAS AWARE OF THE ENVIRONMENT.l COULD RELATE TO IT 

(I FELT LIKE I WAS PART OF NATURE) 
o I GOT AWAY FROM TIlE COLD 
P I GOT AWAY FROM TlIEIIEAT 
Q IT WAS COLD 
R ITWASIIOT 
S Till- ROADS WERE GOOD 
T TIIERE WAS SURFACE WATER (LAKES. STREAMS, ETC.) 
U MY ACTIVITIES WERE NOT RESTRICTED BY REGULATIONS 
V MY ACTIVITIES WERE NOT RESTRICTED BY TilE WEATHER/SEASONS 
W IT WAS AESTHETICALLY PLEASING/VISUALLY PLEASING 
X I WAS FREE TO CHOOSE BETWEEN MANY ACTIVITIES 
Y I COULD SIT OUT AT NIGIIT (AND ENJOY TilE MOON) 
Z THERE WERE NO BUGS OR MOSQUITOS 
AI I COULD MEET NEW PFOPLE 
B2 I COULD GET AWAY FROM THE SOUNDS OF CrvlLlZATION 
C3 I WAS CLOSE TO CIVILIZATION IN CASE OF AN EMERGENCY 
04 I COULD SIT OUT IN TilE SUN 
E5 I DIDN'T NEED TO WORRY A80UT OVEREXPOSlIRE TO THE SUN, WIND. ETC. 
F6 I DIDN'T NEED TO WORRY ABOUT GETTING LOST 
G7 I COULD BUILD A CAMPrlRF 
118 OTlIER 

(specify) _____________________ _ 

8 

'-D 
(,,1 



9 CHANGE 

0.11 Has the area within 25 mOe. oC where you Dve changed In the last 5 years, or, iC you've lived 
there less than 5 year., has it changed dnce you moved there? Please remember, if you live in 
atown,lUburb, or dty, we mean the area beyond where buildln~s and re.idences are located. 
(Please drde your an""er.) 

I YES 
~ ____________ ~[2 NO 
I 3 DON'T KNOW 
'--+Ifyou anrwered NO or DON,. KNOW sklp to questIOn 14. 

0.12 Would you describe th. change .. ? 
I VERY MUCH 
2 QUITE A BIT 
3 A LmLE 
4 NONE or THE ABOVE 

0.13 How accurately do the foUo.ln. delCtlbe the changes that have occurred in your .,ca? 

U the word. at either end oC the scale most accurately describe the 
changes In your area cucle numbers I or 5. IC they closely describe 
the changes but not exactly, clrele 2 or 4, or If you consider thearea 
neutral on the scale, cuele 3. 

MORE ROADS 2 3 4 5 SAME AMOUNT OF ROADS 
MORE PEOPLE 2 3 4 5 FEWER PEOPLE 

LOWERING OF WATER TABLE 2 3 4 5 NO CHANGE IN WATER TABU' 
INCREASED ACCE..'iSIBILITY 2 3 4 5 REDUCED ACCESSIBILITY TO 

TO RURAL AREAS RURAL AREAS 
MORE RANCIIING 2 3 4 5 LESS RANCIIING 

MORE SUBDIVISIONS 2 3 4 5 FEWER SUIIDIVISIONS 
MORE SHOPPING CENTERS 2 3 " 5 NO CHANGE IN NUMBER OF 

SHOPPING CENTERS 
MORF. RECREATIONAL 2 " 5 FEWER RECREATIONAL 

OPPORTUNITIr.s OPPORTUNITIES 
MORE FARMING 2 3 " 5 LESS FARMING 

MORE LmER 2 3 " 5 LESS LITTER 
MORE AIR POLLUTION 2 3 " 5 LESS AIR POLLUTION 

MORE OFF·ROAD VEHICLE 2 3 " 5 FEWER OFF·ROAD TRAILS 
TRAILS 

MORE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOP. 2 " LESS RF.sJDENTIAL nEVI.LOP· 
MENT IN RURAL AREAS MENT IN RlIRALARIAS 

DECREASING AMOUNT OF 2 " 5 INrREASING AMOUN r 01-
NAlIVE VEGnAllON NATIVE VI:GETATION 

0.14 How would you charactertzethe area In which you live? 
I URBAN 
2 SUBURBAN 
3 SMALL CITY OR TOWN 
4 RURAL 

0.15 Which of the CoDowinZ lIatements best describe. how much you had thought about the topic. 
raised in this questionnaire? 
I NEVER TIIOUGIIT AUOUT TIIEM 
1 TIIOUGHT AIIOUl TIIEM WilEN Tllry BECAME A MAITER OF LOCAL INTEREST 
3 IIiINK ABOUT TIIEM AS A MA ITER 01 PlRSONAllNTlHST 

ABOUT YOURSELF 10 

Finally, we would tike you to answer a few queltion. about yourself. (Please circle the number oC the 
mosl appropriate answer.) 

Q·16 Sex? I MALE 
2 FEMALE 

0.17 Howald are you? I 15·25 YEARS 
2 26·35 YEARS 
3 36-45 YEARS 
4 ~6·55 YEARS 

5 56-65 YEARS 
6 66·75 YEARS 
7 76-85 YEARS 
8 MORE THAN 85 YEARS OLD 

0.18 Are you presently? I EMPLOYED FULL TIME 
2 EMPLOYED PART TIME 
3 FULL·TIME HOMEMAKER 
4 UNEMPLOYED 
5 STUDENT 
6 RETIRED 

0.19 Whi<h of the foUowlng belt describes your IOcW class? 

0.20 

I LOWER CLASS 
2 WORKING CLASS 
3 LOWER MIDDLE CLASS 
4 MIDDLE CLASS 
5 UPPER MIDDLE CLASS 
6 UPPER CLASS 

Which oC the CoDowlng belt describe. the occupation that you are or were e"",eeI In? 
I INDOOR PROFESSIONAL 6 OUTDOOR WHITE COLLAR WORKER 
2 OUTDOOR PROFESSIONAL 7 INDOOR SERVICE WORKER 
3 INDOOR BLUE COLLAR WORKER 8 OUTDOOR SeRVICE WORKER 
4 OUTDOOR BLUE COLLAR WORKER 9 OTHER 
5 INDOOR WIIITE COLLAR WORKER 

0.21 PIe ... Indicltethe title oCyour occupation? ______________ _ 

0.22 

0.23 

0.24 

Q·25 

Which of the foUowlng best describes where you live? 
I CITY LARGER THAN 75,000 POPULATION 
2 CITY OF 10,001·75,000 POPULATION 
3 TOWN OF I,O(J().IO,OOO POPULATION 
4 TOWN WITH LESS TIIAN 1,000 POPULATION 
5 FARM OR RANCII 
6 OTIIF.R 

How long have you been IivlnZ In your area? 
I 1·5 YEARS 
2 6·10 YEARS 
3 11·20 YEARS 
" MORE THAN 20 YEARS 

What Is your Income? 
I LESS THAN S5,OOO 
2 S5,OOO TO S9,999 
3 SIO,OOOTO $14,999 
" $ 15,000 TO SI9,999 
5 $20,000 TO $24,999 

What is your highelt level of education? 
I NO I·ORMAL EDUCATION 
2 GRADE SCHOOL 
3 SOME IIIGJI SCIIOOL 
4 IIIGJI SCIIOOL GRADUATE 
5 fRADE SCIIOOL 

6 $25,000 TO $29,999 
7 $ 30,000 TO $39,999 
8 S40,OOO TO $49,999 
9 $50,000 OR MORE 

6 SOME COLLEGE 
7 COLl.EGE GRADUATE 
8 SOME GRADUATE WORK 
9 A GRADUATE DEGREE \.0 

.I::. 
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Pretesting of the Survey Instrument 

Before final printing, a mockup of the questionnaire 

was pretested (N = 12). Respondents were asked to comment 

on: the length of time and difficulty in completing the 

questionnaire, the reading level required to complete the 

questionnaire, and whether the person would have completed 

and returned the survey had it been received in the mail. 

Revisions resulting from this pretest involved minor word 

changes and improved question layout. 

Questionnaire Distribution 

Distribution procedures were adopted from the Total 

Design Method (Dillman, 1978), which includes an initial 

bulk mailing, one post-card reminder, and as necessary, 

personal phone contacts. 

The initial mailing of June 17, 1982 to each of 1500 

households in the sample population included a question

naire, cover letter, and return self-addressed envelope. 

Postcards with a reminder/thank you message were sent to 

those who had not returned completed questionnaires on June 

24, 1982. A third mailing was sent to nonrespondents on 

July 1, 1982. This mailing consisted of a second copy of 

the questionnaire, a return self-addressed envelope, and a 

note requesting reply. On July 1, 1982, personal phone 

calls to all nonrespondents began and on August 4, 1982 all 

phone calling ceased. All respondents who could not be 
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reached after three phone calls were classified as unreach-

able and questionnaires were assumed to be undeliverable. 

Because of the overlap (questionnaire returns 

arriving when other mailings were going ou t) , precise 

response rates to each mailing are ·not known. Before the 

second (postcard) mailing, however, 358 returns had been 

received. By the third mailing, an additional 290 responses 

,,,ere recei ved. A total of 847 questionnaires was received 

by August 1, 1982, when the mailing phase of the project 

ended. 

Handling of Returned Questionnaires 
and Data Entry 

Each returned questionn~ire (completed or undeliver-

able) was recorded by identification code number. Codes for 

undeliverables were recorded, and all completed returns were 

coded with information from the mailing list form. After 

coding, each completed return was scanned for data entry 

use, and returns usable for data processing were separated 

from unusable returns. In some cases, where the respondent 

skipped one page, a copy of that page was mailed back to the 

respondent with a request that he or she complete it. Data 

were entered into computer files directly from the question-

naire form. 
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Data Processing 

Statistical routines in the Statistical Package for 

the Social Sciences (SPSS) were primarily used in processing 

the data. Additional support was provided through MSUSTAT, 

an interactive statistical analysis package developed by 

Richard E. Lund at Montana State University (Version 2.2). 
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A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ON ORDER EFFECTS 

Research texts in the social sciences often caution 

that questionnaire findings be carefully interpreted due to 

"order effects" (Marans, 1975), but fail to describe what 

the effects of order are on responses. Order effects in 

public surveys have been discussed and researched primarily 

in the context of question sequence, format, consistency and 

contrast (Cantril, 1944; Dillman, 1978; Cannell and Kahn, 

1968; Smith, 1981). 

extensively studied, 

While many of these factors have been 

few scientists have looked within 

questions for sources of response bias. This study examines 

the effects of response item order on questionnaire results. 

This issue has received relatively little attention despite 

its identification as one of the most important areas for 

continued methodological research 

1974; Schuman and Presser, 1981). 

(Sudman and Bradburn, 

Response item order effects have been attributed to 

a number of factors from anchoring to dissonance (Perrault, 

1975), to nonattitudes (Coverse, 1970; Schuman and Johnson, 

1976), or to quasi-attitudes (Rosenberg, 1968). This study 

concentrates on response item order effects due to item 

position. In other words, is a respondent's choice of a 

particular response alternative based solely on that item's 

position within the response array. 
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The concept 

postulated by Payne 

of position bias in survey research was 

in his report of a large 

experiment for the American Petroleum Institute 

split-ballot 

(1951). He 

addressed the presence of response item order effects for 

both dichotomous and trichotomous items but not for long 

lists of response alternatives, as is the concern here. 

General problems associated with response item order 

were first noted by psychologists in studies of role 

retention and learning (Ebbinghaus, 1964; Hull, 1940) . 

Researchers found that materials presented first were 

learned more quickly and retained for longer periods of 

time. No attempt to cover this extensive bo dy of 

experimental literature will be made, however, since its 

relevance to mail survey problems is limited. 

Special attention to position effects has occurred 

in marketing research and analysis. Coney (1977) examined 

both question and response item order effects as they relate 

to the selection of product brands labeled with letters of 

the alphabet. He discovered a position bias in addition to 

revealing that individuals perceive an order in letters of 

the alphabet. He suggests that researchers randomize array 

posi ti ons in order to reduce potential biases. Of course, 

in large mail surveys randomization would be extremely 

costly and would randomize order effects but not eliminate 

them. 
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Several other studies have identified response item 

order effects in survey research. Of particular importance 

is Becker's (1954) household survey (N = 16,193), where 

respondents were given choices of five favorite types of 

radio programs from a card list of 16. Becker determined 

that the ordinal position of a program type in the list had 

a significant impact on it being chosen. He notes that the 

probability of a program type being chosen steadily improves 

as the item was moved from sixteenth to the first position 

in the check-list. This effort duplicated an earlier study 

(Campbell and Mohr, 1950), which found little evidence of 

response item order effects. Becker attributes this to the 

authors' use of brief consultations with university students 

rather than lengthy face-to-face interviews with a 

scientific sample of household members. 

Authors who report the absence of order effects in 

their respective research include Bradburn and Mason (1964) 

and Clancy and Wachsler (1971). As with many contradictory 

studies, however, their findings are inconclusive. 

Additional evidence for response item order effects 

comes from Belson (1966), who found that items at either end 

of a list were "specially prone to order effects," with 

greater endorsement occurring when the item was presented 

first as opposed to last. 
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Response item order effects have also been identi

fied in studies where long lists are used to assess voting 

behavior. Candidates whose names appear near the top of the 

ballot apparently gain votes from that relative position 

(Mueller, 1970; Brook and Upton, 1974). 

The issue of response item order effects has not 

been extensively studied, however, as it applies to mail 

questionnaires or when dealing with nominal data. Only one 

empirical study (Ferber, 1952) is reported in the literature 

that has examined order bias for a mail survey containing 

itemized lists. Response item order effects were found in a 

job-related question where lists of occupations were 

presented for the respondent. The author notes that the 

presence of these biases in surveys where an individual has 

an opportunity to examine each question and its response 

alternati.ves before responding should emphasize the signifi

cance of such a finding (p. 177). 

Carpenter and Blackwood (1979) also identified order 

effects in response to nationwide telephone interviews. 

This "criterion" effect, as the authors call it, was found 

when investigators varied the starting point in twelve 

different question lists measuring attitudes toward animals. 

The authors note that when respondents are asked to rate a 

series of items on a numerical scale, they face the problem 

of establishing an initial reference point. 
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The exact causes of response order effects has yet 

to be explained. As shoHn, studies offer a number of 

explanations ranging from fatigue as the result of long and 

difficult questions to respondent characteristics such as 

lOHer education. What is evident is that most survey 

research proceeds as though order effects Here nonexistent, 

or at least a trivial matter. 
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Table D.l. Activities associated with valued landscape 
experiences: frequencies, percentages,and 
rankings for the total sample. 

primarily to 

Frequency 

Sightsee 204 

Camp 124 

Picnic 94 

Fish 65 

Hike 40 

Hunt 29 

Photograph Nature 28 

Walk 22 

4-\Vheel 17 

Backpack 15 

Observe Wildlife 14 

Observe \Vildflowers 10 

Downhill Ski 10 

Visit Archeological 9 
Sites 

Cut Firewood 8 

Cross-country Ski 8 

Study Rocks 8 

Horseback Ride 7 

Pct. of 
Responses 

25.9% 

15.7 

11. 9 

8.2 

5.1 

3.7 

3.5 

2.8 

2.2 

1.9 

1.8 

1.3 

1.3 

1.1 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

0.9 

Ranking 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

13 

13 

14 

17 

17 

17 

18 
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Table D.I. -- Continued 

primarily to 

Frequency 

Explore for Minerals 5 

Harvest a Crop 5 

Ride Dirt-bikes 3 

Birdwatch 3 

Work Cattle 1 

Snow~obile I 

Farm the Land o 

Study Plants o 

Other 59 

Total 789 

Pct. of 
Responses 

0.6 

0.6 

0.4 

0.4 

0.1 

0.1 

7.5 

100.0% 

106 

Ranking 

20 

20 

22 

22 

24 

24 
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Table D.2. Reasons associated with valued landscape experi
ences: frequencies, percentages, and rankings 
for the total sample . 

. and it was memorable because 

Frequency Pet. of Ranking 
Respondents 

I shared it with 189 23.6% 1 
someone else 

It was aesthetic- 176 22.0 2 
cally/visually 
pleasing 

I could get away 162 20.2 3 
from people/crowds 

I could get from 137 17.1 4 
the sounds of 
civilization 

Of the outstand- 127 15.9 5 
ing scenery 

Of the panoramic 113 14.1 6 
view 

I was aware of 109 13.6 7 
the environment 

I was humbled by 107 13.4 8 
the immensity 
of the landscape 

There was surface 98 12.2 9 
water 

I got away from 64 8.0 10 
the heat 

I was physically 48 6.0 11 
challenged 

It was easily 42 5.2 12 
accessible 
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Table D.2. -- Continued 

and it was memorable because 

Frequency Pct. of Ranking 
Respondents 

I could see a 40 5.0% 14 
long distance 

I could build a 40 5.0 14 
campfire 

I could feel the 32 4.0 16 
history of the 
place 

I was free to 32 4.0 16 
choose 
activities 

I could sit out 31 3.9 17 
at night 

I was not re- 28 3.5 18 
stricted by 
regulations 

I saw wildlife 26 3.2 19 

I was close to 25 3.1 20 
civilization 

I saw different 21 2.6 21 
vegetation 

The roads were 19 2.4 22 
good 

I could s i. t out 18 2.2 23 
in the sun 

I learned about 17 2.1 26 
nature 

I was not re- 17 2.1 26 
stricted by 
seasons 
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Table D.2. -- Cont1.nued 

. and it was memorable because 

Frequency . Pc t . of Ranking 
Respondents 

I didn't need 17 2.1 26 
to worry a bout 
gett1.ng lost 

I got close to 13 1.6 29 
wildlife 

There were no bugs 13 1.6 29 

I could meet 13 1.6 29 
new people 

I d1.dn't need to 8 1.0 30 
worry about 
overexposure 

I got away from 6 0.7 31 
the cold 

It was cold 5 0.6 33 

It was hot 5 0.6 33 

Other 14 1.7 

Total 1812 



Table D.3. Outdoor activities associated with landscape types: components of 
valued landscape experiences expressed as a percentage of group 
responses. 

Sightsee 

Camp 

Picnic 

Fish 

Hike 

Hunt 

Photograph 
Nature 

Halk 

4-Hheel 

Backpack 

Observe 
\JildU fe 

Mountains 
N = 304 

26.1%(1) 

20.4(2) 

12.7(3) 

4.0(6) 

5.4(4) 

4.7(5) 

2.7(S) 

2.0(10) 

1.3(14) 

1.3(14) 

1.7(11) 

Observe Hild- 1.0(17) 
flowers 

Canyons Lakes Deserts 
N = 140 N = 129 N = S6 

47.S(1) 12.6(4) lS.l(l) 

4.3(6) 1S.1(2) 6.0(7) 

5.1(5) 15.0(3) 15.7(2) 

0.7(17) 29.1(1) 

12.3(2) 1.6(6) 1.3(19) 

0.7(17) 0.S(11) 10.S(3) 

5.S(4) 0.S(11) S.4(5) 

2.2(9) 2.4(5) S.4(5) 

0.7(17) 0.S(11) 6.0(7) 

7.2(3) 1.3(19) 

l.4(10) O.S(ll) 1.3(19) 

0.7(17) 3.S(9) 

Forests 
N = 59 

10.5(3) 

36.S(1) 

10.5(3) 

Rivers 
N = 40 

Valleys 
N = 14 

15.0(2) 42.9(1) 

12.5(4) 

12.5(4) 7.1(S) 

3.5(11) 32.5(1) 

5.3(5) 

5.3(5) 

1.8(15) 

3.5(11) 

3.5(11) 

3.5(11) 

2.5(6) 7.1(S) 

7.5(4) 7.1(S) 

7.J(S) ,.... 
,.... 
o 



Table D.3. -- Continued 

tvlountains Canyons Lakes Deserts Forests Rivers Valleys 
N = 304 N = 140 N = 129 N = 86 N = 59 N = 40 N = 14 

Downhill Ski 3. O( 7) 1.8(15) 

Visit Archeo- 0.7(19) 3.6(7) 1.3(19) 7.1(8) 
logical Sites 

Cut Fire\yood 1.3(14) 1.3(19) 3.5(11) 

Cross- 2.3(9) 0.8(11) 3.5(11) 
country Ski 

Study Rocks 1.0(17) 3.8(9) 1.8(15) 

Horseback Ride 0.7(19) 2.2(9) 1.3(19) 7.1(8) 

Explore for 1.0(17) 0.7(17) 1.3(19) 
~Hnera Is 

Harvest a Crop 0.3(24) 0.7(17) 2.4(10) 1.8(15) 

Ride Dirt- 0.3(24) 1.3(19) 2.5(6) 7.1(8) 
bikes 

Birdwatch 0.3(24) 0.7(17) 1.3(19) 

\.J 0 r k Cat t 1 e 0.3(24) 

Sno\Ymobile 0.3(24) 
'-' ..... 
........ 



Table D.3. -- Continued 

Mountains Canyons Lakes Deserts 
N = 304 N = 140 N = 129 N = 86 

Farm the Land 

Study Plants 

Other 5.0 2.9 17.3 4.8 

Activities listed according to overall ranking 

( ) Rank order within groups. 

Forests 
N = 59 

3.5 

Rivers 
N = 40 

15.0 

Valleys 
N = 14 

7 . 1 

..... 

..... 
N 
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Table D.4. Activities associated with valued landscape 
experiences: frequencies, percentages, rankings 
and chi-square values for response items by 
questionnaire type. 

Questionnaire Type 1 
Activities 

Questionnaire Type 2 

According Frequency Pct. Rank Frequency Pct. Rank 
to Over
all Rank 

Sightsee 91 

Camp 63 

Picnic 55 

Fish 37 

Hike 15 

Hunt 17 

Photograph 14 
Nature 

Walk 12 

4-Whee1 9 

Backpack 7 

Observe 6 
\Vi 1 d 1 i £ e 

Observe 2 
\J:i.ldflowers 

Res
ponses 

23.5% 1 

16.2 2 

14.2 3 

9.5 4 

3.9 6 

4.4 5 

3.6 7 

3.1 8 

2.3 9 

l. 9 11 

l. 5 12 

0.5 22 

113 

61 

39 

28 

25 

12 

14 

10 

8 

8 

8 

8 

Res
ponses 

28.2% 1 

15.2 2 

9.7 3 

7.0 4 

6.2 5 

3.0 7 

3.5 6 

2.5 8 

2.0 12 

2.0 12 

2.0 12 

2.0 12 

x2 

(p= ) 

2.30 
( .13) 

0.16 
( .69) 

3.39 
( .07 ) 

l. 70 
( .19) 

2.30 
( .13) 

l. 07 
( .30) 

0.01 
(.93) 

0.26 
( .61 ) 

0.10 
( .75 ) 

0.04 
( .84) 

0.23 
( .63) 
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Table D.4. -- Continued 

Questionnaire TYQe 1 Questionnaire TYQe 2 
Acti.vities 

X2 According Frequency Pct. Rank Frequency Pct. Rank 
to Over- Res- Res- (p= ) 
all Rank ponses ponses 

Do\Vnhill Ski 8 2.1 10 2 0.5 20 ~~ 

Visit Archeo- 5 1.3 13 4 1.0 16 ~~ 

logical Sites 

Cut Fire\Vood 2 0.5 22 6 1.5 13 ~:~ 

Cross-Country 4 1.0 15 4 1.0 16 ~~ 

Ski 

Study Rocks 3 0.8 16 5 1.2 14 i} 

Horseback Ride 4 1.0 15 3 0.7 19 i~ 

Explore for 2 0.5 22 3 0.7 19 i~ 

Ninerals 

Harvest a Crop 2 0.5 22 3 0.7 19 i~ 

Ride Dirt- 2 0.5 22 1 0.2 24 .. :i-

Bikes 

Birdwatch 2 0.5 22 1 0.2 24 ~~ 

\~ork Cattle 0 1 0.2 24 i~ 

Sno\Vmobi1e 0 1 0.2 24 ir 

Farm the Land 0 0 i} 

Study Plants 0 0 .. :~ 

Other 26 33 8.2 0.67 
( .41 ) 

Total 388 49.2% 401 50.9% 

i: Cell size < 5 
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Table D.5. Reasons associated with valued landscape experi
ences: frequencies, percentages, rankings, and 
chi-square values for response items by question
naire type. 

Questionnaire Type 1 Questionnaire Type 2 
Reasons 
According Frequency Pet. Rank Frequency Pet. Rank 
to Over- Res- Res-
all Rank pO'nses ponses 

I shared it 
with some
one else 

58 14.8% 5 131 32.0% 1 

It was aesth- 117 
etically/ 
visually 
pleasing 

I could get 67 
away from 
peop1e/ 
crowds 

I could get 91 
away from 
the sounds of 
civilization 

Of the out
standing 
scenery 

Of the pano
ram 1. c vie \v 

I was aware 
of the 
environment 

52 

35 

68 

I was humbled 41 
by the immen
sity of the 
landscape 

29.8 

17.1 

23.2 

13.3 

8.9 

17.3 

10.5 

1 59 14.4 6 

4 95 23.2 2 

2 46 11. 2 8 

6 75 18.3 4 

9 78 19.1 3 

3 41 10.0 9 

8 66 16.1 5 

33.0 
( .00) 

27.8 
(.00) 

4.67 
( .03) 

20.2 
( .00) 

3.86 
(.05 ) 

17.0 
( .00) 

9.13 
( .00) 

5.58 
( .02 ) 
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Table D.5. -- Continued 

Questionnaire T~LI~ e 1 Questionnaire T:u~e 2 
Reasons 

X2 According Frequency Pct. Rank Frequency Pct. Rank 
to Over- Res- Res- ( p= ) 
all Rank ponses ponses 

There was 41 10.5% 8 57 13.9% 7 2.25 
surface ( .13) 
water 

I got away 29 7.4 11 35 8.6 11 0.37 
from the ( .55) 
heat 

I was physi- 8 2.0 13 40 9.8 10 21. 3 
cally ( . 00) 
challenged 

It was easily 21 5.4 12 21 5.1 13 0.02 
accessible (.89) 

I could see 6 1.5 14 34 8.3 12 19.4 
a long ( .00) 
distance 

I could build 30 7.7 10 10 2.4 14 11.4 
a campfire ( .00) 

I could feel 16 4.1 17 16 3.9 14 0.02 
the history ( .09) 
of the place 

I was free to 18 4.6 15 14 3.4 17 0.71 
choose (.40) 
activities 

I could sit 19 4.8 14 12 2.9 19 1. 97 
out at night ( .16 ) 

I was not re- 13 3.3 19 15 3.7 15 0.02 
stricted by ( . 79) 
regulations 

I sa w wildlife 13 3.3 19 13 3.2 18 0.01 
( . 91 ) 
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Table D.5. -- Continued 

Questionnaire T;iI~e 1 Questionnaire TY2 e 2 
Reasons 

X2 According Frequency Pet. Rank Frequency Pet. Rank 
to Over- Res- Res- ( p= ) 
all Rank ponses ponses 

I was close to 22 5.6 12 3 0.7 29 .:~ 

civilization 

I saw djffer- 7 1.8 27 14 3.4 17 2.10 
ent vegeta- ( .15) 
tion 

The roads 11 2.8 20 8 2.0 23 0.62 
were good ( .43) 

I could sit 10 2.6 22 8 2.0 23 0.32 
out in the ( .57 ) 
sun 

I learned 6 1.5 30 11 2.7 20 1. 29 
about nature ( .26) 

I was not re- 10 2.6 22 7 1.7 24 0.68 
stricted by ( .41 ) 
seasons 

I didn't need 16 4.1 17 1 0.2 33 ~~ 

to worry 
about get-
ting lost 

I got close 7 1.8 27 6 1.5 26 0.00 
to wildlife ( .96) 

There were no 7 1.8 27 6 1.5 26 0.13 
bugs ( . 72 ) 

I could meet 8 2.0 24 5 1.2 30 0.84 
new people ( . 36) 

I didn't need 6 1.5 30 2 0.5 32 ~~ 

to \<lorry 
about over-
exposure 
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Table D.s. -- Continued 

Questionnaire T ~1I~ e 1 Questionnaire TYI~e 2 
Reasons 

X2 According Frequency Pct. Rank Frequency Pct. Rank 
to Over- Res- Res- ( p= ) 
all Rank ponses ponses 

I got away 4 1.0 31 2 0.5 32 ~: 

from the cold 

It was cold 2 0.5 33 3 0.7 29 ~} 

It was hot 2 0.5 33 3 0.7 29 ~~ 

Other 10 2.6 4 1.0 --::. 

Total 871 941 

~: Cell size < 5 
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Table D.6. CanoI1ical correlations with total variance 
explained associated with discriminant functions 
for selected experiential response items. 

Response Item 

Locations Associated 
With Valued Landscape 
Experiences 

Mountains 

Canyons 

Lakes 

Desert 

Activities Associated 
With Valued LandscapA 
Experiences 

Sightsee 

Camp 

Picnic 

Fish 

Hike 

Reasons Associated With 
Valued Landscape 
Experiences 

I shared it with 
someone 

It was aesthetically/ 
visually pleasing 

I could get away from 
people/crowds 

Discriminant 
Function's 
Canonical 

Correlation 

0.09342 

0.17931 

0.14080 

0.04866 

0.23068 

0.16703 

0.14580 

0.14097 

0.10160 

0.15622 

0.17173 

0.22148 

Total Variance 
Explained 

0.01 

0.03 

0.02 

0.00 

0.05 

0.02 

0.02 

0.02 

0.01 

0.02 

0.03 

0.05 



Table D.6. -- Continued 

Discriminant 
Function's 
Canonical 

Response Item Correlation 

I could get away from 0.11831 
the sounds of civili-
zation 

Of the outstanding 
scenery 

Of the panoramic view 

I was aware of the 
environment 

I was humbled by the 
immensity of the 
landscape 

There was surface 
water 

I got away fro~ the 
heat 

I was physically 
challenged 

It \~as easily 
accessible 

I could see a long 
distance 

I could built a 
car.1pfire 

0.11081 

0.10060 

0.10358 

0.14222 

0.08232 

0.09820 

0.18806 

0.09697 

0.13189 

0.13360 

Total Variance 
Explained 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

0.04 

0.01 

0.02 

0.02 

120 
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Table D.7. Wilk's Lambda and its significance for each 
variable entered into discriminant functions for 
selected experiential response items. 

Response Item 

Locations Associated 
With Valued Landscape 
Experiences 

Mountains 

Canyons 

Lakes 

Desert 

Activities Associated 
Hith Valued Landscape 
Experiences 

Sightsee 

Camp 

Picnic 

Variables Entered 
into Discriminant 

Function 

Income 
Community Population 
Age 

Education 
Length of Residence 
Age 
Income 

Education 
Age 

Age 

Age 
Lenr,th of Residence 
Education 
Community Populati.on 
Sex 

Age 
Sex 
Education 
Income 
Length of Residence 
Community Popu1a ti.on 

Education 
Length of Residence 
Income 
Sex 

Hilk's Lambda 
(Sig. of 
Lambda) 

.99619 ( .01 ) 

.99375 ( .10) 

.99127 ( . 10) 

.17752 ( .00) 

.97318 ( .00) 

.97037 ( .00) 

.96785 ( .00) 

.98440 (.00) 

.98017 ( .00) 

.99763 ( .19 ) 

.97634 ( .00) 

.96045 ( . 00) 

.95430 ( .00) 

.95031 ( .00) 

.94679 ( .00) 

.98671 ( .00) 

.98245 ( .00) 

.97911 ( .00) 

.97568 ( .00) 

.97381 ( .00) 

.97210 ( .00) 

.98692 ( .00) 

.98241 ( .00 

.98022 ( .00) 

.97874 ( .00) 
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Table D.7. -- Continued 

Variables Entered 
into Discriminant 

Function 

Wilk's Lambda 
(Sig. of 

Lambda) 
Response Item 

Fish 

Hike 

Reasons Associated 
With Valued Landscape 
Experiences 

I shared it with 
someone 

Education 
Sex 

Education 

.98225 (.00) 

.98013 (.00) 

.98967 (.00) 

Community Population .98669 (.00) 
Education .98222 (.00) 
Income .97559 (.00) 

It was aesthstically/ Education .97478 (.00) 
.97189 (.00) 
.97051 (.00) 

visually pleasing Sex 

I could get away from 
people/crowds 

Length of residence 

Age 
Community Population 
Education 
Sex 

.96408 (.00) 

.95855 (.00) 

.95397 (.00) 

.95095 (.00) 

I could get away from Age .99157 (.01) 
the sounds of civili- Education .98786 (.01) 
zation Length of Residence .98600 (.01) 

Of the outstanding 
scenery 

Of the panoranic view 

I was aware of the 
environment 

Education 
Length of 
Community 

Income 
Length of 
Age 
Community 
Education 

Community 
Education 

.99288 ( .02 ) 
Residence .98938 ( .02 ) 
Population .98772 ( .03) 

.99692 ( .13) 
Residence .99500 ( .15 ) 

.99314 ( .16) 
Population .99165 ( .18) 

.98988 ( .18) 

Population .99316 ( . 02 ) 
.98927 ( .02 ) 



D.7. -- Continued 

Response Item 

I was humbled by the 
immensity of the 
landscape 

There was surface 
\vater 

I got away from the 
heat 

I was physically 
challenged 

It was easily 
accessible 

I could see a long 
distance 

I could build a 
car.1pfire 

123 

Variables Entered 
into Discriminant 

Function 

\..Ji 1 k I S Lam b d Q 

(Sig. of 
Lambda) 

Length of Residence 
Age 
Education 
Community Population 

.99213 (.01) 

.98604 (.01) 

.98280 (.00) 

.97977 (.00) 

Sex .99460 (.04) 
Community Population .99322 (.08) 

Education .99351 (.03) 
Length of Residence .99036 (.03) 

Age 
Education 
Sex 
Income 

.98464 (.00) 

.977L.2 (.00) 

.97185 (.00) 

.96464 (.00) 

Age .99579 (.07) 
Income .99248 (.06) 
Length of Residence .99060 (.07) 

Education 
Length of Residence 
Community Population 
Age 
Sex 

.99543 (.06) 

.99068 (.03) 

.98656 (.02) 

.98414 (.02) 

.98260 (.02) 

Community Population .99175 (.01) 
Education .98823 (.01) 
Age .98504 (.01) 
Sex .98215 (.01) 
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