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ABSTRACT 

Humans define the landscape both objectively and subjectively. 

The ways in which people think about and experience the landscape 

is as important as objective measures such as air and water quality. 

The development of valid and responsible landscape plans requires 

consideration of both objective and subjective measures. This consider

ation raises questions about natural resource values, their importance, 

their relationship among population subgroups, and how to measure 

them. This study discusses an interview approach to the assessment 

of perceived and experienced natural resource values among five major 

user groups of Arizona's public lands. Patterns among these groups 

are identified and interpreted. The relationship between landscape 

perceptions, preferences, and experiences is also explored. The 

potential usefulness of subjective natural resource values informa

tion is discussed. 

vi 



INTRODUCTION 

Research in landscape perception is concerned with the inter

action of humans and the landscape. This interaction yields outcomes 

that influence human choices and behavior, as well as the landscape 

itself (Zube, Sell, and Taylor, 1982). 

A perceptual-based approach to human-environment relations 

recognizes that for each objective element and relationship in the 

biosphere, there are many perceived elements and relationships as 

seen and understood by different people and at different places. 

Man reaches decisions and takes actions according to this perceived 

set of elements and relationships, rather than any externally defined 

"objective set" (Whyte, 1977). 

The landscape can be assessed both objectively and subjectively. 

The thoughts people have towards the landscape, and their experiences 

within it, are as important as physical measures such as air and 

water quality. The development of valid and responsible landscape 

plans requires consideration of both subjective and objective measures. 

On public lands such consideration is mandated by law (Multiple Use 

and Sustained Yield Act of 1964, the National Environmental Policy 

Act of 1969, the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning 

Act of 1974, and the National Forest Management Act of 1976). There 

is little agreement however, among landscape planners, professional 

resource managers and researchers; on the nature and content of these 
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values, on their relative importance among a larger set of values, 

or on how to measure them. 

This thesis emphasizes a perceptual approach to human-environ-

ment relations. The intent is to identify certain values associated 

with those interest groups that play key roles in the development 

of land use managment plans. 

Many examples could be cited to show the importance of a 

perception-based approach to human-environment relations. The follow

ing is one illustration of the advantages and disadvantages. In 

the state of Arizona, a dispute between developers, local officials, 

townspeople, and native Indians has arisen concerning the development 

of the Sarj Francisco Peaks, a major landform located in the northern 

portion of the state. In the 19^0's, recreational developers leased 

the land and built a downhill ski resort. Recent plans to upgrade 

this facility have resulted in a number of legal suits filed by local 

Indian tribes. While this development has been a great boon to the 

local economy, the Indians feel the mountain is sacred and have sought 

to preserve its sanctity (Comeaux 1981, p. 176). As a local Navajo 

explained to me, 

"the earth itself has a backbone just like a human being 
does. If you were to look at a map of the Rocky Mountains 
you'd find that they extend all the way from Alaska clear 
down to the tip of South America. It's the kind of phenomenon 
that most people are really surprised when they realize that 
such a simple thing exists. And so, just like in a human 
backbone, from this area, anybody who lives on that backbone 
can communicate with the rest of the world through that backbone. 
If anything happens to your backbone the rest of your body can 
be severely impaired. Today you will find that a lot of the 
Indian people live on the backbone of the Earth all the way from 
the Eskimos in the north clear down to the Mapuche of Chile. 



We are no exception. Our area of the backbone we consider the 
naval of the Earth that is surrounded by our sacred mountains. 
The area is very sacred to the Navajo and other people too." 

The Navajo culture considers it sacreligious to alter the 

"backbone" of the Earth. Developers see the Peaks as an untapped 

resource which can be used to bring tourism and increased income 

to the area. While both perceive the landscape as an area of unique, 

pristene beauty, their values are divergent. Each value is justified 

within its own context. We must understand perceptions of the land

scape in the context of local and regional resource use and structure. 

This dichotomy of perceptions is not unique. Many parts 

of the United States have had similar conflicts. Culhane (1981) 

and others have studied the long history of interest group influence's 

on public land policy. Nowhere in the U.S. have residents had such 

an impact on public land policy as in the West. Local stockmen of 

the western rangeland virtually controlled the functions of the Bureau 

of Land Management and its predecessor, the Grazing Service, since 

its inception (Foss, 1960). These western stockmen also had a strong 

distrust for eastern congressmen making land use decisions from their 

armchairs 1,700 miles away. The state of Arizona is not without 

some of this distrust. As one resource manager from the northern 

portion of the state remarked, 

"when I got down here four and a half years ago it only 
took a few months to realize that it's almost like you've 
got two states. You've got a southern Arizona and you've 
got a northern Arizona and the two are very different and the 
two almost view each other as different. . . it's kind of 
discouraging too because there's so many more people in the 
southern part of the state. So much of what happens seems 
to be dictated more by what goes on down there. Somehow, 



there's a demarcation line there somewhere which to me is 
kind of bad." 



THE PROBLEM 

Nearly one-third of all the land in .the United States is 

owned by the federal government, including large portions of the 

Western States. A considerable increase in land use planning and 

management activities has occurred on these lands in the last decade. 

These activities are mandated under the Resources Planning Act of 

1974, the National Forest Management Act, and the Federal Land Policy 

and Management Act—both enacted in 1976. Agencies are now required 

to consider a wide range of natural resource users and their values 

in the development of multiple use plans. As a result, uses and 

values that were previously ignored or given little attention must 

now be specifically considered in land allocations. These legislative 

provisions impose new and unaccustomed burdens on public land admin

istrators. However, the training of most of these professional land 

managers has not prepared them to work with these new responsibilities 

(Culhane, 1981). 

Today's public land manager must deal effectively with a 

wide variety of land uses that are both economic and non-economic. 

Land managers must balance traditional uses such as ranching and 

logging, with such non-traditional uses as cross-country skiing and 

birding. These users vary from large corporations to small one-man 

operations, yet their interests must all be considered equally. 

This thesis will explore natural resource values among various users 

of the public domain. 
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The word value can take on entirely different meanings depend

ing on the discipline using the word. This research defines value 

as the worth of resources or resource attributes as perceived by 

individuals and groups. An important characteristic of many of these, 

values is that they are derived from the experiences and perceptions 

of individuals. This thesis is concerned with those perceptions 

and experiences. 



BACKGROUND 

If the federal government is to act as a caretaker of the 

public lands, it lies within its best interests to understand the 

perceptions and values of public land users. Researchers (Lucas, 

1966; Craik, 1972, Smith and Alderdice, 1979) have argued that the 

application of information concerning user preferences and evaluations 

is necessary for effective natural resource management. 

Two comprehensive reviews have been published that address 

the topic of environmental and natural resource values and related 

research needs. The first (Craik & Zube, 1976) focused on research 

issues in perceived environmental quality. This publication included 

state-of-the-art reviews of urban, natural, recreational, residential, 

and institutional environments as well as air, water, and land resources 

and the sonic environment. The second study (Andrews & Waits, 1978) 

addressed the topic of environmental values with a specific focus 

on public decisons related to implementing Section 102(2)(b) of the 

National Environmental Policy Act. Both reviews resulted in several 

shared conclusions and recommendations as well as the identification 

of common research needs: 

1. To identify and clarify the fullest possible array of environ

mental and natural resource values and related physical indicators; 

2. To identify valid and reliable measures of natural resource 

values; 
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3. To identify patterns of natural resource values among decison-

makers and lay persons. 

While a considerable body of work exists on landscape perception 

and assessment (Eisner and Smardon, 1979; and Zube, Brush, & Fabos, 

1975), this work primarily addresses visual resource quality. Further

more, the majority of this research has been conducted in more humid 

regions. The work of Daniel and his colleagues (AAAS, 1977), and 

Shaw and King (1977), provides important reference points for arid 

and semi-arid landscapes. Daniel's work is primarily oriented to 

visual resource quality and scenic beauty. Shaw and King have investi

gated wildlife values in southern Arizona. 

The perceptions and values of urban dwellers in arid lands 

have received considerable attention by researchers (Hecht, 1978; 

Jackovonics and Saarinen, 1978; Saarinen and Cook, 1971). However, 

these studies are understandably less concerned with the larger natural 

resource context within which these cities exist. Nevertheless they 

do provide important insights into lifestyle expectations and selected 

resource values of urban dwellers. 

A related area of study includes work on drought perception 

(Heathcote, 1978; Saarinen, 1966). These studies have been done 

primarily in the semi-arid Great Plains region and address farmer's 

perceptions of drought and drought adaption strategies. The findings 

provide insight and background for what might be termed negative 

values or disamenities of arid and semi-arid landscapes. 
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The two previously cited reviews provide important directions 

for the pursuits of natural resource values research. A review of 

the related research literature indicates, however, that there has 

been at best a modest number of studies undertaken in arid and semi-

arid landscapes. 



STUDY ISSUES 

In the development of land use plans and management strategies 

that incorporate natural resource values research, it is necessary 

to examine issues that are related to the public's perception of 

that landscape. 

1. Do various environmental user groups describe, perceive, 

experience, and therefore value the environment in different ways? 

If planning is to be responsive to the values of those individ

uals and groups involved, it is important to note if differences 

in their values exist, and if so, the nature of those differences. 

This information can assist current resource administrators and man

agers in considering those values. 

2. Does a relationship exist between perceived environmental 

values, environmental preferences, and how the landscape is experienced? 

The aim of this study is to appraise the inter-group objec

tivity regarding human responses to the landscape. It is essential 

for informed practical application to appraise the extent to which 

it yields reproducible data that are not dependent upon a particular 

sample for their collection (Block, 1961). An examination of study 

findings across several response dimensions will be made to determine 

whether any relationship exists between how landscapes are perceived, 

valued, and experienced. 
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PROCEDURES 

The Study Area 

The landscapes of various regions of the country are undergoing 

profound changes as a result of major population shifts and economic 

development. In particular, the landscape of the Southwest is under

going rapid and dramatic change as a result of several factors. 

These include energy resources exploration, exceedingly high rates 

of population growth, and relocation of selected industries. Predic

tions, based on computer analysis of 1980 census data show that the 

future of the Rocky Mountain States can be best characterized by 

one word—growth (Masnik and Pitkin, 1982). 

The landscape of Arizona is also experiencing such a change 

as a result of one of the highest growth rates in the nation. The 

causes and consequences of this growth are common topics of conver

sation and speculation in local news media, political debate, academic 

papers, and reports generated by both private firms and public agencies 

(Hecht and Reeves, 1981). As a result of this growth, there is intense 

competition and frequent conflict among potential landscape users. 

Many new residents to the state seek amenities associated with the 

climate (Gibson, 1974), as well as recreational and experiential 

opportunities not available elsewhere. A major attraction are the 

nearby open spaces and the aesthetic and environmental opportunities 

they provide. Unfortunately, this continued inflow of new residents 
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can destroy or diminish the very qualities and amenities that attract 

new comers to the state. 

The growth of population areas within Arizona, particularly 

the major metropolitan areas of Phoenix and Tucson has highlighted 

the need for some public lands, both federal and state owned, to 

be converted to private and corporate uses. This kind of growth 

poses important questions about environmental values. Of specific 

concern in this thesis are natural resource and landscape values, 

the identification of perceived values, and their relationship to 

environmental preferences and experiences. 

The Study Sample 

This thesis is based upon a larger study currently under 

way (Zube and Law, 1981) that has resulted in the collection of approx

imately 90 semi-structured interviews with knowledgeable individuals 

representing ten natural resource interest groups (see Appendix A). 

These included the following: elected officials, land use planners, 

environmentalists, land developers, recreationists, farmers and ranchers 

tourists, new residents, ethnic minorities, and professional resource 

managers. Interviews were conducted in the individual's place of 

business or home. Topics discussed included: the relationship of 

the landscape to the individual's occupation and leisure time activities 

attitudes toward the southwestern landscape; perceptions of change 

regarding the landscape in general; and personal preferences for 

specific places and landscape attributes (see Appendix B). 
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Five interest group interview-sets from the larger study 

provide the empirical basis for this thesis. These interest groups 

represent the five major classifications defined by Culhane (1981). 

In Culhane1s study, all Bureau of Land Management and Forest 

Service line officers (area and district managers, district rangers, 

and forest supervisors) within three geographic regions of the Southwest 

were interviewed. Each district administrator was asked to identify 

those people whom he dealt with on agency business and considered 

important contacts. Those key contacts who were the most important 

representatives of local interests, especially those who had contacts 

with other administrative units in the area, were personally interviewed. 

An effort was made to interview a balanced representation of key 

contacts in terms of interest group and geographic spread. The remain

ing key contacts were telephoned (to introduce the study) and sent 

return-mail questionnaires. From the 291 participants, five major 

classifications were defined according to occupation or interest 

group affiliation. These 5 groups are believed to play important 

roles in the development of land use and management plans. 

The first category as defined by Culhane (1981) has traditional

ly had the greatest input and effect on public land decision-making 

and includes those users having economic interests in the public 

lands. It includes members of the livestock industry, timber industry, 

realtors, mineral companies and utility organizations. Because the 

livestock rancher has had the longest history of involvement with 



public land management (Foss, 1960), interviews with RANCHERS and 

FARMERS from the Zube and Law study (1981) will be examined. 

The second and third categories defined by Culhune coincide 

with the ENVIRONMENTALIST/CONSERVATIONISTS and RECREATIONISTS from 

the larger study (Zube and Law, 1981). The recreationist group is 

more heterogeneous than the environmentalists and is characterized 

by employees of recreational businesses (ski resorts), outing clubs, 

and off-road-vehicle organizations. 

Culhane's fourth category is a catch-all of other interests 

with very few common characteristics. The type of organization in 

this category with the most participants was governmental bodies. 

Because of the similarities, the POLITICAL OFFICIALS interview set 

was selected from the Zube and Law study (1981). Those interviewed 

included mayors, congressmen, country supervisors, and local school 

board members. As community leaders, these individuals are concerned 

with the welfare of their constituents in those industries that directly 

use the public lands. Moreover, local governments have a financial 

stake in the federal lands because of the payments returned to local 

governments in lieu of "ad valorem" property taxes. Local school 

boards also have a similar fiscal interest in public land uses since 

school districts also rely on property tax revenue. Because it is 

important for public land administrators to understand user attitudes 

and values in relation to their own, the last category defined by 

Culhane included the public land managers themselves. The interview 



set PROFESSIONAL RESOURCE MANAGERS has been selected to complement 

those administrators surveyed in the Culhane report. 

The Study Method 

Craik (1972) notes that there are at least three kinds of 

human responses to the landscape: descriptive assessments, evaluative 

appraisals, and preferential judgments. A thorough assessment of 

the environment would not only assess these responses but would also 

convey how that landscape is experienced. 

The analysis has therefore been divided into the following 

sections, each dealing with one of the response dimensions mentioned 

above. 

DESCRIPTIVE ASSESSMENTS: seek to describe attributes of the 

landscape and the image it protrays 

EVALUATIVE APPRAISALS: judge the relative importance of attributes 

against some implicit or explicit standard of comparison 

PREFERENTIAL JUDGMENTS: express an entirely personal and subjective 

appreciation of specific landscapes 

EXPERIENTIAL EVALUATIONS: identify valued human-environment 

interactions. 



FINDINGS 

Descriptive Assessments 

The first question posed in each of the interviews, "How 

would you describe the landscape around here to someone who had never 

been here before?11, was intended to elicit personal images of the 

landscape and the salient features and characteristics of those images. 

Individuals were asked to paint a verbal picture of the landscape 

and indirectly reveal what they value in the environment. 

Content analysis of the descriptions is used to address the 

question: Do various environmental interest groups perceive, describe, 

and therefore value the landscape in different ways? 

To avoid introduction of personal biases in this analysis, 

a sorting technique was used. From the transcriptions of each response, 

a set of cards was created on which each was placed an "environmental 

descriptor". Environmental descriptors are defined as those words 

or phrases which characterize, label, or identify some feature, attribute, 

or quality in the environment. Eight individuals were asked to sort 

the cards from two of the five interview groups. Care was taken 

to select the two interview sets that represent the widest range 

of descriptors. Participants sorted these cards into piles of "like" 

descriptors and were asked to write a brief (one or two sentence) 

description about each of the piles explaining why those descriptors 

were grouped together. 
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From the sorting technique the following content categories 

evolved. At least seven out of the nine (7855) participants identified 

each of these categories. These independently derived categories 

are consistent with a similar analysis of a New England landscape 

conducted by Zube (1971). 

VEGETATIVE DESCRIPTORS—words or phrases that identify or character

ize the type(s) of vegetation in the area. These include "Ponderosa 

Pine forests", "Saguaro", and "tropical scrub". 

TOPOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTORS—words or phrases that identify or character

ize the type(s) of terrain in the area including references to elevation. 

Included are "mountains", "alluvial-type valleys", and "a high elevation 

plateau". 

ATMOSPHERIC/CLIMATIC DESCRIPTORS—words or phrases that identify 

atmospheric or climatic features and qualities, including seasonal 

effects. These include "clean air", "arid", and "fall colors". 

LAND USE DESCRIPTORS—words or phrases that identify or characterize 

man's use of or lack of impact on the landscape. Included are "national 

monuments", "ranching", and "pristene environments". 

AESTHETIC/EMOTIONAL DESCRIPTORS—words or phrases that identify 

an aesthetic response or characterize an emotional feeling stimulated 

by the landscape. Included are "exciting", "scenic", and "not very 

attractive". 

SPATIAL/COMPOSITIONAL DESCRIPTORS—words or phrases that define 

the physical layout or identify compositional characteristics of 
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the landscape. These include "a land of contrasts", "variety", and 

"uniform". 

Table 1 relates the average number of descriptors used to 

each previously defined interest groups. 

Within three interest groups (environmentalists/conservationists, 

recreationists, and politicians) the mean value of vegetative and 

topographic descriptors used is equal. This suggests considerable 

agreement on a number of elements such as mountains, canyons, and 

unique desert vegetation. Unlike the other groups, recreationists 

and politicians have substantially lower mean values for the number 

of topographic, vegetative, and spatial/compositional descriptors; 

yet high means for the number of climatic descriptors used. These 

similarities suggest substantial agreement between these two user 

groups. 

A closer examination of the actual descriptors used yields 

particular images associated with each of the various interest groups. 

These images may account for some of the variation found in the table 

and help to explain some of the later findings. 

Professional resource managers as a group describe the Arizonan 

landscape as "a land of extremes". Although the means appear somewhat 

low, the descriptions themselves are more explicit and detailed, 

even to the point of expressing relative elevations. Such expression 

of these unique contrasts probably reflects their professional training 

and orientation towards less populated natural areas. 



Table 1. Descriptive Assessment of the Landscape—Type and Mean Number of 
Descriptors Used per Interview. 

Interest Groups 

Type of Professional Environmentalists/ Ranchers/ Recreationists Politicians 
Descriptor Resource Conservationists Farmers 

Managers 

Vegetative 2.0 (1) 

Topographic 1.4 (2) 

Atmospheric/ .9 (5) 
Climatic 

Land Use .2 (6) 

Aesthetic/ 1-1 (3) 
Emotional 

Spatial/ 1.0 (4) 
Compositional 

3.2 (1) 

3.2 (1) 

•  2  ( 6 )  

.7 (5) 

• 8 (4) 

1.2 (3) 

2.4 (1) 1.0 (2) 

1.4 (3) 1.0 (2) 

1.9 (2) 1.6 (1) 

. 6  ( 6 )  

1.1 (4) 

1.1 (4) 

.1 (6) 

.4 (5) 

.8 (4) 

1.1 (4) 

1.1 (4) 

1.6 (1) 

1.3 (3) 

1.4 (2) 

• 5 (6) 

Sum of the Means 6.6 

(I x) 
() Rank Order within Groups 

9.3 • 8.5 4.9 7.0 
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Environmentalists and conservationists, while not as detailed 

as the resource managers, use many labels to describe the landscape, 

particularly its vegetative and topographic features. Typical examples 

include: "Sonoran desert vegetation" and the "Grand Canyon". Concen

tration on these features can probably be explained by what appears 

to be most important to this group-landscape diversity. Within this 

realm lies topographic and biological diversity that in turn effects 

the spatial and compositional characteristics of the landscape. 

This may help explain the larger mean values in these three categories. 

Ranchers and farmers reflect their economic interests in 

the landscape by concentrating their descriptions on the vegetative 

potential and appraised valued of their property or allotment. Their 

reflections concerning climate are the most detailed of any group. 

This significance can probably be best summed up by the comments 

of one rancher ". . . agriculture at this elevation is seasonal 

at best" and "... climate is the top concern of agriculture." 

Politicians, as official spokespeople for communities and 

regions, stress the amenities associated with their respective juris

dictions. Examples of their comments include: "this is the most 

beautiful part of Arizona", "there's natural, God-given, open space", 

and "incredibly beautiful weather". Their descriptions reflect local 

land use patterns and show concern for those constituents who use 

the public lands. They also reflect on land use issues that influence 

the outcome of their elections. 
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Recreationists too, describe the impact the climate has on 

their outdoor lifestyles. Typical responses include, "you don't 

have to worry about the weather", and "the climate embraces you". 

One respondent even complained of his susceptability to the weather 

when outdoors citing the harshness of the climate if you're not prepared. 

Looking at the length and extent of the responses, confirms 

some previous inferences. The mean length of the descriptons for 

the five groups were: professional resource managers—106 words, 

environmentalists/conservationists—72 words, ranchers and farmers 

—78 words, recreationists—70 words, and politicians—159 words. 

Not surprisingly, politicians tend to be the most outspoken of any 

of the groups, yet only one-half (52$) of their descriptions deal 

directly with the landscape. More than eighty-five percent of the 

responses given by the professional resource manager or the environment

alists and conservationists discuss the landscape per se. Such a 

high degree suggests considerable orientation and knowledge of the 

natural landscape. 

Evaluative Appraisals 

Not surprisingly, the things that people like most are reflected 

in their images of the landscape. In fact, sixty-five percent of 

the responses to the question, "What do you think are the most important 

things about the area?" (see Interview Guide—Appendix B) were described 

in the responses to question #1. 

As a group, environmentalists and conservationists felt bio

logical diversity was the most important feature in their area. 



This may help to explain their use of lists and labels of landscape 

features to aid in their description of the environment. Fifty percent 

of the recreationists interviewed concurred on the importance of 

"mountains" and "climates". The mountains provide a wide range of 

outdoor activities from "rock climbing" to "camping" while the climate 

"provides little interference with those activities". Politicians 

gave the widest range of responses to this question citing the amenities 

of "a blessed climate", "clean air", "nature as it is", and "the 

uniqueness of the desert" as most important. Conversely, ranchers 

and farmers gave the smallest range of responses and said that their 

own property or allotments provided them with "the best life in the 

world". The resource managers had the most difficulty responding 

to this question, possibly reflecting their professional orientation 

towards the multiple use doctrine. Typical answers included; "I 

tend to view everything equally", and "I don't think there is any 

one thing that is most important and hopefully that includes us as 

well." 

While these responses may point out some important differences 

between population sub-groups, an examination of the aggregate results 

bears noting. Thirty-two percent of all responses are considered 

topographic features including "mountains" and "canyons". In fact, 

at least one person from each of the interest groups mentioned mountains 

as the most important thing in their area. Two other types of responses, 

those dealing with vegetative and climatic features, each total one-

fourth of the total responses. 
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Preferential Judgments 

Responses to the question "Do you have a favorite place for 

outdoor activities and what about it makes it special to you?", suggest 

interesting differences among groups. The sentiment expressed by 

all interviewees is toward three major physical features in the Arizona 

landscape: mountains, canyons, and water features (see Table 2). 

Examining the specific sites given and the values associated 

with those sites (Table 3) generates the following discussion. Profes

sional resource managers are attracted to more remote areas of major 

topographic features such as "the Inner Basin of the San Francisco 

Peaks" and "the top of Pusch Ridge" in the Santa Catalina Mountains. 

The values associated with these locations vary more than any other 

group studied and range from "it's a fairly easy hike" to "you can 

see Bighorn sheep". Environmentalists and conservationists enjoy 

the isolated areas of canyons with running water such as "Aravaipa" 

and "Clear Creek Canyon". As one interviewee states: "we enjoy 

areas like Aravaipa on BLM lands because they have non-developed 

campgrounds." Accessibility does not appear to be an important consider

ation. 

Ranchers and farmers lack the site specificity of the other 

groups claiming "the mountains" as their favorite spot. The values 

associated with the mountains include easy access, the quality of 

the vegetation, and the aesthetics of the surroundings. This list 

of values represents the smallest range given by all groups. Recrea-

tionists appear to enjoy all three of the sites mentioned earlier. 



Table 2. Preferential Judgments about the Landscape—Type and Mean Number of Places 
Mentioned per Interview. 

Interest Groups 

Type of Professional Enrionmentalists/ Ranchers/ Recreationists Politicians 
Favorite Resource Conservationists Farmers 
Place Managers 

Mountains .3 (2) • 2 (4) .8 (1) .4 (1) — 

Canyons 

r—
1 CO 

.4 (1) • 1 (2) • 2 (3) .6 (1) 

On or Near .2 (3) • 4 (1) - .3 (2) .4 (2) 
Water 

Others .2 (3) .2 (4) 

() Random Order within Groups 



Table 3. Preferential Judgments about the Landscape—Type of Values Associated with 
Favorite Places as a Percentage of Group Responses. 

Interest Groups 

Type of Value 
Associated with 
Favorite Place 

Professional 
Resource Environmentalists/ Ranchers/ 
Managers Conservationists Farmers 

Recreationists Politicians 

Accessibility 
"It's an easy 
hike" 

15.8% (2) 14.3 (3) 6.2 (5) 8.3 (4) 

Aesthetic 
"It's beautiful" 

26.2 (1) 38.6 (1) 57.1 (1) 43.8 (1) 41.7 (1) 

The Climate 
"It's cool" 

5.3 7.7 18.8 

Cultural 
Significance 
"There are 
Indian Ruins" 

23.0 (2) 

Presence of 
Water 
There's running 
water" 

15.8 (2) 7.7 (4) 12.5 (3) 16.7 (3) 

Presence of 
Wildlife 
"There are lots 
of animals" 

5.3 (6) 



Table 3.—Continued. 

Type of Value 
Associated with 
Favorite Place 

Interest Groups 

Professional 
Resource Environmentalists/ Ranchers/ 
Managers Conservationists Farmers 

Recreationists Politicians 

Social Aspects 
"There are lots 
of people" 

12.5 (3) 

Solitude 
"It's isolated" 

15.8 (2) 23.0 (2) 6.2 (5) 33.3 (2) 

Vegetative 
Quality 
"Unique" 

15.8 (2) 

100.0 100.0 

28 .6  (2 )  

100.0 100.0 100.0 

() Random Order within Groups 

ON 



The values held for these locations are not unlike any of the other 

groups except for the social atmosphere that exists or they provide. 

These values range from "it's a nice place to take your friends" 

to "the people seem to be more environmentally conscious". Politicians 

prefer the larger more highly visited canyons throughout the state 

such as "the Grand Canyon", and "Oak Creek Canyon". Ironically, 

these are highly valued for the solitude that they offer. All groups 

associate aesthetic values with their favorite locations. 

Experiential Evaluations 

As previously noted, no user-based assessment of the landscape 

would be complete without an evaluation of how that landscape is 

experienced. To complete the analysis, responses to the question, 

"What would you say is the best experience you've had in this landscape?" 

were examined. Once again, the three types of physical features 

preferred most by individuals (mountains, canyons, and water features) 

appear as the three primary locations for "best experiences". Another 

dimension, wilderness areas, was added to this list. One person 

in each of the interview groups mentioned wilderness areas as the 

site of their "best experience". More important than the location 

of best experience is the type of activity or factors involved. 

Table 4 relates the components involved in these "best experiences". 

Examining the Table 4 we find very little divergence between 

interview groups. This suggests the highly personal manner of outdoor 

experiences and separation from a professional orientation. Intuitively, 

"best experiences" may be those which are unusual or unique to our 



Figure 4. Experimental Evaluations of the Landscape Components of "Best Experiences" 
Expressed as a Percentage of Group Responses. 

Component 

Interest Group 

Professional 
Resource Environmentalists/ Ranchers/ Recreationists Politicians 
Manager Conservationists Farmers 

Aesthetic 
"It was spect
acularly 
beautiful" 

11.7 (2) 16.7 (1) 38.9 (1) 41.8 (1) 

Climatic 
"We saw a 
drastic change 
in weather" 

11.7 (2) 12.5 (3) 20.0 (2)  16.7 (3) 8.3 (3) 

Social Aspects 
"Family-related 

activities" 

29.8 (1) 12.5 (3) 60.0 (1) 11.2 (4) 8.3 (3) 

Solitude 
"We got away 
from civilization" 

11.7 (2) 8.3 (7) 

Recreational 
"We were hiking" 

11.7 (2) 12.5 (3) 20.0 (2)  22.2 (2) 16.7 (2) 

Rewarding 
"Physically and 
educationally" 

16.7 (1) 



Figure 4.—Continued. 

Interest Group 

Professional 
Component Resource Environmentalists/ Ranchers/ Recreationists Politicians 

Manager Conservationists Farmers 

Presence of 17.7 (2) 8.3 (7) 20 (2) 5.5 (5) 8.3 (3) 

Wildlife 
"Seeing how close 
you can get" 

Presence of 11.7 (2) 12.5 (3) 20.0 (2) 5.5 (5) 8.3 (3) 
Water 
"There's running 
water" 

Discovery - - - - 8.3 (3) 
"A sense of new
ness or discovery" 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

() Rank Order within Groups 

S3 
vO 
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daily lifestyles. There are some similarities across groups suggesting 

agreement on several factors that make up a best experience. 

The social aspects (whether with a friend, or with your family), 

the recreational activity involved, the presence of wildlife and 

the presence of water, are all perceived as factors that have substantial 

influence on experiential values. Two other outcomes of this research 

are worth noting. Environmentalists/conservationists and politicians 

offered two unique reasons for their memorable outdoor experiences. 

Environmentalists cited those experiences that were rewarding—both 

physically and educationally. Politicians added that "newness", 

"discovery", and "adventure1 as important elements in determining 

their "best experiences". 



DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

This analysis begins to answer the question, "Do various 

users of the public lands in Arizona perceive, describe, experience, 

and therefore value the landscape in different ways?" Although the 

research reported here is part of a larger ongoing project, these 

findings do suggest important differences in landscape values among 

certain subgroups of the population. 

Table 5 summarizes the findings and addresses the second 

question put forth in this thesis, "Is there a relationship between 

perceived values, environmental preferences, and experiences? For 

each of the four analysis sections, key words and phrases have been 

selected from the interviews that exemplify the findings for each 

user group. This generates some discussion concerning user profiles, 

and allows an examination of the relationship between descriptions, 

comparisons, preferences, and experiences about the landscape. 

Professional resource managers, as noted previously, describe 

the landscape as a land of extremes. They describe in detail the 

range of vegetation and topography that can be found in a short time 

or space interval. Such extremes evoke aesthetic and spatial or 

compositional responses. Use of such a wide range of descriptors 

suggests a professional orientation towards the multiple use doctrine 

and may help to explain the difficulty in responding to evaluative 

appraisals. 

31 



Table 5. User Profiles Across Analysis Techniques 

Interest Group 

Analysis Professional 
Technique Resource Environmentalists/ Ranchers/ Recreationists Politicians 

Managers Conservationists Farmers 

Descriptive 
Assessments 

"A land of 
extremes" 
"20001 

elevations 
up to 1200"' 

"Diversity of 
plants and 
terrain" 

"Unusually com
plex" 

"All sorts of 
different life-
zones" 

"Rolling 
grasslands" 
"Good fruit 
country" 
"There's 
drought" 

"Lush desert 
growth" 

"Don't have 
to worry 
about the 
weather" 

"Clean air" 
"Attractive" 
"Beautiful 
weather" 

"Lots of 
open space" 

Evaluative 
Appraisals 

Preferential 
Judgments 

Experiential 
Evaluations 

"No one 
thing is 
most 
impo'rtant' 

"Canyons 
provide a 
range of 
experi
ences" 

"Each is fun 
because you 
are doing 
something 
different" 

"Biological 
diversity" 

"I live the "Mountains" 
best life-
•in the 
world" 

"Aesthetic 
amenities 
of nature 
and climate" 

"Canyons with 
water" for 
aesthetics, 
solitude and 
culture 

"Experiences 
that are 
rewarding 
both physically 
and educationally" 

are a source 
of recreation; 
Climate has 
little effect 
on activi
ties" 

"Mountains" "Mountains" "Canyons" 
for aesthe- for aesthe- for aesthe
tic and tic and tic and 
vegetation climatic solitude 
change change 

"Sitting out- "There's some- "A sense of 
side doing thing unique discovery" 

and precious "An adven-nothing" 
"Enjoy being 
alive" 

about snow-
skiing in 
this state" 

ture' 
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This management philosophy supports consideration of all 

natural resource users and their values on an equal basis. Preferences 

for those locations that "provide a range of experiences" and the 

almost equal representation of components in best experiences suggests 

the influence this professional philosophy has on personal lifestyle 

and taste. 

The environmentalists and conservationists interviewed also 

see the landscape made up of a wide variety of topographic and vege

tative features but from other than a management orientation. Their 

values seem to reflect an ecological perspective. Descriptions include 

long lists of features expressing a thorough knowledge of the environ

ment and its contents. These lists show the importance of what this 

group perceives as the most important feature about the landscape-

biological diversity. In questions concerning preferences and expe

riences, this group gave responses that were unique in relation to 

the responses of all other groups. 

Findings show that they seek sites that are of cultural or 

historical significance and value those experiences which are educa

tionally rewarding. 

Ranchers and farmers value the landscape not only from an 

occupational and economic viewpoint, but more importantly as that 

entity upon which their entire lifestyle is completely dependent. 

Their descriptions of the landscape reflect this dependence. Comments 

concerning the lands productive capability, its market value, and 

the climate's foothold on this resource seem foremost in their minds. 



Their lifestyles are primarily physical, not always profitable, and 

as such have been traditionally family-oriented and inherited. "Only 

those who truly love this lifestyle can believe they are wealthy". 

Such a philosophy is echoed by their appraisals of what is most impor

tant about their areas. One rancher states, "you're never off the 

job, we have no vacations, we truly live our jobs". This may explain 

the small range of responses to the questions concerning preferences 

and experiences. Their lifestyle is such that their own lands are 

often their favorite spots and their "best experiences" are limited, 

rarely occurring off their lands. 

Recreationists value the landscape as a source of outdoor 

activities. In the situation where they are economically dependent 

(i.e. ski resorts employees, hunting and fishing guides), they are 

most often capitalizing on an existing natural feature or environmental 

quality. Therefore descriptions of the landscape often stress the 

unique qualities of the area both as a variety of things to do and 

as a way of attracting others. These qualities are also portrayed 

in the recreationist's personal preferences and experiences. Acces

sibility to recreation areas, the unique qualities of the climate, 

mountains, the aesthetic appeal, and the diversity of recreational 

opportunities are recurrent themes. 

The politician's role in society as a public promoter for 

the state, county, city, or town that they represent is reflected 

in their responses to all four questions. As official spokespersons, 

their descriptions reflect local tourist advertisements promoting 



the amenities of climate, beauty, clean air, and plenty to see and 

do. The emphasis of open space shows concern and an appeal to locating 

industries. Aesthetic amenities of natural areas and climate are 

viewed as the most important features in their areas. Politicians 

chose the more traditional tourist attractions throughout the state 

as their preferred spots and cite the value of newness and discovery 

in their experiences. This oversight of such problems as air pollution, 

overcrowding, and litter throughout the state's parks, national forests, 

and monuments questons their ability to separate their political 

role form their personal images. 

These user profiles suggest strong value orientations and 

attitudes associated with each of five groups studied. Possibly 

more important, is that these values can be explored across four 

dimensions of human response to landscapes. Of these four responses 

only experiential evaluations lack the substantial concensus character

istic of the other response dimensions. This may be partly due to 

the highly personal nature of outdoor experiences preventing delineation 

between groups. 

The need for reliable and valid information about natural 

resource values has been amply documented during the past decade 

and a half through many natural resources and landscape planning 

projects. Essentially every piece of natural resource legislation 

enacted since the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 has called 

for more than an economic benefit-cost analysis. There has been 

a considerable investment of time and energy directed towards the 



development of methods and procedures to extend values analyses to 

encompass non-commodity interests. Most of this effort has been 

directed at the landscape as perceived and in particular the scenic 

or visual quality of the landscape. Furthermore, most of this research 

has been undertaken in support of a specific mission or application 

such as highway alignment timber harvest, and water resources manage

ment surrounding the facilities siting process. As a result we are 

lacking baseline studies that contribute to our basic understanding 

on non-commodity natural resource values. Such studies are needed 

to provide a foundation for theory building and for enhancing our 

predictive capabilities in the future. 

Natural resource managers, and the federal land management 

agencies for that matter, try to maintain a reputation for administra

tion that is nonpolitical yet "responsive" to user interests and 

values. One of the primary responsibilities of these agencies is 

land use planning involving fundamental decision-making by local 

natural resource managers. The public participation requirement 

in land use planning is a result of the recognition that response 

to group values is a proper criterion for making decisions in the 

planning process—that is, planning decisions should be based on 

political as well as expert-professional grounds. 

One mechanism for integrating group values into land use 

decision-making was based primarily on administrator's intuition 

and experience than on the direct articulation of group preferences 

in the planning process. 
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Public forums are a particularly useful learning tool for 

administators who base their decision on group values. Group values 

and their intensity are well displayed in public meetings as well 

as in more informal participation efforts. The educational value 

of public values is particularly important with respect to "new" 

user groups whose preferences may not be apparent. This is especially 

true in Arizona, with a rapidly expanding population and a major 

transient population of seasonal visitors. 

In light of today's economic conditions it seems less and 

less likely that funds will be available to conduct large scale user 

perception or preference studies for every major landscape modifi

cation proposed. If such is the case, baseline studies such as the 

one outlined can contribute to understanding the probable variability 

in values orientations among different interest groups and different 

landscapes and, therefore, contribute to the information base available 

to responsible decision-makers in considering the impacts of proposed 

changes. Data from such studies also provide for the identification 

of critical and significant landscapes and landscape features that 

are valid indicators of perceived and experienced landscape quality 

(Craik & Zube, 1977). Hence, they contribute to the identification 

of salient resources to be considered in landscape monitoring projects. 

Natural resource values and attitudes towards the landscape 

serve an important psychological function in our lives by helping 

us make decisions that involve a wide range of environmental behaviors. 



By understanding these values we can contribute to the more rational 

use of natural resources in this rapidly changing state. 



APPENDIX A 

COMPLETE LISTING OF INTERVIEW GROUPS* 

INTEREST GROUP NO. OF INTERVIEWS 

Land Use Planners 10 

Environmentalists/ 9 
Conservationists 

Ranchers/Farmers 7 

Land Developers/ 8 
Real Estate Broker's 

Professional Resource 9 
Managers 

Seasonal Visitors 13 

Newcomers 8 

Recreationists 9 

Political Officials 8 

Ethnic Minorities 6 

TOTAL 87 

* Based on a larger study conducted by Zube and Law (1981) 
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APPENDIX B 

INTERVIEW GUIDE 

1. If you were describing the Landscape around here to soneone who had never been 
here before, how would you describe it? (What's it like?) 

PROBES 
"Would that description change at all if you were talking to a colleague or from 

a professional viewpoint? If so, how? 
"What kinds of opportunities would you say the landscape provides- in terms of 

recreation, work (employment)? 
-What do you think are the best or most important things about it? 
-What are the worst things about it? 
-Oo you feel that anything about the environment is dangerous? 
-How then would you say that the good and bad things about the area balance each 

other out? 
-Oo you feel that there are any important man-made features in the landscape? 

2. Inquire if not obvious, does your work involve any outdoor activity? How much? 

PROBES 
-How would you say that this effects how you value your job/position? 
-Oo you think that this effects how you value or perceive the environment? 
-What features in the landscape are important for your work (e.g. water, 

vegetation, accessibility, etc.)? 



3. What kinds of things do you personally like to do when you're outdoors? 

PROBES 
-Both recreation and work activities? • 
-Both in and out of the urban setting? 
-How often do you do these things (how important are they to you)? 
-Does it change over the seasons? 
-Have they influenced where you have chosen to live (both in the area and 

region)? 

4. Do the things you like about the landscape influence what you do or where you go 
when you're out-of-doors? 

PROBES 
-Is your daily or seasonal schedule of activities influenced by what you Uke? 
-What would you say is the best experience you've ever had in this landscape? 
-Is there some spot that you haven't been to yet but would to visit sometime soon? 

S. Do the things that you dislike about the landscape prevent you from engaging in 
any activities? 

PROBES 
-Does the environment itself prevent you from doing things you would like to? 
-What is the worst experience you've ever had in this landscape? 

9.* How long have you been living in this part of Arizona? 

PROBES 
-Had you visited this area before moving here? How often, during what time 

of the year, length per visit? 
-Is this part of Arizona the way you had envisioned it before you arrived/ 

visited? 
-How is it similar/different, better/worse? 



6. (For all Interviewees except Newcomers) Has this part of Arizona changed since 
you first knew it? 

PROBES 
-Physical versus social changes? 
-Have things gotten better/worse? Can you think of any examples? 
-Can you remember when you first became aware of these changes? 

7. Do you ha\>e a favorite place for outdoor activities? 

PROBES 
-Can you describe your favorite kind of place and what makes it so? 

3. Given the kinds of things you enjoy and value about out-of-doors and the 
present discussion concerning the doubling of population that is predicted to 
occur in this area, how do you think that this will effect your present 
values or perceptions of the out-of-door environment? 

PROBES 
-Both from a professional viewpoint and also your personal feelings? 

* denotes break in number sequence 
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